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ABSTRACT 

 
In the contemporary business environment, brand management forms a major focus in 
successful firms. However, modern brand management is characterised by the 
decentralisation of control of the brand. In this environment, the brand is now influenced 
by a range of stakeholders. In particular, the active customer increasingly plays an 
instrumental role in brand performance. Thus, the customer now co-creates the brand. 
While the customer has assumed control, understanding of the customer contribution is 
in its infancy. Service-dominant logic continues to be refined (Grönroos, 2008, 2011; 
Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008, 2016; Vargo, Maglio, & Akaka, 
2008), offering a high (macro) level view of the phenomenon. Managerial frameworks 
have emerged (Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013; Hatch & Schultz, 2010; Payne, Storbacka, 
& Frow, 2008; Payne, Storbacka, Frow, & Knox, 2009), providing a new level of detail at 
a less abstract (meso) level and enabling the process of co-creation to be examined. 
Yet, understanding of co-creation at an individual (micro) level remains underexplored. 
Specifically, understanding the impact of co-creation upon the co-creator (i.e., the 
customer), has not been addressed. 

 

This study addresses this gap in the literature by taking a customer centred approach to 
co-creation. The research makes a significant contribution by clearly conceptualising, 
and empirically verifying, the concept of customer brand co-creation behaviour (CBCB). 
The nature and characteristics of CBCB are detailed and provide important parameters 
for the operationalisation of the CBCB concept. Development, feedback, advocacy and 
helping behaviours emerge as four valid dimensions of CBCB and are contextualised in 
a sound nomological network in the CBCB Model. The CBCB Model encapsulates a 
comprehensive view of the customer experience of co-creation. Importantly, the model 
identities a range of drivers to co-creation which relate to the customer-brand 
relationship. Specifically, the model identifies customer-level antecedents (category 
involvement, customer-brand engagement and brand self-congruity) and brand-level 
antecedents (brand interactivity and brand community) to co-creation behaviour. 
Critically, the CBCB Model empirically verifies the customer’s role in the co-creation of 
value, demonstrated by increased perceptions of brand value. 

 
The study adopts a quantitative research design, with a survey approach. The survey 
design enables the collection of quantifiable data for hypothesis testing in relation to the 
CBCB Model. The CBCB Model and the survey were designed by drawing on the strong 
qualitative co-creation research base and relevant established branding theory. The 
survey was administered using a split-distribution strategy, accessing the sample by 
intercept and use of both online and paper-based surveys. Respondents included 
customers from a mix of goods and service brands, resulting in a final sample of 326 
cases. 

 

Data underwent initial inspection in SPSS before the systematic procedure for PLS-SEM 
(Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2016) was implemented. PLS-SEM analysis involves a 
comprehensive range of assessments to assure the suitability of measurement items, 
which confirmed valid and reliable constructs in the CBCB Model. Further analysis 
examined the performance of the model, confirming an empirically sound CBCB Model. 
Additionally, supplementary analysis was conducted to examine the influence of gender 
within the CBCB Model. Some inconsistencies in the model performance were 
demonstrated between the male and female groups. These findings indicate a need for 
further investigation of the CBCB Model across gender. 
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The findings of the research offer a number of theoretical and practical contributions for 
both researchers and brand practitioners. From a theoretical perspective, the 
characteristics of CBCB as an active, voluntary, interactive behaviour in the brand 
relationship context, provides new clarity to the concept. The nature of the 
conceptualisation enables the dimensionality of CBCB to be refined, confirming 
feedback, advocacy and helping (Yi & Gong, 2013) as valid dimensions of co-creation 
behaviour and adding a fourth dimension, development. The refined operationalisation 
is applied in a network of relationships, in the CBCB Model. The model confirms a range 
of antecedents (category involvement, customer-brand engagement, brand self- 
congruity, brand interactivity and brand community) resulting in the co-creation of brand 
value for the co-creating customer. These findings inform theory and, additionally, 
provide new managerial insight into the benefits and constraints of co-creation strategies. 
Further, these findings provide a valuable foundation for future exploration of co-creation 
in relation to gender, alternative brand types and different cultural contexts. 

 

In conclusion, the importance of branding and co-creation for organisational success 
creates a justified need for this research. The current situation, whereby the customer 
has assumed control of the brand, provides an impetus for improved understanding of 
co-creation. The CBCB Model enhances this understanding of the customer perspective 
of co-creation and with a rigorous approach to the study, confidence is established in the 
research findings. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 

1.0 Background 

The importance of branding has emerged as a major focus of marketing and business 

management in the contemporary environment. Indeed, successful brand management 

is now seen as an essential factor to effective business performance (Keller, 2013). In 

this environment, brand management is evolving as it responds to a shift from a firm- 

controlled existence to a decentralised and cooperative marketplace. The brand is now 

managed with a range of active customers, partners and other stakeholders (Heding, 

Knudtzen, & Bjerre, 2008; Corporate Leadership, 2014). As a result, a growing number 

of major brands are embracing the notion of co-creation as a new support mechanism 

for competitive advantage (Maddock & Vitón, 2010; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2014). On 

this basis, co-creation is positioned as one of the most influential branding and marketing 

concepts of recent times. 

 
Co-creation is built on the premise of service-dominant logic, where the customer plays 

a direct role in the realisation of value (Vargo & Lusch, 2008) and is an active participant 

in the customer-brand partnership (Sheth & Parvatiyar, 1995). The customer has moved 

from a passive recipient of the brand offering (Heding, Knudtzen, & Bjerre, 2016) to a 

co-creator of the brand and its value (Merz, He, & Vargo, 2009; Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 

2010b). In doing so, brand management becomes more complex and potentially risky 

(Hatch & Schultz, 2010). Therefore, the importance of theory development in the area of 

strategic brand management cannot be overstated. For example, while there is 

exponential growth in theoretical discussion of co-creation, only about 13% of the 

research resides in the marketing domain (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014), and an even smaller 

percentage resides within the branding context. Therefore, as the need to understand 

and manage co-creation continues to be recognised, there remains significant scope for 

theoretical and empirical research development within the brand management domain. 

 
Contemporary research has begun to map the process of brand co-creation, providing a 

framework for an overall co-creation ecosystem (Hatch & Schultz, 2010; Helm & Jones, 

2010) where the customer, firm and suppliers all interact in a dynamic co-creation 

process (Payne, Storbacka, & Frow, 2008; Payne, Storbacka, Frow, & Knox, 2009). 

While the process view provides a solid foundation for understanding co-creation at an 

abstract level, little is known about the co-creation behaviours of key individual players, 
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i.e., customers. As such, understanding the way in which customers and brands co- 

create value becomes a critical and highly justifiable research agenda. 

 
While there is a growing body of research exploring brand co-creation (Galvagno & Dalli, 

2014), the focus is predominately related to strategic brand management implications of 

value. Alternatively, this study takes a customer-centred approach in order to investigate 

the impact of brand co-creation upon the co-creating customer. Notably, the customer 

emphasis has important strategic brand management implications. For example, to most 

effectively manage brand co-creation, it is essential that brand practitioners have a sound 

awareness of the behavioural manifestations of customer brand co-creation. 

Furthermore, knowledge of what drives co-creation behaviour and what the resultant 

consequence is for the co-creating customer is useful in effective brand co-creation 

management. Therefore, research directed toward an enhanced understanding of the 

customer experience of co-creation, including identification of antecedents and 

consequences, is essential if theoretical and practical advancement in this important 

area is to occur. 

 
In order to effectively address this research imperative, this study adopts a systematic 

and detailed approach towards clarifying the customer perspective of brand co-creation. 

A customer focus provides a new viewpoint of co-creation, through enhanced 

appreciation of the customer experience of co-creation. In doing so, the research draws 

from, and builds upon, existing theory to articulate a clear definition of customer brand 

co-creation, which contextualises co-creation as a behavioural phenomenon. 

Specifically, customer brand co-creation behaviour is proposed as the voluntary, active 

and interactive customer actions associated with the customer-brand relationship. In 

support of this definition, customer brand co-creation behaviour (CBCB) is identified as 

a four-dimensional construct reflected by development, feedback, advocacy and helping. 

Beyond the conceptual development of CBCB, this study identifies and empirically 

examines the nomological framework of relationships within which CBCB lies. In 

developing a sound theoretical model of co-creation, namely the Customer Brand Co- 

Creation Behaviour (CBCB) Model, the study provides empirical support for relational 

influences on CBCB (i.e., customer-brand engagement and brand self-congruity) and the 

key consequence for customer participation in co-creation (i.e., customer perceived 

brand value). 
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1.1 Research Objective and Questions 

The preceding discussion provides an introduction to customer brand co-creation 

behaviour and identifies the need for enhanced knowledge in this research domain. In 

particular, a thorough review of the extant branding and co-creation literature (see 

Chapter Two) identifies two significant research gaps, which underpin the overarching 

research objective of this study and define the associated research questions. 

 
In broad terms, the research objective of this study is 

 
 

To understand the customer perspective of participation in brand 

co-creation behaviour. 

 
The first step in addressing this research objective is to identify the nature and 

dimensions of customer brand co-creation behaviour (CBCB). The next step is to 

determine the manner in which CBCB is placed within a nomological network of 

antecedent and consequential relationships. On this basis, the following research 

questions provide the foundation for the research, reported herein. 

 
RQ1:   What is the nature of the customer brand co-creation behaviour construct? 

RQ2:   What are the antecedents to customer brand co-creation behaviour? 

RQ3: What influence does customer brand co-creation behaviour have upon the value 

perceptions of the co-creating customer? 

 
To effectively address the research questions, two critical stages of theory development 

are progressed. Firstly, relevant literature from branding and co-creation is examined to 

identify the critical aspects of the nature of co-creation. In particular, definitions and 

dimensions of co-creation are considered from the literature and applied in the customer 

brand context to offer a thorough definition of CBCB (refer Chapter Three). Importantly, 

the definition establishes the nature of co-creation by highlighting the critical 

characteristics of CBCB. In doing so, CBCB is conceptualised as the voluntary, active 

and interactive customer actions associated with the customer-brand relationship. With 

this enhanced conceptual clarity, the dimensionality of co-creation is then examined 

against the established CBCB criteria. Consequently, three dimensions of value co- 

creation proposed by Yi and Gong (2013) are adopted, including feedback, advocacy 

and helping. An additional fourth dimension, development, is added as one of the major 

forms of co-creation emerging from both theory and practice (Hoyer, Chandy, Dorotic, 

Krafft, & Singh, 2010; Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010b; Thompson & Malaviya, 2013). 
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Development involves the customer actively contributing new ideas and resources for 

the brand. Thus, a four-dimensional view of CBCB is proposed and empirically verified 

in Chapter Six. 

 
The second critical stage of theory development involves situating the CBCB construct 

within a strong network of pertinent relationships. Thus, in Chapter Four, the CBCB 

Model contextualises the CBCB concept, identifying the drivers and consequence of 

CBCB, which form the basis for hypotheses development (refer Figure 1.1). 

 

Figure 1.1 Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour (CBCB) Model 

Source: Developed for this study 

 
 

 
The CBCB Model details the customer co-creation journey which begins with the broad 

level of interest in the brand category. Category involvement is identified as an initial 

driver of co-creation (France, Merrilees, & Miller, 2015). Whereby, the customer’s interest 

in the brand category is influential in their decision to invest time and effort on co-creation 

ventures (Bowden, 2009). Further, category involvement piques the customers interest 

and drives the customer to form relationships with particular brands within the category 

(Dwivedi, 2015). Thus, category involvement directly influences customer-brand 

engagement and brand self-congruity. These two customer-level antecedents 

demonstrate that the customer’s relationship with the brand provides an impetus  for the 

customer to co-create. Additionally, two brand-level antecedents, brand interactivity and 

brand community, are identified as enablers of co-creation (France et al., 2015). Overall, 
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a range of customer-level and brand-level drivers lead the customer to co-create the 

brand. As a result of this co-creation the CBCB Model identifies that the co-creating 

customer’s perception of brand value will be enhanced. Thus, the CBCB Model supports 

the widely accepted theoretical assumptions of value creation (Ballantyne, Frow, Varey, 

& Payne, 2011; Grönroos, 2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008), empirically verifying that 

the customer co-creates brand value. 

 
1.2 Definitions and Terms 

Strong theoretical development comes from a clear understanding of the nature of all 

constructs within the research (Churchill, 1979). To assure accuracy of interpretation 

within the study, the key constructs of interest in this research are defined in Table 1.1. 

Several new concepts are introduced, such as CBCB and brand interactivity. Other 

definitions have been adapted from the existing literature, such as customer-brand 

engagement and brand community membership. Further, a variety of definitions have 

been directly adopted from the established literature, such as customer perceived brand 

value and category involvement. All of the key concepts discussed in the CBCB Model 

are detailed, in Table 1.1 

 
1.3 Justification of Research 

With leading brands generating more revenue than many of the world’s national 

economies (Trivett, 2011) and the top ten global brands being worth more than US$575 

billion (Forbes.com, 2016), the imperative for strong brand performance becomes 

paramount. In this environment, leading global brands are adopting co-creation practices 

and achieving new levels of success and innovation. For example, firms spend 

approximately US$4.3 billion worldwide on social network marketing (De Vries, Gensler, 

& Leeflang, 2012), which is just one vehicle for brand co-creation. Therefore, the need 

to effectively manage the increased customer participation to gain strategic benefit has 

become an area of significance. In particular, a major consideration is the effect of 

customer co-creation upon long term customer-brand relationships. 

 
Research suggests that firms are deriving direct value from co-creation in terms of 

enhanced product offerings, improved customer understanding and increased brand 

exposure (Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013). However, examination of the implications for 

the co-creators (i.e., customers) and their ongoing relationship with the brand is less well 

considered. This significant gap in knowledge creates the potential for a “process of 

mutual destruction” (Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013, p. 1484) rather than the desired co- 
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creation of value. Thus, a critical need for the research is established from the theoretical 

and practical domain, to empirically measure implications of co-creation for the customer. 

 
Table 1.1 CBCB Model Definition of Constructs 

Construct Definition 

Customer Brand Co- 

Creation Behaviour 

Customer brand co-creation behaviour involves voluntary, active and interactive 

customer actions associated with the customer-brand relationship (developed for 

this research). 
 

Co-Creation 

Development 

Co-creation development relates to voluntary customer participation in the 

generation of new ideas and resources for the brand (developed for this 

research). 
 

Co-Creation 

Feedback 

Co-creation feedback involves voluntary customer participation in the behaviour of 

providing the brand solicited and unsolicited evaluations of brand experiences (Yi 

& Gong, 2013). 
 

Co-Creation 

Advocacy 

Co-creation advocacy includes the voluntarily customer behaviour of 

recommending the brand to others (Yi & Gong, 2013). 
 

Co-Creation Helping Co-creation helping includes voluntary customer participation in assisting other 

customers to enhance their experience of the brand (Yi & Gong, 2013). 
 

Customer-Brand 

Engagement 

Customer-brand engagement is a psychological state characterised by the 

customer’s active cognitive immersion and affective passion for the brand 

(developed based on Brodie, Hollebeek, Jurić, & Ilić, 2011; France et al., 2015; 

France, Merrilees, & Miller, 2016; Patterson, Yu, & De Ruyter, 2006). 
 

Brand Self- 

Congruity 

Brand self-congruity involves the customer’s perception of consistency between 

their self-image and the image of the brand (Sirgy, 1985). 
 

Category 

Involvement 

Category involvement is the customer’s overall interest and involvement in the 

brand category (O'Cass, 2004). 
 

Brand Interactivity Brand interactivity is the customer’s perception of the brand’s  willingness and 

genuine desire for integration with the customer (developed for this research, as 

published in France et al., 2015; 2016). 

 
Brand Community Brand community membership relates to the customer perceiving themselves as 

part of a community of individuals with a consistent admiration for the brand 

(developed for this study based on Muñiz & O’Guinn, 2001). 
 

Customer Perceived 

Brand Value 

Customer perceived brand value involves the customer’s overall assessment of 

the brands worth, based on what they feel they receive from the brand (Zeithaml, 

1988). 
 

 
 
 

Much of the theory of co-creation is operationalised at a high (macro) level of service- 

dominant logic. Yet, the concrete (micro) level analysis is underexplored. Therefore, 

there is a broad understanding of co-creation, but at a customer level, more detail is 

needed. In fact, the Marketing Science Institute (MSI) (2014) identifies the necessity to 

understand the customer and the customer experience as a Tier 1 research priority. In 
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particular, examining emerging behaviours of the customer requires greater 

conceptualisation, definition and measurement (MSI, 2014). However, conceptual clarity 

is somewhat neglected in the growing body of co-creation research (Ind, Iglesias, & 

Schultz, 2013). While Ind et al. (2013) detail a valuable definition of co-creation and Yi 

and Gong (2013) propose a clear operationalisation, there is no known research which 

considers the conceptualisation, operationalisation and contextualisation of co-creation 

within a sound nomological network. Additionally, MSI (2016, p. 4) state that focus should 

be given to understanding “what we can do to drive behavioural change versus 

identifying a change wave that we are simply riding”. Thus, there is a justified need to 

more accurately build the construct, dimensionality and model of CBCB. 

 
Overall, the research need is justified by a shift in the market, whereby the customer has 

become an active participant in the branding domain. With this shift, comes a need for 

better practical and theoretical comprehension, to more accurately understand the 

drivers and consequence of customer co-creation. Without the enhanced knowledge of 

co-creation, management of the brand may be chaotic and implications for long term 

success become uncertain. Therefore, effective management of the co-creation 

phenomenon relies on improved understanding of what drives customer co-creation and 

what implications this behaviour has for the co-creator. 

 
1.4 Research Contributions 

Although the co-creation field is progressing, important gaps have been identified in the 

research domain, relating to the nature of the co-creation construct and the need for a 

holistic model which identifies both antecedents and consequences of customer brand 

co-creation behaviour. This research makes several important contributions to theory 

and practice by addressing these gaps in the development of the CBCB Model. 

 
Three specific theoretical contributions are highlighted from the research. Firstly, 

customer brand co-creation behaviour is conceptualised by offering a clear definition of 

the construct as the voluntary, active and interactive customer actions associated with 

the customer-brand relationship. In doing so, several important characteristics relating 

to the nature of CBCB are highlighted. Namely, the behavioural emphasis is critical to 

the CBCB concept, as well the active, voluntary and interactive nature of co-creation in 

the brand relational context. The clarity and detail provided in the proposed CBCB 

construct allows further theoretical contributions to be made. Specifically, the second 

theoretical contribution builds from the conceptualisation to operationalise the CBCB 

concept. An empirically valid four-dimensional view of CBCB is supported, including 
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development, feedback, advocacy and helping. All four dimensions align to the criteria 

established by the CBCB concept and demonstrate strong reliability and validity. Further, 

in operationalising the CBCB concept, clarity is provided in relation to the distinction 

between co-creation and engagement which is invaluable in this early stage of theoretical 

development in the co-creation domain. In clarifying the nature of the CBCB concept, the 

first research question is addressed. 

 
A third theoretical contribution involves the application of the conceptualisation and 

operationalisation of CBCB in a strong network of relevant relationships. The CBCB 

Model contextualises CBCB by modelling a range of theoretically sound antecedents 

and consequences which affirm the underlying meaning of CBCB. Further, the model 

identifies a range of customer-level and brand-level relational antecedents which drive 

the customer to co-create. Therefore, the second research question is addressed by 

identifying category involvement, customer-brand engagement, brand self-congruity, 

brand interactivity and brand community as influential to the activation of CBCB. Further, 

the CBCB Model offers a valuable insight by demonstrating the implications for the co- 

creating customer. Specifically, the model empirically validates the co-creation of value 

for the co-creating customer and, therefore, addresses the third research question. 

 
Overall, the research maintains a central focus on the experience of the customer in the 

co-creation environment. In doing so, the study is able to offer several theoretical 

contributions which relate to the new level of precision in the conceptualisation, 

operationalisation and contextualisation of co-creation behaviour in the customer brand 

network. 

 
Furthermore, the unambiguous approach to CBCB enhances the practical applications 

of the findings (Gilliam & Voss, 2013; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2011), 

allowing three major practical contributions to emerge. Firstly, the demonstration of co- 

creation of value for the co-creating customer, brings co-creation to the forefront as a 

strategic brand management tool. The discerning brand manager may opt to implement 

co-creation strategies as a method to enhance value perceptions for co-creating 

customers. This particular strategy becomes even more useful in contexts such as luxury 

brands, where premium prices increase the need to provide value (Tynan, McKechnie, 

& Chhuon, 2010). Importantly, findings of this study acknowledged a range of 

behaviours, including development, feedback, advocacy and helping, which are useful 

in the creation of brand value. Thus, a broad range of activities can be encouraged by 

the brand to enhance brand value perceptions. 
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The second managerial contribution lies in the identification of drivers of CBCB. Thus, 

the research identifies the benefit in customer co-creation but, additionally, highlights 

mechanisms for brand managers to drive co-creation behaviour. The model shows that 

a range of customer-level antecedents, category involvement, brand engagement and 

self-congruity, increase CBCB. While the brand can implement strategies to enhance the 

customer-level drivers, the model also identifies brand-level drivers to co-creation. In 

particular, the model acknowledges that there are two brand-level drivers, brand 

interactivity and brand community, which enable co-creation. The brand-level drivers 

allow the brand to directly facilitate and encourage customer co-creation. By 

demonstrating a genuine desire to interact and work with the customer and by ensuring 

technical facilitation of the interaction, the brand encourages the customer to co-create. 

Further, by supporting and working with brand communities, the brand provides an 

additional outlet for the customer to co-create with a group of likeminded individuals. 

Therefore, the CBCB Model provides brand managers with specific tools for enhancing 

customer brand co-creation behaviour, and ultimately increasing customer perceived 

brand value. 

 
Finally, the research identifies the influence of category involvement as a driver of co- 

creation. Thus, to co-create, the customer needs to have some interest in the brand 

category. For example, it is understandable that a customer may be unwilling to attend 

a half-day focus group to discuss paper towels. In contrast, if the customer is interested 

in technology they may be excited about the prospect of discussing a new computing 

innovation at a half day focus group. Two important managerial implications arise from 

the influence of category involvement. Firstly, some categories may be inherently less 

involving. In such circumstances, the category may act as a barrier to co-creation and, 

therefore, co-creation strategies may not be practical in all settings. Further, the CBCB 

Model identifies that the co-creator has increased interest and involvement. 

Consequently, this may influence the outcome of any co-creation project. For example, 

if conducting user testing with a group of volunteer customers who may be more savvy 

than the average customer, there is potential to skew results. Thus, sound research 

techniques need to be adhered to, although easy access to co-creation cohorts may be 

tempting. The identification of category involvement, therefore, is an insightful reminder 

that while co-creation behaviour may offer significant benefit in enhancement of value, 

brand managers must consider the benefits and constraints to incorporate co-creation 

into deliberate long term brand strategies. 
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Overall, the research maintains a strong focus on the research gaps and builds new 

contributions in the co-creation and branding domains. The research contributes to both 

theory and practice by maintaining a customer focus to build understanding of customer 

brand co-creation behaviour. 

 
1.5 Research Method 

The research method is influenced by the research aims and objectives, the current state 

of knowledge in the domain and by the post-positivist stance adopted in this study 

(Bryman, 1984). A quantitative approach is implemented to leverage from the strong 

qualitative body of theory in the domain, such as Gyrd-Jones and Kornum (2013), 

Iglesias, Ind, and Alfaro (2013), and Payne et al. (2008). Application of established 

branding principles, in conjunction with the emerging co-creation theory, enables 

hypotheses to be developed and tested in the establishment of the CBCB Model. 

 
A self-administered survey design was selected as a well-suited method for data 

collection to provide quantifiable incidence for analysis (Giuffre, 1997; Totten, Panacek, 

& Price, 1999; Wilson, 2006). A dual-distribution mode was chosen to enhance response 

rates (Huang, 2006; Lin & Van Ryzin, 2012), using intercept in retail and service 

environments. The sample population of interest was customers of any brand. Therefore, 

a convenience sampling strategy was a valid and useful method for data collection. The 

surveys measured response to Likert-scale items, replicating or adapting established 

measures to improve reliability (Neuman, 2006). 

 
Accuracy of the survey was assured through pre-, and pilot, testing before the full study 

was executed. The final study resulted in 326 complete responses for assessment. Data 

underwent initial examination in SPSS to assure suitability for further analysis. 

Responses were then assessed using the systematic procedure for PLS-SEM (Hair, 

Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2016), providing confidence and integrity to the results. 

 
1.6 Thesis Outline 

The dissertation follows a traditional structure for a doctoral thesis, developing the 

understanding of CBCB from existing theory and expanding upon this knowledge, see 

Figure 1.2. Through seven chapters, a rigorous approach is adopted to all aspects of the 

research, resulting in a comprehensive yet concise presentation of the study. 

 
The dissertation begins with Chapter One, providing context to the research and the 

research  aims,  while  demonstrating  the  significance  of  co-creation  in  the branding 
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domain. A brief introduction to the research approach is noted before delimitations are 

presented. 

 

 

Figure 1.2 Dissertation Outline 

 
 

 
Chapter Two then considers the emerging state of branding in the contemporary domain, 

and establishes the importance of the active customer role. The current state of 

knowledge is explored, allowing important gaps to emerge in relation to the customer 

experience of co-creation. A systematic analysis of the extant literature is conducted to 

ascertain and leverage from the current understanding, in Chapter Three. This forms the 

foundation for conceptual development of an applied definition and dimensionality of 

customer brand co-creation behaviour (CBCB). 

 
The CBCB concept is then contextualised in a sound theoretical model in Chapter Four. 

The model identifies a range of antecedents to, and the consequence of, customer 

participation in co-creation behaviour. In doing so, a series of six research hypotheses 

are developed for empirical examination. 

 
Chapter Five outlines the rigorous research design, detailing the paradigmatic and 

methodological approaches to the research. Each research decision is carefully 

considered and justified to ensure robustness to results. The process and results of data 

analysis  are  then  presented  in  Chapter  Six.  The  research  follows  the  systematic 

1 
• Introduction 

2 
• Literature Review 

3 
• Conceptual Development 

4 
• Model Development 

5 
• Methodology 

6 
• Results 

7 
• Discussion and Conclusion 
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procedure for PLS-SEM (Hair et al., 2016), which verifies support for the CBCB construct 

and CBCB Model. 

 
Chapter Seven then discusses the key findings from the research, with consideration to 

the research aims. Finally, the chapter concludes with a presentation of the major 

findings, implications and recommendations drawn from this study. Appendices and 

references then follow. 

 
1.7 Delimitations 

The delimitations of the research outline the boundaries of the current study. Given the 

emerging importance and the many contexts of co-creation, there are a broad range of 

potential research questions which could be examined. However, the focus of this 

research is situated in the customer-brand relationship context. Thus, specific variables 

of interest are confined to the customer-brand parameter. In this setting, the relational 

concepts are not directly observable. Therefore, the concepts are explored through 

questions relating to the constructs and measured as latent variables. Further, co- 

creation is examined at the individual customer level. Therefore, generalisability of the 

results to other co-creators such as employees, suppliers, distributors and other 

stakeholders is not appropriate. 

 
The methodological choices made in the research align effectively with the research 

objectives. However, the nature of the convenience sampling approach means that 

results are not completely generalisable. Application of results to larger populations 

should be taken with care. Nevertheless, a diverse population was accessed across a 

broad mix of brands, therefore minimising potential concerns in this regard. The 

aforementioned delimitations do not in any way mar the results of this study. Rather, the 

delimitations acknowledge the boundaries of the research and the context in which to 

consider the findings. Importantly, sound decisions are made throughout the research 

process to maximise the integrity of the research and the resultant findings. 

 
1.8 Conclusion 

This chapter provides a brief introduction and navigation of the key information presented 

throughout the dissertation. Branding is first established as an integral concept for 

successful business management. Next, the shift in the customer-brand paradigm is 

highlighted as influential in the contemporary marketplace. In this decentralised 

environment,  this  research  positions  the  customer  as  critical  to  brand  success. 
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Consequently, a research gap in customer co-creation is identified in the branding 

context. 

 
The chapter highlights the adoption of a customer focus in the development of customer 

brand co-creation behaviour theory. In particular, the clear conceptualisation, 

operationalisation and contextualisation of customer brand co-creation behaviour is 

identified as critical to the success of this research. In doing so, the chapter 

acknowledges the ability of the research to answer the identified research questions and 

make strong contributions to the theoretical and practical domains. Additionally, this 

chapter provides a glossary of the key terminology and an overview of the research 

method. Finally, the chapter concludes by outlining the structure of the thesis and the 

delimitations of the research. Chapter Two next provides an in-depth examination of the 

related branding and co-creation literatures before progressing theoretical development 

of customer brand co-creation behaviour in the subsequent chapters. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

2.0 Introduction 

Customer brand co-creation is growing in popularity in both academia and practice 

(O'Hern & Rindfleisch, 2010). While the number of citations involving co-creation 

increases (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014), there remain several significant gaps in the 

developing theory. As the customer’s influence on the brand continues to intensify in the 

practical domain (Ind, 2014), the need for clarity becomes paramount. Despite 

widespread acceptance that the customer now plays a central and active role in brand 

success (Merz et al., 2009), brand management theory largely emphasises the role of 

the firm, with a tendency to neglect the significance of the customer influence. While a 

growing body of literature explores aspects of the active customer role, emerging 

research emphasises the influence of co-creation on the brand and remains heavily firm- 

focused (Payne et al., 2009; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 

2013). However, the neglect of the customer experience has significant implications for 

ongoing brand success. 

 
The purpose of this chapter is to examine the developing theory of brand co-creation. 

The chapter begins by positioning the research in the branding domain, as presented in 

Figure 2.1. The history of branding is considered before exploration of the contemporary 

branding environment, where the customer plays a highly active role in shaping the 

brand. Understanding of how the customer influences the brand is improved by reviewing 

the evolution of the co-creation literature from the service-dominant logic origins, to the 

managerial process perspective of co-creation, and the identification of the focal area of 

interest – customer brand co-creation behaviour. The current research gap is then 

highlighted and the related objectives of the research are identified. The review provides 

the basis for theoretical development of the customer brand co-creation behaviour 

concept and the Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour Model, in Chapter Three. 

 
2.1 Evolving Nature of Branding 

Branding is widely acknowledged as integral to marketing and business success (Keller, 

2013). Indeed, the brand is identified as one of the firm’s most valuable and enduring 

assets (Merz et al., 2009; Murphy, 1998; Sheth & Parvatiyar, 1995). From humble 

origins, branding has become central in the contemporary business environment, where 

the world’s top ten brands are estimated to be worth over US$575 billion (Forbes.com, 
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Figure 2.1 Chapter Two Structure 

 

 

 
2016). Effective branding, therefore, becomes a top management priority for 

contemporary firms (Heding et al., 2016; Keller, 2013). Yet, changing dynamics in the 

marketplace generates new uncertainty for brand management, where the brand is now 

created in a shared relationship with customers and other stakeholders (Payne et al., 

2008). 

 
When exploring the contemporary brand environment, it is useful to first understand the 

underlying foundations of branding theory, which emerge from the history of branding. 

Traditionally, branding maintained a firm controlled view, where customer decision 

making was seen as purely a rational response to effective marketing (Heding et al., 

2008). However, branding has evolved with the recognition that emotional and 

experiential perspectives of the brand drive customer behaviour and, further, lead to 

long-term customer-brand relationships (Bastos & Levy, 2012; Fournier, 1998; Gardner 

& Levy, 1955). The relational view, along with societal and technological changes, 

influence the contemporary environment which is characterised by highly active 

consumers who play a powerful role in modern brand success (Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 

2011; Sheth & Parvatiyar, 1995). 
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2.1.1 Firm Controlled View 

Branding originates from the centuries old practice of marking livestock to distinguish 

ownership at the market (Sheth & Parvatiyar, 1995). In this environment, the brand acted 

as a mark or sign of the offering (Bastos & Levy, 2012) and quickly became a symbol of 

consistent expectations (Sheth & Parvatiyar, 1995). Thus, the brand provided an 

opportunity to distinguish one offering from another (Bastos & Levy, 2012). 

 
With the growth of marketing practice, the concept of brand management emerged as 

significant in the twentieth century (Bastos & Levy, 2012). Brand management involved 

an economic rationality, where control of the marketing mix was seen as influential in the 

facilitation of brand transactions (Heding et al., 2008). In this arena, the customer was 

viewed as a passive receiver of the brand offering, which was completely controlled by 

the firm (Heding et al., 2008). The brand was defined by its components, including the 

name, term, design and symbol (de Chernatony, 2009). In this setting, the customer 

acted as an information processor and the brand acted as an aid to customer decision 

making by reducing dissonance and simplifying problem solving (de Chernatony, 

McDonald, & Wallace, 2010). Ultimately, the brand management rationale was that if the 

brand is effectively marketed, it would be successful. However, societal influences, such 

as the widespread adoption of media in the post-war marketplace, changed the way 

brands were managed (Bastos & Levy, 2012). 

 
Brand identity and image emerged as essential concepts in the increasingly competitive 

and homogenised marketplace. Brand identity provided a creative avenue to express a 

consistent image of the brand to the customer (Bastos & Levy, 2012). In the initial stages, 

the identity perspective was in line with the economic approach, whereby the brand 

controlled the identity. Yet, with the introduction of the customer-based brand equity 

(CBBE) concept, the role of the customer became less passive (Heding et al., 2008). 

The customer-based perspective of branding highlighted that brand managers control 

brand outputs, yet the customer plays an essential role in interpreting and reacting to the 

brand (Keller, 1993). This ground-breaking perspective of branding, brings the customer 

to the forefront of the brand manager’s mind. With the introduction of CBBE, 

understanding the customer’s mindset became pivotal to brand management (Keller, 

2003). According to this view, the success of the brand lies in what the customer thinks 

about the brand and how they relate to the brand (Keller, 2001; Park, Jaworski, & 

Maclnnis, 1986). 
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While brand equity is a difficult concept to measure precisely, it is known that CBBE 

provides a host of advantages for the brand, including increased customer loyalty, less 

competitive vulnerability, greater margins, more price inelasticity of demand, improved 

trade cooperation, greater effectiveness of marketing communications and other 

opportunities (Campbell, 2002; Keller, 2001). The importance of CBBE is undeniable in 

contemporary brand management, yet the CBBE view of branding still holds an 

economic perspective that the customer is rational and, thus, is controlled by effectively 

moulding brand associations (Heding et al., 2016). However, the shift to a customer 

focused mindset led to an interest in the symbolic consumption of brands, highlighting 

emotional motivations of customer behaviour (Bastos & Levy, 2012; Elliott, 1994; 

Gardner & Levy, 1955) over and above the rational view. 

 
Although emotional consumption was not a new concept, its relevance became more 

significant in the changing customer landscape. Importantly, the focus of branding shifted 

to highlight the personality ascribed, by the customer, to the brand (Aaker, 1997). 

Further, with the identification of brand personalities, the idea of relationships between 

the customer and the brand intensified (Fournier, 1998) with significant ramifications for 

how brands were controlled and managed. 

 
2.1.2 Customer-Brand Partnership View 

With the emergence of brand relationships, the clearly defined buyer and seller roles of 

traditional exchange changed (Sheth & Parvatiyar, 1995). Successful brand 

management focused on a longer-term relationship approach, shifting away from the 

traditional transactional view (Fournier, 1998). The interdependence between the 

customer and the brand became significant, as both parties found mutual benefit in the 

relationship. The relational partnership view of branding hinged on the concept of 

experiential authenticity (Ilicic & Webster, 2014). Therefore, the authenticity 

demonstrated in the actions and genuine expression of interest in the customer-brand 

relationship became a complex, yet essential, component of effective brand 

management (Beverland, 2005, 2011; Ilicic & Webster, 2014). 

 
Within the customer-brand partnership perspective, the customer seeks authentic 

experiences with the brand for their continued involvement in the brand relationship 

(Ramaseshan & Stein, 2014). The complexity of delivering continuous high quality brand 

experiences to a large customer base creates new challenges for brand management 

(Iglesias, Singh, & Batista-Foguet, 2011). Therefore, according to the brand relationship 

perspective,   astute   brand   managers   should   look   to   the   customer   (and other 
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stakeholders) for guidance on how the brand experience can be improved (Ramaseshan 

& Stein, 2014). Thus, a dramatic shift occurred from the firm-controlled view of branding, 

to the contemporary environment where the customer has a more active role. 

 
2.1.3 Contemporary Branding 

The contemporary view of branding hinges on the customer-brand relationship approach 

and emphasises the active nature of the customer, and the reduced control of the firm. 

Importantly, the customer directly generates value for the brand as an active player in 

the customer-brand partnership (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). The realisation of the active 

consumer has led to a service-dominant logic paradigm shift in contemporary marketing 

and branding (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). The customer is now seen as a co-creator of the 

brand (Merz et al., 2009) with many implications for brand management and practice. As 

such, the “interaction between the firm and the consumer is becoming the locus of value 

creation” (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b, p. 5). The traditional economic approach to 

branding is no longer applicable and brand management now needs to reflect the 

influence of the interactive marketplace. As such, the traditional managerial definition of 

brand also needs to adapt with this shift to reflect the relational and interactive view, yet, 

such a complex and inclusive definition is difficult to articulate (Conejo & Wooliscroft, 

2014). However, the most fitting definition of brand adopted in this research is of a brand 

as “something that is identifiable by the buyer and the seller and creates value for both” 

(Schultz & Schultz, 2004, p.14), which aligns to the relational emphasis of branding 

adopted in this research. 

 
The contemporary branding environment is centred on the intangible, experiential nature 

of the customer-brand relationship. In this environment, branding is an interactive 

process, thus, the customer is paramount to modern brand success (Brodie, Hollebeek, 

et al., 2011; Hollebeek, 2011a; Ilicic & Webster, 2014). Yet, no known definitions address 

the participatory nature of the contemporary brand, and without widespread agreement, 

definitions are ineffective (Ind, Fuller, & Trevail, 2012). Therefore, brand management 

theory is at an early point in understanding the implications of the shift to active customer 

participation. The increased customer influence of the brand requires a renewed 

emphasis on understanding customer needs (Gambetti & Graffigna, 2015) if 

maintenance of long-term relationships is to result. Therefore, the influential role of value 

co-creation has emerged as an integral concept for brand success. 
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2.2 Value Co-Creation 

Researchers have been exploring external stakeholder influence on brands for almost a 

century (Ind & Coates, 2013). However, academic interest in the notion of the co-creation 

of value was somewhat limited until the ideology of service-dominant logic created a 

paradigm shift in traditional marketing thought. From this perspective, co-creation is 

conceptualised around the implication that “value is defined by and co-created with the 

consumer rather than embedded in output” (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, p. 6). Given the key 

role that consumers now play in the creation of brands (Hatch & Schultz, 2010; Payne et 

al., 2009; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b), service-dominant logic has particular 

relevance here. 

 
2.2.1 Service-Dominant Logic (A Macro View) 

Service-dominant logic approaches co-creation from a higher (macro) level of 

abstraction, considering the broader marketplace environment (Ballantyne et al., 2011; 

Vargo, 2011). The general ideology of service-dominant logic offers a new perspective 

to the overall marketing environment (Brodie, Saren, & Pels, 2011) and is, therefore, 

influential in new theory development. In fact, a substantial body of literature supports 

the philosophical view of co-creation, where co-creation is identified as a change in 

thinking which emphasises the participative process (Domegan, Collins, Stead, McHugh, 

& Hughes, 2013; Ind & Coates, 2013), and the increasingly active role of the customer 

(Iglesias, Singh, & Casabayó, 2011; Minkiewicz, Evans, & Bridson, 2014; Wikström, 

1996b). 

 
Service-dominant logic proposes a broad co-creation context, but does not describe the 

meaning or components of the construct, per se. As such, constructs are loosely 

specified and empirical assessment and predictive determination are complicated (Hunt, 

1983). In fact, there is some conjecture over the simplicity of service-dominant logic, 

particularly in practical application and in understanding the nature of customer and firm 

roles (Grönroos, 2008). At a highly abstract level, the idea of co-creation is not empirically 

assessable (Hunt, 1983), with definitions and conceptualisations remaining relatively 

loose (Ballantyne et al., 2011). Further, Grönroos (2011, p. 282) argues that value 

creation is one of the most ill-defined concepts in marketing, proposing the less abstract 

view of value-in-use, where “value creation cannot mean anything other than the 

customer’s, or any other user’s, experiential perception of the value-in-use that emerges 

from usage or possession of resources, or even from mental states”. 
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While a concrete definition of value co-creation does not emerge from high level 

discussions of service-dominant logic (Grönroos, 2008, 2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; 

Sheth & Uslay, 2007; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008; Vargo, Maglio, & Akaka, 2008), a 

sound philosophical perspective of the customer’s role in creating, or co-creating, value 

is evident. Therefore, the ideological principles of service-dominant logic significantly 

inform this investigation of brands and co-creation. 

 
2.3 Brand Value Co-Creation 

Interest in service-dominant logic was provoked by a change in the customer-brand 

relationship, whereby the consumer is an active participant in creating brand 

experiences, rather than being a passive purchaser of the brand (Merz et al., 2009; 

Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; Wikström, 1996a). Vargo and Lusch (2004) emphasise 

the active role of the customer, expanding the view to acknowledge that all stakeholders 

operate in a network of value co-creation (Vargo et al., 2008). The role of the brand within 

the network is highlighted in the Service Brand-Relationship-Value (SBRV) triangle, 

whereby the brand is the central connector of customers, stakeholders, employees and 

the company (Brodie et al., 2006). Merz et al. (2009) extend this notion with the proposal 

of the Brand Value Co-Creation (BVCC) Model, which provides a framework that 

reinforces the collaborative contribution of all stakeholders to the brand. This organic 

view of the brand (OBV) acknowledges that the brand is “built together with var ious 

stakeholders and many parts of the process are beyond the control of the organisation” 

(Iglesias et al., 2013, p.671). Thus, a complex and fluid ecosystem of brand value 

emerges, where diverse stakeholders contribute to the success of the brand. 

 
The customer-brand relationship operates within the brand co-creation ecosystem of 

stakeholder interactions and relationships (Merz et al., 2009). While a diverse range of 

stakeholders negotiate the meaning and value of contemporary brands (Merz et al., 

2009), the particular relationship between the customer and brand, within this network, 

is still of vital importance to brand success. Customers play a significant role in the 

realisation of the brands value-in-use (Grönroos, 2008, 2011), as value resides in the 

customer’s mind, rather than being embedded in the brand (Merz et al., 2009). When a 

customer consumes, or experiences, the brand, the value of the brand is realised, or co- 

created (Merz et al., 2009). Consequently, the customer has a powerful role in 

determining the success of modern brands. As a result, the value co-creation 

phenomenon has revolutionised the role of the customer and, thus, changed the power 

dynamic in the customer-brand relationship (Cova, Dalli, & Zwick, 2011). 
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The idea of service-dominant logic, as offered by Vargo and Lusch (2004), is supported 

in this research. However, service-dominant logic perpetuates an abstract state of 

knowledge and creates some limitations in understanding and application of co-creation 

in the practical brand domain. The evolving field of research is diversifying, developing 

a previously neglected focus on branding implications (Brodie, Glynn, & Little, 2006). In 

the brand co-creation literature, there is a central focus on how the brand is co-created, 

shifting from the realisation of value to emphasise how the customer may co-create the 

brand itself. Customer brand co-creation is conceptualised at a lower level of abstraction, 

enabling a more detailed operationalisation of the concept (Brodie, Saren, et al., 2011; 

Howard & Sheth, 1969) and a shift to a customer-brand relationship focus. At the more 

practical level, there are two leading applications of co-creation: a managerial 

perspective with a process orientation and an individual behaviour perspective focused 

on the customer. As such, these two perspectives are further discussed. 

 
2.3.1 Co-Creation: Managerial Process View 

The process view of co-creation is led from a strategic brand management perspective, 

where frameworks provide understanding of the overall co-creation ecosystem (Hatch & 

Schultz, 2010; Helm & Jones, 2010; Payne et al., 2008; Wong, Peko, Sundaram, & 

Piramuthu, 2016). Research converges around the managerial implications of the shift 

to a stakeholder-centric view of the brand (Gregory, 2007; Helm & Jones, 2010; Ind, 

2014; Ind et al., 2012; Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010b; Vandermerwe, 2000; Verhoef, 

Beckers, & van Doorn, 2013). From this perspective, co-creation is identified as a 

managerial tool to enhance innovation (Leavy, 2012; Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010b; 

Roser, DeFillippi, & Samson, 2013; Wong et al., 2016), improve satisfaction (Nambisan 

& Baron, 2009), grow value perceptions (Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004a), and increase advocacy (Roser et al., 2013) for the brand. An 

abundance of theoretical frameworks are offered to enhance the effective management 

of co-creation (Domegan et al., 2013; Helm & Jones, 2010; Ind et al., 2012; Juntunen, 

2012; Mangold & Faulds, 2009; Payne et al., 2008; Payne et al., 2009; Verleye, Gemmel 

& Rangarajan, 2014). However, few studies isolate the precise nature of the co-creation 

concept. 

 
2.3.1.1. Co-Creation Defined 

The participatory nature of co-creation is a common theme among the definitions offered 

from the managerial process view. For example, co-creation is defined as a “process by 

which both consumers and producers collaborate, or otherwise participate, in creating 

value” (Pongsakornrungsilp & Schroeder, 2011, p. 304) and similarly, as “an interactive, 
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creative and social process between stakeholders that is initiated by the firm, at different 

stages of the value creation process” (Roser et al., 2013, p. 23), or “the interaction of 

individuals within a framework to evolve, re-define or invent something that is new” (Ind 

et al., 2012, p. 7). Furthermore, Ind et al. (2013, p. 9) offer the definition of co-creation 

as the “an active, creative, and social process based on collaboration between 

organisations and participants that generates benefits for all and creates value for 

stakeholders”. In this environment, customers and stakeholders interact with the brand, 

and each other, in a process of co-creating the brand (Ind et al., 2013). In proposing 

brand co-creation as a process, a useful starting point is provided, as few studies have 

previously identified the nature of the construct. As a result of these discussions, co- 

creation is distinguished from a range of other customer behaviours, which do not directly 

flow between the customer and the brand, including idea generation and mass 

collaborations (Ind et al., 2013). 

 
The collaborative and interactive components of these definitions offer strong insight into 

co-creation. Nonetheless, from this perspective, co-creation appears to be firm-led or 

requires brand participation (Ind et al., 2013; Pongsakornrungsilp & Schroeder, 2011; 

Roser et al., 2013). The firm-led view limits the importance of other actors of co-creation 

in situations where co-creation may be organically customer-led, which may be equally 

as valuable and influential. The firm-focus appears to be a reflection of the strategic 

brand domain in which process and management considerations are firm-dominant. 

However, it is proposed that, for the brand to be co-created, the brand does not 

necessarily need to lead or even be present in the interaction (Iglesias et al., 2013). The 

brand may be the focus of an interaction between two customers, which may influence 

perception of the brand and, thus, co-create the brand. 

 
Overall, discussions around the definition and dimensionality of co-creation in the 

process environment are minimal, with a broad acceptance of the concept, yet with little 

agreement on the precise nature and components of co-creation (Minkiewicz et al., 

2014). Despite definitional concerns, the co-creation process literature advances 

knowledge by modelling frameworks for the effective management of co-creation. 

 
2.3.1.2 Managerial Process Frameworks 

The conceptual framework for value co-creation, offered by Payne et al. (2008), identifies 

the influence of customers, firms and suppliers in the dynamic and interactive co-creation 

process. The model was refined in the brand experience context, highlighting the 

alternative  sources  of  brand  co-creation  from  customers,  employees  and  other 



Brand Co-Creation: Exploring Active Customer Participation 

23 Chapter Tw o: Literature Review 

 

 

 
 

stakeholders and their potential to co-create the brand without the direct involvement of 

the firm (Payne et al., 2009). Insightfully, every encounter the customer has with the 

brand has the potential to co-create the brand (Payne et al., 2008). 

 
It is argued in the managerial framework of co-creation that empowering the customer 

increases receptivity and participation of customers, providing additional value to the 

brand (Ind et al., 2012). Further, the importance of ongoing dialogue and interaction with 

the customer is said to drive co-creation behaviour, in addition to facilitating co-creation 

through access and risk minimisation (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a). Moreover, the 

concept of engagement is often entwined with co-creation in the process literature 

(Payne et al., 2009; Ramaswamy, 2010; Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010a; Ramaswamy 

& Ozcan, 2013), highlighting the importance and relatedness of these concepts. The 

emerging frameworks begin to provide some initial insight into ways in which managers 

might encourage customer co-creation. For example, engagement appears to be one of 

the few brand relationship variables of influence. In fact, few process studies explicitly 

identify antecedents to co-creation. 

 
While minimal emphasis is paid to the antecedents of co-creation, the consequence of 

co-creation is more commonly considered, with relation to the value for the firm and the 

implications for the dynamic business environment. Vernette and Hamdi-Kidar (2013) 

discuss the financial equity consequences of firm participation in co-creation, while 

studies implicitly consider how firm value can be impacted or emphasised through co- 

creation (Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013; Hatch & Schultz, 2010). Ramaswamy and 

Gouillart (2010a) reflect on the ability of co-creation to provide the firm a deeper 

understanding of the actor, ultimately creating improved brand experiences. Commonly, 

the co-creation process literature highlights the benefits for organisation participation, 

without exploring the implication for customers, or other co-creation actors. However, 

Pongsakornrungsilp and Schroeder (2011) model co-creation in the online community 

environment where value flows from provider to beneficiary in a process of interaction 

and transformation. Investigation of the goals of participants in co-creation briefly 

highlights implications of co-creation beyond the firm (Pongsakornrungsilp & Schroeder, 

2011). Yet, few studies develop a deep understanding of the co-creating customer. 

 
2.3.1.3 Shortfalls of the Managerial Process Perspective 

The process view of co-creation provides enhanced understanding of co-creation in the 

managerial domain. Yet, there is confusion about which process and framework most 

aptly captures the co-creation phenomenon. Ironically, although a range of players are 
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identified and the necessity for a stakeholder-centric view is highlighted, the approach of 

managerial research is firm-centric, focused on how brand management can control and 

influence stakeholder co-creation. This is exemplified by case study research, which 

dominates co-creation theory (e.g., Hatch and Schultz, 2010; Johansen and Andersen, 

2012; Payne et al., 2009) and maintains a strong focus on experiences of the firm, rather 

than the customer. While such research largely explores practical managerial 

implications for the marketing situation, the focus on strategic management implications 

fails to consider the impact of co-creation upon its individual players. However, at a 

purely process level of operationalisation, the specificity to isolate in-depth 

understanding of the co-creating actors, particularly the customer, is challenging. 

 
Research is emerging which bridges the process view of co-creation with the behavioural 

view, adding depth and offering enhancement to our understanding of the co-creating 

customer. Despite attention being paid to the customer’s behaviour, a managerial 

perspective is maintained in the development of frameworks. As such, the behavioural 

view emerges as a useful perspective for co-creation and is further discussed. 

 
2.3.2 Co-Creation: Behavioural View 

Customer brand co-creation behaviour operates at a ‘micro’ level of abstraction, where 

research focuses on individual players and theoretical development offers higher levels 

of predictive accuracy (Pinder & Moore, 1979). Co-creation is viewed as a behaviour, 

which initiates the process of adjustment of the brand (Ind et al., 2012). Isolating the 

behavioural emphasis of co-creation provides a forum to explicitly investigate co-creating 

actors, with consideration to the implications of their co-creation behaviour for the brand, 

and upon the actors themselves. The literature with a behavioural approach offers the 

potential to enhance conceptualisations of co-creation, with increased precision in the 

definition and dimensionality of the construct. 

 
2.3.2.1 Co-Creation Behaviour Defined 

The distinction between the co-creation process and co-creation behavioural literature is 

not clear-cut, with overlap in the proposed definitions and discussions which are relevant 

in both domains. As co-creation behaviour may be viewed as an action, which launches 

a process of brand co-creation, such overlap is understandable. However, this overlap 

creates some difficulty for progression of theory, where conceptualisations become 

murky regarding the nature of the co-creation concept. 
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Operationalisation of co-creation, at the behavioural level, requires a precise definition 

of the concept and dimensions and modelling of the drivers and consequences of co- 

creation behaviour. Minkiewicz et al. (2014, p. 31) highlight the widely supported view of 

co-creation as “an effort between multiple stakeholders to co-create value/an experience 

collaboratively”. This broad definition is applicable at the behavioural level, but, 

additionally, is relevant across ideological and process levels. The definition captures the 

vague notion of the concept, yet lacks precise detail to enable a clear classification of 

whether or not specific behaviours are, in fact, co-creation behaviours. Because of the 

acceptance of a broad conceptualisation of co-creation, comprehensive development 

and discussion of a precise co-creation behaviour concept is limited. For instance, the 

emerging literature, developing the dimensionality of co-creation behaviour (Yi & Gong, 

2013), does not describe the nature and definition of co-creation behaviour. With limited 

discussion of the concept, a precise articulation of the nature of customer brand co- 

creation behaviour is needed. 

 
Although a detailed conceptualisation of the definition of co-creation is not yet evident, 

operationalisation of the dimensions of co-creation behaviour is progressing. According 

to Yi and Gong (2013), co-creation behaviour is seen as a rich multidimensional concept 

made up of customer participation and customer citizenship behaviours, which lead to 

the creation of value. The two behavioural dimensions of co-creation align to in-role and 

extra-role citizenship behaviours, based on the organisation’s view of  the expected 

customer role (Yi & Gong, 2013). Yi and Gong (2013) offer one of the first scales of co- 

creation behaviour. Scale development and empirical validation highlight relevant co- 

creation behaviours in relation to the four dimensions of advocacy, helping, feedback 

and tolerance (Yi & Gong, 2013). This operationalisation provides benefit to the emerging 

co-creation concept but, additionally, presents some challenges. In the contemporary 

environment, where the role of the customer is in flux, classification of behaviour, as 

either in-role or extra-role, becomes difficult. Moreover, a consistent active nature of all 

four dimensions may be questionable, depending on the proposed characterisation of 

the concept. Further, value is stated as a third-order construct, which is the direct 

outcome of the four dimensions of behaviour. Thus, co-creation relates heavily to the 

assessment of value generated from participation and is not applied to the brand. The 

proposed nomological network is, therefore, limited and the need for the identification of 

an extended theoretical relationship network in the behavioural context is highlighted (Yi 

& Gong, 2013). Yet, no known studies explore the behavioural domain in this detail. 

Further, few studies specify the nature of co-creation as an ideology, process or 

behaviour, thus, creating increased confusion. Consequently, overall there is a lack of 
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agreement about the dimensions of co-creation (Minkiewicz et al., 2014), and a lack of 

discussion at the behavioural level. 

 
2.3.2.2 Behavioural Frameworks 

The theoretical relationship between brand engagement and co-creation behaviour is 

regularly identified (Hollebeek, Glynn, & Brodie, 2014; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Tregua, 

Russo-Spena, & Casbarra, 2015; van Doorn et al., 2010; Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013; 

Vivek, Beatty, & Morgan, 2012), to the point where the concepts may be conflated. 

Additionally, other variables are identified as influential to co-creation behaviour, 

including involvement (Shamim & Ghazali, 2014) and identification with the brand (Gyrd- 

Jones & Kornum, 2013; Shamim & Ghazali, 2014; Tregua et al., 2015). Interactivity is 

also identified as an influential driver of co-creation behaviour, in addition to the 

customer’s level of knowledge and awareness (Tregua et al., 2015). Other social 

influences are also shown to activate co-creation including a range of service 

assessments and experiential value (Shamim & Ghazali, 2014). The conceptualisation 

of value as a driver of co-creation behaviour, rather than a consequence, introduces 

some uncertainty into the domain. At this early stage of theoretical development, the 

proposed relationships remain largely conceptual, with minimal empirical investigation. 

However, some potential antecedents of influence are highlighted as valuable for future 

model development. 

 
Of equal importance to the development of a comprehensive model of customer brand 

co-creation behaviour, is the identification of the consequence of customer participation 

in the behaviour. Customer co-creation behaviour is shown to enhance brand 

performance (Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013), influence employee behaviour (Yi, 

Nataraajan, & Gong, 2011) and provide cost benefits (Chathoth, Ungson, Harrington, & 

Chan, 2016). Additionally, loyalty is empirically demonstrated as a consequence of value 

co-creation (Cossío-Silva, Revilla-Camacho, Vega-Vázquez, & Palacios-Florencio, 

2016). Other research suggests that it is the brand experience, itself, that is influenced 

by co-creation, which then influences perceptions of value (Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Co- 

creation is argued to enhance the brand experience and strengthen brand relationships 

and customer insights (Frow, Nenonen, Payne, & Storbacka, 2015) and, in doing so, 

value emerges from the interaction between the customer and the brand (Nuttavuthisit, 

2010). The relationship between co-creation behaviour and value holds prominence in 

the literature, yet a comprehensive assessment of the influence on the customer’s 

perception of  value  seems to be lacking.  Overall,  conceptual frameworks  offer some 
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foundations for model development but a comprehensive model of customer brand co- 

creation behaviour is not evident. 

 
2.3.2.3 Shortfalls of the Behavioural Perspective 

The co-creation behaviour stream of literature is relatively scant. While theory 

development progresses rapidly in the ideological perspective and, to a lesser extent, 

the managerial process perspective, little attention is paid to the behavioural level of co- 

creation. Few studies have looked at co-creation behaviour from a broad customer 

perspective. Some emerging empirical research from related areas (such as brand 

engagement) incorporate co-creation in model development and begin to identify 

variables of influence in the activation of customer brand co-creation behaviour 

(Hollebeek et al., 2014; van Doorn et al., 2010). Yet, at this early stage there are few 

studies that delineate a detailed conceptualisation of co-creation behaviour for 

investigation. A single study empirically validates a co-creation behaviour scale (Yi & 

Gong, 2013) and no known studies validate a holistic model of customer brand co- 

creation behaviour with an extended nomological network of antecedents and 

consequences. 

 
2.3.3 Summary: Brand Value Co-Creation 

Service-dominant logic launched a wave of research into how stakeholder actions could 

influence the firm and, in particular, the brand. The initial service-dominant logic ideology 

provides a high level viewpoint of the active role of the customer (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). 

Furthermore, the Brand Value Co-Creation (BVCC) Model situates the research within a 

dynamic stakeholder ecosystem of relationships (Merz et al., 2009). Within this 

ecosystem, the process view of co-creation explores the concept at a lower level of 

abstraction, refining the definition of co-creation and developing a range of managerial 

frameworks for application. An alternative view of co-creation is behavioural, considering 

the active participation of customers with the brand. The ideological and process 

perspectives of co-creation are developing, with increased interest and exploration. Yet, 

the behavioural domain appears to be somewhat neglected. There are very few 

discussions of the precise nature of customer brand co-creation behaviour, minimal 

exploration of a valid scale of measurement, and no real holistic model development 

which considers the implications for the customer. The preceding examination of the 

evolving perspectives of co-creation highlights some important gaps in the existing 

literature, which are now explicated further. 
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2.4 Research Gap 

The contemporary branding environment has transformed the way in which brands 

successfully operate. With the increased influence of the customer, the importance of 

customer co-creation is amplified (Payne et al., 2009). The preceding literature review 

identifies the emerging research and advancements led by the service-dominant logic 

ideological standpoint, the process view of co-creation, and customer brand co-creation 

behaviour. In this early developing state, two significant shortfalls are identified: the 

conceptualisation and validation of co-creation behaviour, and the firm centric 

exploration of co-creation behaviour. These two shortfalls create a state of knowledge 

without a precise understanding of the nature of the construct, without understanding of 

relevant antecedents and consequences of co-creation behaviour, with limited 

methodological variation, and with limited consideration of the individual customer 

perspective. 

 
2.4.1 Nature of Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour 

Co-creation behaviour theory has the potential to provide deeper insight into motivations 

and implications of increased customer participation with the brand. Yet, co-creation 

behaviour research is in its infancy, lacking a precise definition and operationalisation of 

the construct and with limited empirical validation (Yi & Gong, 2013). Review of integral 

customer brand co-creation behaviour theory demonstrates that initial 

conceptualisations of co-creation appear to lack consensus in meaning. There is 

disunion around the nature of the construct and its definition and dimensionality 

(Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Additionally, there appears to be conflation in the literature 

between related concepts (e.g., between engagement and co-creation). Moreover, not 

only is there lack of agreement, there seems to be a lack of discussion of 

conceptualisation throughout co-creation behaviour literature, with an abstract 

perspective of co-creation perpetuated in the less abstract behavioural domain. While 

acceptance of a broad notion of the construct provides some direction for research, 

without agreement and consistent application of a co-creation construct, the domain is 

hindered. Therefore, there is a significant need for further discussion and development 

of a precise definition and operationalisation of the co-creation behaviour concept. 

 
Beyond the identification of an accepted and well-developed co-creation behaviour 

definition, further progress is needed in empirical validation. Currently, a single study (Yi 

& Gong, 2013) empirically assesses a multidimensional view of customer brand co- 

creation behaviour. However, as previously discussed (see Section 2.3.2), there is a 
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reliance on in-role and extra-role classifications of customer behaviour which are 

obsolete in the contemporary branding context. 

 
2.4.2 Antecedents and Outcomes 

Beyond conceptual clarity, there is limited validation of a co-creation construct in a 

relevant nomological network. Empirical investigation of a system of relevant drivers and 

consequences associated with customer brand co-creation behaviour is deficient. A 

sound nomological network is necessary for validation of the operationalisation of co- 

creation behaviour and, also, how CBCB is theoretically placed within a network of 

relationships. 

 
Theoretical development in the co-creation behaviour domain is led by conceptual 

reasoning. Further, the identification of variables of influence (such as engagement and 

involvement), noted in the aforementioned literature review, are largely dependent on 

conceptual theory, with limited empirical assessment. In fact, there is a major gap in the 

empirical validation of a holistic model of customer brand co-creation, which incorporates 

the various dimensions of co-creation behaviour in relation to relevant antecedents and 

consequences of customer participation. 

 
2.4.3 Current Methodological Deficiencies 

The emerging empirical research has a particular emphasis on qualitative case study 

research which provides depth to understanding, yet limits the application to broader 

contexts. Further, the nature of case study research is largely constrained to the 

managerial domain, neglecting the implications of customer co-creation. Understanding 

the implications of co-creation behaviour for brand management is clearly valuable for 

business success. However, to fully understand the implications of co-creation 

behaviour, there is a need to consider the influence upon co-creating customers. Yet, a 

customer brand co-creation model which considers customer related antecedents and 

consequences in not evident in the field. Further development of the customer 

perspective is essential, as marketing practitioners are operating in the contemporary 

business environment, where co-creation is a prominent force (McEleny, 2010; Verhoef 

et al., 2013). While understanding effective management of the co-creation process is 

imperative, understanding the impact upon the customer is of equal importance for long- 

term brand success and business profitability. Without this customer understanding, 

effective management of co-creation behaviour is increasingly difficult and the customer- 

brand relationship may be jeopardised. 
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Co-creation research emphasises the importance of the customer, yet appears to take a 

firm-view, failing to consider how customer participation may have implications for the 

existing customer-brand relationship. While initial behaviour insights of co-creation are 

progressing, a clear gap lies in understanding the implications for the individual actor, 

participating in the behaviour. Model development is largely conceptualised from a 

process view, rather than the behavioural view of co-creation. Furthermore, the brand 

ecosystem is examined as a broad, all-inclusive discussion (Iglesias et al., 2013; Merz 

et al., 2009). Thus, the individual roles of the customer, the brand and other stakeholders 

are difficult to detail and to measure in the co-creation process. Drawing more deeply on 

the behavioural perspective of co-creation provides a precise foundation from which to 

consider co-creation, allowing deeper exploration of the individual players in the 

environment. 

 
There is little attention paid to the role of individual participants in co-creation research. 

The single empirical study of co-creation behaviour which emphasises implications for 

the customer, does so with relation to value (Yi & Gong, 2013). Much co-creation theory 

discusses the broad implications of the active consumer on value creation, exploring the 

influence of operant resources and value integration. Yet, these conceptualisations of 

value remain relatively abstract. At the behavioural level, there is potential to emphasise 

contemporary branding theory in exploring implications for value at the brand level, with 

the customer perspective in mind. 

 
Overall, co-creation behaviour research is in an embryonic stage of development. The 

emerging research extends from the more developed service-dominant logic and co- 

creation process theories, which are operationalised at a higher level of abstraction than 

the behavioural view. The abstract view is perpetuated in the behavioural domain, with 

reliance on conceptual reasoning creating a major gap in empirical scale and model 

development. While behavioural theory is emerging, there is an overall lack of emphasis 

on the customer and how participation in co-creation behaviour may impact upon their 

view of the brand. In the contemporary environment, where the customer plays an active 

role in brand success, it is imperative that investigation of co-creation extends beyond 

firm-controlled implications of co-creation. 

 
2.5 Research Objective and Questions 

The above discussion explores the existing co-creation literature and identifies two areas 

which require further development: empirical model validation and increased customer 

attention. The purpose of the research, reported herein, is to address the identified gaps 
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and to build acumen in customer brand co-creation behaviour. In particular, the research 

aims to clarify the co-creation behaviour concept, to develop understanding of what 

drives customers to actively co-create and to consider the implications of customer 

participation. Therefore, the following research objective emerges as valuable to the co- 

creation domain and the practice of effective brand management: 

 
To understand the customer perspective of participation in brand co-creation 

behaviour. 

 
An emphasis on the customer is highlighted in the above research objective as a central 

focus of the research. Additionally, specifying the behavioural nature of co-creation 

provides a clear context for investigation. To address the research objective, and develop 

understanding in the domain, a series of research questions isolate explicit areas of 

interest. Specifically, it is useful to understand: 

 
RQ1:   What is the nature of the customer brand co-creation behaviour construct? 

RQ2:   What are the antecedents to customer brand co-creation behaviour? 

RQ3: What influence does customer brand co-creation behaviour have upon the value 

perceptions of the co-creating customer? 

 
In addressing the above research questions, a deeper level of understanding will emerge 

in relation to the customer perspective of brand co-creation behaviour and the customer 

brand co-creation behaviour concept itself. 

 
2.6 Conclusion 

Branding has become one of the most influential concepts in the marketing environment 

and an important factor for long-term business success (Kapferer, 2012; Keller, 2013). 

Yet, the business environment has evolved considerably from a traditionally firm- 

controlled environment, to a contemporary environment where the brand is in fluenced 

by a range of active stakeholders, including the customer (Payne et al., 2009). Therefore, 

in the contemporary space, customer co-creation emerges as a prominent force of 

influence for the brand. 

 
Emerging service-dominant logic and co-creation process theory conceptualise some 

details of the complex environment (Boyle, 2007; Payne et al., 2009; Vargo & Lusch, 

2004, 2008). Hitherto, the behavioural level of customer brand co-creation requires 

reflection  on  the  customer  brand  experience  and  how  this  is  influenced  through 
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participation. A major gap is identified in the operationalisation of customer brand co- 

creation behaviour and, additionally, in empirical model development (see Section 2.4). 

The current research aims to address this gap by maintaining a central focus on the role 

of the co-creating customer. Specifically, in Chapter Three, a refined conceptualisation 

of customer brand co-creation behaviour is proposed. Following the conceptualisation, 

model development is progressed from a customer perspective, in Chapter Four. Overall, 

the following chapters aim to provide insight into both the antecedents to co-creation 

behaviour, and the resultant impact on the co-creating customer. 
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CHAPTER THREE: CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT 
 

3.0 Introduction 

The literature review recognised the growing importance of co-creation in the 

contemporary branding environment and highlighted the need to understand the 

customer perspective of co-creation, as related to the research objective of this study. In 

addressing this need, the first focus is upon ascertaining the nature of the customer 

brand co-creation behaviour construct, before applying the construct for model 

development (in Chapter Four). 

 
In this early stage of theoretical development, the co-creation concept is broadly 

understood to reflect the active role of the customer (Minkiewicz et al., 2014). However, 

a conceptualisation which details the precise essence and nature of the concept is not 

forthcoming. Further, there has been little discussion on the dimensionality of the 

concept. Therefore, this chapter begins by establishing a clear definition of customer 

brand co-creation behaviour, addressing the research question regarding the nature of 

the co-creation concept (i.e., RQ1). Following, the dimensionality of co-creation 

behaviour is discussed, introducing the four-dimensional view of development, feedback, 

advocacy and helping, before a relevant network of relationships is proposed in model 

development in Chapter Four. 

 
3.1 Customer Emphasis 

The infant state of co-creation research is established in Chapter Two, with a growing 

body of research emerging at the ideological and process levels. Nonetheless, the 

customer perspective of co-creation behaviour remains underexplored. Research 

considers the firm benefits of customer participation in co-creation (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004a; Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013), yet understanding of the outcome 

for the customer is absent (Ind & Coates, 2013). Given growth of co-creation in the 

practical domain, whereby organisations are increasingly involving customers in various 

forms of co-creation (Berthon, Pitt, & Campbell, 2008; Hoyer et al., 2010; O'Hern & 

Rindfleisch, 2010; Rosenbaum & Massiah, 2007), it is useful to understand the resultant 

implications for those customers who participate in co-creation behaviours. For instance, 

understanding potential beneficial (or detrimental) effects of co-creation, for the 

participating customer, may influence how the firm directs the practice for their brand 
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and whether they encourage (or discourage) customer participation. The customer 

context is, therefore, fertile ground for co-creation research. 

 
Development of the rich customer co-creation field, first, involves understanding what 

customer brand co-creation behaviour is, with a clear articulation of the nature of the 

concept. Chapter Two identified a lack of agreement and discussion around a precise 

conceptualisation of the customer brand co-creation behaviour construct (Minkiewicz et 

al., 2014; Yi & Gong, 2013). Further, initial theoretical development of co-creation 

involves fuzzy and abstract conceptualisations (Ballantyne et al., 2011). Imprecise 

definitions are a common issue in branding, where many concepts are open to 

interpretation (de Chernatony & Riley, 1998; Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013). Yet, 

improved clarity of theory comes from exacting conceptualisations (Churchill, 1979), 

which detail what the concept is, and equally what it is not (Gilliam & Voss, 2013). 

Further, precise articulation of concepts provides a link between theory and practice 

(Corcoran, 2007). Therefore, the first priority for conceptual development in customer 

brand co-creation behaviour is to determine the definitional boundaries in order to inform 

the operationalisation of the concept. 

 
3.2 Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour Construct 

Early stages of knowledge development often involve challenges in the formulation of 

accurate definitions (Gilliam & Voss, 2013), and customer brand co-creation behaviour 

is no exception. However, the understanding of customer brand co-creation behaviour 

can be enhanced by drawing upon what is known in the broader co-creation domain. 

Although there is no accepted definition of co-creation, at the ideological or process 

levels, there are several essential characteristics of co-creation that can be leveraged 

from the existing theory and applied to a behavioural definition. Notably, the participatory, 

active, interactive and voluntary nature of co-creation behaviour are highlighted as 

essential features in the customer-brand relationship context (Ballantyne et al., 2011; 

Celuch, Robinson, & Walsh, 2015; France, Merrilees, & Miller, 2015; France et al., 2016; 

Grönroos, 2008; Groth, 2005; Ind et al., 2013; Ramaswamy, 2010; van Doorn et al., 

2010; Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Verleye et al, 2014; Yi & Gong, 2013). These features 

emerge from related, yet distinct, discussions as follows. 

 
Customer-brand engagement is one area of research which is closely related to 

customer brand co-creation behaviour. There is growing acceptance of customer-brand 

engagement as a psychological state, encompassing a proactive and interactive 

customer relationship (Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 2011). More specifically, customer- 
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brand engagement is defined as “the level of an individual customer’s motivational, 

brand-related and context-dependent state of mind characterised by specific levels of 

cognitive, emotional and behavioural activity in direct brand interactions” (Hollebeek, 

2011a, p. 790). The voluntary, interactive customer-brand engagement relationship 

(Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 2011) offers useful insight in understanding co-creation 

behaviour. However, although the concept of engagement and co-creation are closely 

related, it is argued that they are distinct concepts (France et al., 2015). Customer-brand 

engagement involves a psychological state of cognition and affect, while co-creation 

behaviour represents the conative behavioural manifestations of engaged customers 

(France et al., 2015, 2016). While engagement and co-creation appear to be used 

somewhat interchangeably, this dissertation is centred on the view that they are distinct, 

yet highly related concepts (France et al., 2015). Therefore, engagement relates to the 

customer’s passion and immersion for the brand (Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 2011), while 

co-creation behaviour considers the related actions of these engaged customers (France 

et al., 2015). When leveraging from the engagement field, theoretical reference to 

behavioural manifestations of engagement are applied as co-creation behaviours 

hereafter. 

 
Customer citizenship behaviour represents an additional stream of literature which has 

similarities to co-creation and may enhance understanding. Indeed, some studies 

develop co-creation theory from a citizenship in-role and extra-role perspective (Yi & 

Gong, 2013). Both citizenship and co-creation consider customer behaviours beyond 

required transactional behaviours. However, issues in role descriptions, discussed in 

Chapter Two, suggest that citizenship behaviour may be applicable in a more 

transactional environment, rather than the contemporary space in which brands operate. 

For example, citizenship research identifies antecedents of reciprocity and satisfaction 

(Groth, 2005), which are temporary transactional concepts, rather than enduring brand 

relationship concepts. Therefore, while citizenship research emphasises the role of the 

customer beyond the purchase of the brand, the transactional nature of the market still 

remains the focus of the research. As such, there is little emphasis on the longer-term 

brand relationship. It is, therefore, argued that citizenship research is superseded by co- 

creation, which aligns more closely to the contemporary branding environment and is 

focused on the enduring customer-brand relationship. Co-creation behaviour shifts from 

transaction role description to allow deeper development of the behavioural concept with 

the inclusion of longer term, higher investment behaviours, relevant in the present 

landscape. When viewed through a contemporary lens, the ongoing relational 

implications for the brand and the customer are emphasised in the co-creation literature 
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(Fournier, Solomon, & Englis, 2007; Ilicic & Webster, 2014). Therefore, citizenship and 

co-creation are distinct concepts, with customer brand co-creation behaviour prevailing 

in the contemporary environment. However, some areas of citizenship offer relevant 

discussions for potential adaptation in customer brand co-creation behaviour context 

and, thus, may be applied to theoretical development of co-creation behaviours 

hereafter. 

 
In addition to the knowledge gained from related domains, a definition of co-creation 

behaviour can be leveraged from other established co-creation research. One of the 

most informative and precise definitions of co-creation comes from a process 

perspective, defined as “an active, creative, and social process based on collaboration 

between organisations and participants that generates benefits for all and creates value 

for stakeholders” (Ind et al., 2013, p. 9). There is a clear distinction between the process 

view of co-creation and the behavioural view. This distinction limits the direct applicability 

of this definition, and other similar process definitions (Pongsakornrungsilp & Schroeder, 

2011; Roser et al., 2013), in the behavioural context. However, the active nature of co- 

creation may be applied to the co-creation behaviour concept, along with other 

engagement and citizenship theory which may be adapted for theoretical enhancement. 

 
In the customer brand co-creation behaviour domain, France et al. (2015) provide a 

broad definition of customer brand co-creation behaviour as “the customer-led 

interactions between the customer and the brand”. This definition offers an initial broad 

conceptualisation in the domain and reinforces the interactive nature between the 

customer and the brand. However, an exacting conceptualisation is needed to isolate 

precise details of the nature and characteristics of customer brand co-creation behaviour. 

A detailed conceptualisation encourages practical adoption and provides clarity in 

measurement (MacKenzie et al., 2011). In order to provide clarity to this domain, the 

ensuing sections seek to provide an explicit definition that details the nature of customer 

brand co-creation behaviour. 

 
3.2.1 Participatory Nature 

Service-dominant logic is centred on the notion that value is defined by, and co-created 

with, the consumer, rather than embedded in outputs of the firm (Ballantyne et al., 2011; 

Grönroos, 2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). The participatory nature is fundamental to the 

contemporary branding environment, and is vital to the co-creation behaviour concept. 

In fact, the participatory element of co-creation is consistently emphasised in co-creation 

process theory (Ind et al., 2012; Pongsakornrungsilp & Schroeder, 2011; Roser et al., 
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2013; Zwass, 2010). Similarly, at the behavioural level of co-creation, Yi and Gong 

(2013) also identify the requirement of customer participation. Moreover, specialised co- 

creation studies in new product development (Hoyer et al., 2010) and brand 

communications (Bacile, Ye, & Swilley, 2014; Ertimur & Gilly, 2012) highlight the 

importance of customer participation. Therefore, the identification of the participatory 

nature of co-creation is consistently supported across various forms of co-creation and, 

therefore, should be recognised as an essential characteristic of customer brand co- 

creation behaviour. 

 
3.2.2 Active Nature 

In addition to participation being highlighted as an essential characteristic of co-creation, 

the active nature of this participation is emphasised. The active nature of participation is 

discussed previously and highlighted in the leading process definition of co-creation by 

Ind et al. (2013), see Section 3.2. The active component is adopted and applied in the 

behavioural context of co-creation. 

 
The active nature of co-creation is distinguished from more passive forms of customer 

behaviour. Passive behaviours are inert and have no inherent power in their action 

(Delbridge & Bernard, 1998), relating more to the acceptance of actions produced by 

others. For example, tolerating bad service is classified as a passive behaviour and, 

therefore, does not align with the active classification of customer brand co-creation 

behaviour offered in this study. Active participation involves effort from the customer 

(Hoyer et al., 2010; Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Thus, a clear distinction is drawn between 

passive and active participation, where active participation is an essential characteristic 

of customer brand co-creation behaviour. 

 
3.2.3 Interactive Nature 

The interactive nature of customer brand co-creation behaviour relates to reciprocal 

influence, where co-creation behaviour has implications both for the co-creator and for 

the brand. Interaction, which is central to co-creation, is identified as an essential 

characteristic at ideological (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2004), process 

(Ind et al., 2013; Ramaswamy, 2010) and behavioural (Pihl, 2013) levels. Interaction 

accentuates the ‘co’ in co-creation, highlighting the contribution of multiple players 

interacting to create the brand. The interaction between the customer and the brand may 

occur directly, or indirectly, to co-create the brand (France et al., 2015; Grönroos & 

Voima, 2013). 
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Direct co-creation involves behaviour which occurs explicitly between the customer and 

the brand (Grönroos, 2008; Kim & Ko, 2012). Direct interactions have the potential to 

influence the brand and might include the customer participating with the brand in a 

competition for product improvement, or providing feedback about brand performance. 

These behaviours provide direct information to the brand which may potentially influence 

the brand offering and co-create the brand experience for all customers (Celuch et al., 

2015; Fang, Palmatier, & Evans, 2008; Söderlund, 1998). In contrast, indirect co-creation 

behaviour entails interaction which occurs implicitly between the co-creating customer 

and the brand. Thus, while the brand is not a direct participant of the behaviour, it is 

indirectly involved because the customer includes the brand. For example, a customer 

may create a new advertisement for the brand or share brand posts on social media. 

While the brand is not directly participating, it is influenced by the customer’s interaction 

with the brand and, thus, is co-created (Berthon et al., 2008; Ertimur & Gilly, 2012). 

 
3.2.4 Voluntary Nature 

The voluntary nature of customer co-creation is highlighted as being essential (Groth, 

2005; van Doorn et al., 2010) to co-creation. Co-creation involves the customer choosing 

to participate in behaviour which is not required for the use of the brand itself. The 

voluntary nature, therefore, distinguishes customer brand co-creation behaviours from 

transactional behaviours, such as paying for services and consuming products. In these 

situations, the customer must participate or will not be able to consume the brand. 

Whereas, in the customer co-creation context, it is important to highlight the customer’s 

choice to co-create. While the firm may initiate brand co-creation behaviour 

opportunities, the participation of the customer in these behaviours is a choice of free 

will (Zwass, 2010). Customer brand co-creation behaviour, therefore, hinges on the 

customer’s voluntary decision to participate and to involve the brand. 

 
3.2.5 Relational Nature 

A final distinguishing characteristic of customer brand co-creation behaviour is the 

relational nature. The very concept of co-creation suggests the influence of multiple 

contributors (Ind, 2014; Ind et al., 2013) and is associated with the long-term relationship 

of these parties (Ind et al., 2012). All interactions with the brand have the potential to 

influence facets of the brand and the brand relationship (Payne & Frow, 2005). 

Consequently, by virtue of its interactive nature, customer brand co-creation behaviour 

is associated with the customer-brand relationship (Payne et al., 2009; van Doorn et al., 

2010). Customer brand co-creation behaviour may involve the brand either directly or 

indirectly (France et  al., 2015)  and, therefore,  can be associated with customer-brand 
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relationships for both the co-creator and other customers. The relational influence of co- 

creation behaviour may potentially have implications for how the brand is perceived 

(Vallaster & von Wallpach, 2012) and, thus, for the customer-brand relationship, 

representing a major characteristic of the behaviour. 

 
3.2.6 Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour Definition 

As discussed above, the essential characteristics of customer brand co-creation 

behaviour are drawn from established literature in the co-creation domain. The active, 

participatory, interactive and voluntary characteristics of customer brand co-creation 

behaviour are essential features of the concept, see Section 3.2. Importantly, the 

proposed conceptualisation of customer brand co-creation behaviour adds a new level 

of precision in the domain. Having highlighted the essential characteristics of the 

concept, an applied definition of customer brand co-creation behaviour emerges, as 

follows: 

 
Customer brand co-creation behaviour involves voluntary, active and 

interactive customer actions associated with the customer-brand 

relationship. 

 
The proposed definition presents the concept in an unambiguous and precise manner, 

which is essential for conceptual clarity (Clark & Watson, 1995; Gilliam & Voss, 2013; 

MacKenzie et al., 2011). Having detailed an exacting conceptualisation of the customer 

brand co-creation behaviour concept, it is next useful to explore the dimensions of the 

construct. 

 
3.3 Dimensionality 

Customer brand co-creation behaviour encompasses a mix of customer behaviours 

which influence the brand. The various types of diverse behaviours have been classified 

in previous studies (Ind et al., 2012; Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013; Yi & Gong, 2013). 

However, a consistent classification system, built from a solid definitional foundation, is 

yet to be developed for co-creation behaviour. Inconsistent definitions and 

operationalisations of co-creation behaviour have led to contradictions between studies, 

where a behaviour which is excluded from one conceptualisation may be included in 

another (e.g., crowdsourcing is excluded by Ind et al. (2012) and included by Prahalad 

and Ramaswamy (2000), demonstrating inconsistency). Without a clear definition of co- 

creation behaviour, classification of behaviours is difficult. However, by drawing on the 
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detailed definition discussed in Section 3.2, classification of types of the co-creation 

behaviours becomes clearer. 

 
Beyond clearly identifying if specific behaviours do, or do not, exemplify co-creation 

behaviour, similar behaviours can be grouped to enhance conceptual development (De 

Vellis, 2012). A deeper level of theoretical advancement may be reached by considering 

the influence of diverse types of co-creation behaviour upon the brand. Yi and Gong 

(2013) develop and empirically assess the only known multidimensional 

conceptualisation of value co-creation behaviour. While there are some discussions in 

related areas, such as customer engagement behaviours (Hollebeek et al., 2014; Vivek 

et al., 2012), and specific discussions of single types of co-creation behaviours, Yi and 

Gong (2013) appear to present the only holistic conceptualisation of co-creation 

behaviour. However, in contrast to this research, Yi and Gong (2013) investigate co- 

creation of value and do not explore the implications for branding or the customer-brand 

relationship. Thus, the current study leverages from this established knowledge but 

makes substantial adjustments for relevance in the branding context. Customer brand 

co-creation behaviour is brand focused, on how customer behaviour has implications for 

customer-brand relationships and broadly how the brand is perceived. Thus, customer 

brand co-creation behaviour fits within the branding domain, with direct implications for 

strategic brand management, while value co-creation relates more to service-dominant 

logic and implications for the concept of value. The difference between value and brand 

create additional distinctions between the studies, where value co-creation behaviour is 

conceived as consisting of two higher order factors, participation and citizenship (Yi & 

Gong, 2013), relating to required and voluntary behaviours, respectively. The proposed 

definition of brand co-creation behaviour, see Section 3.2, clearly articulates the 

voluntary nature of the behaviour beyond transactions and thus excludes the 

participation dimension of Yi and Gong (2013). However, the voluntary behaviour 

classification appears to align with co-creation behaviour and is explored for application. 

 
The four-dimensions of voluntary behaviour identified by Yi and Gong (2013) include 

feedback, advocacy, helping and tolerance, yet not all dimensions align with the co- 

creation behaviour classification. The dimension of tolerance, defined as the willingness 

to be patient when expectations are not met (Yi & Gong, 2013, p. 1281), is perceived as 

passive and, thus, does not align to the active nature of co-creation behaviour within this 

research. The remaining three dimensions of feedback, advocacy and helping are 

adopted in this study, fulfilling the constraints of the proposed definition. However, the 

dimensions are adapted from the original conceptualisation to apply at a brand level, 
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rather than in a service management value context. Further, an additional dimension is 

proposed, drawing from the popular area of co-creation development. Many specialised 

co-creation studies are focused on the customer’s behaviour in developing the brand,  

through new product ideas (Hoyer et al., 2010), new advertisement creation (Thompson 

& Malaviya, 2013), and so on. Thus, a fourth dimension, co-creation development, is 

highlighted as influential and essential to a comprehensive view of customer brand co- 

creation behaviour. 

 
The four proposed dimensions of customer brand co-creation behaviour are now 

discussed, with consideration to their alignment to the concept, see Table 3.1. It is 

necessary to define each sub-dimension with precision to identify the distinctive and 

unified characteristics (MacKenzie et al., 2011). 

 
Table 3.1 Dimensions of Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour 

 

Co-Creation Behaviour Type Active Intensity Interaction 

Development High Direct and indirect 

Feedback Medium Direct 

Advocacy Low Indirect 

Helping Low – Medium Indirect 
 

 

 

All four dimensions of customer brand co-creation behaviour involve voluntary 

participation on behalf of the customer. However, as identified in the table above, each 

dimension varies in the degree of active intensity and interaction. This variability and 

additional distinguishing characteristics are discussed in the ensuing sections. 

 
3.3.1 Co-Creation Development 

Co-creation development relates to voluntary customer participation in the generation of 

new ideas and resources for the brand. Co-creation development draws from research 

in new product development (Hoyer et al., 2010; O'Hern & Rindfleisch, 2010) and 

advertising development (Pihl, 2013; Ren, Nickerson, Mason, Sakamoto, & Graber; 

Thompson & Malaviya, 2013), which may include idea crowdsourcing and mass 

collaboration (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013). While 

some studies exclude crowdsourcing activities in conceptualisations of co-creation (Ind 

et al., 2012), development meets the co-creation behaviour requirements as an active 

voluntary customer participation and interaction with the brand. 
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Co-creation development is one of the most discussed and increasingly practised areas 

of co-creation theory. For example, global brands such as Lego, are embracing customer 

development, running competitions for new product designs, where customers develop 

product ideas and Lego adopt the desired product for sale (Antorini, Muñiz, & Askildsen, 

2012). Doritos are among a growing number of brands who have sought customer 

participation in the development of new advertising campaigns, adopting the concepts 

developed by customers (Ertimur & Gilly, 2012). 

 
Co-creation development behaviour is characterised as being highly active in nature, 

involving a significant investment of cognitive effort, and potentially other resource 

investment, on behalf of the customer (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a; Thompson & 

Malaviya, 2013). For example, new product development often involves substantial 

thinking and ideation, while development of new advertisements requires a significant 

cognitive investment and, additionally, investment of time, effort and skill, on the part of 

the co-creating customer. 

 
Co-creation development behaviours may involve interaction with the brand that occurs 

either directly or indirectly. For example, a customer may work directly with the brand on 

development of a new product, or alternatively may interact indirectly with the brand 

when developing a new advertisement for the brand which is shared in online networks. 

The variable nature of the interaction means that the behaviours may be visible in the 

public domain or, alternatively, may be private, between the customer and the brand. 

 
Customer participation in development behaviours is considered co-creative, as the 

behaviour provides an opportunity to directly adjust the brand offering, or to adjust how 

the brand, and its various elements, are perceived by other customers. In both scenarios, 

the co-creation behaviour of the customer plays an important role in creating perceptions 

of value for the brand. 

 
3.3.2 Co-Creation Feedback 

Co-creation feedback involves voluntary customer participation in the behaviour of 

providing the brand solicited and unsolicited evaluations of brand experiences (adapted 

from Yi and Gong [2013]). Customer feedback has long been established as valuable to 

ongoing firm success (Söderlund, 1998), but appears to be less prominent in co-creation 

research than other customer-to-customer influences (Celuch et al., 2015). However, 
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there is significant potential for customer feedback, both positive and negative, to 

enhance the brand offering (Barlow & Møller, 1996), and thus co-create the brand. 

 
Co-creation feedback involves the customer actively evaluating their brand experience 

and providing this evaluation to the firm. The evaluation may be positive (Celuch et al., 

2015) or negative (Tronvoll, 2007), and is largely based on the actor’s personal and 

emotional responses toward the brand experience. The evaluative assessment involves 

a relatively low resource investment, with little idea development, yet still involves the 

customer actively considering the experience and passing on the information from the 

evaluation. In doing so, the customer interacts directly with the firm. Therefore, in most 

instances, there is a low level of public visibility to the behaviour, with the customer co- 

creating the brand directly, by enhancing the brand’s understanding of the customer 

experience and providing the brand with knowledge for improvement. Thus, co-creation 

feedback, involves customers actively offering new information to the brand, which may 

shape the way the brand is delivered. 

 
3.3.3 Co-Creation Advocacy 

The dimension of co-creation advocacy is identified by Yi and Gong (2013), as integral 

to a comprehensive view of co-creation behaviour. The concept of advocacy involves the 

voluntary customer behaviour of recommending the brand to others (Walz & Celuch, 

2010; Yi & Gong, 2013). Customer advocacy is widely acknowledged as influential in co- 

creation (Algesheimer, Dholakia, & Herrmann, 2005; Payne et al., 2009; Rowley, Kupiec- 

Teahan, & Leeming, 2007). 

 
Co-creation advocacy involves the customer actively endorsing the brand to their friends 

and networks. The active expression of feelings toward the brand is emotional in nature, 

involving little cognitive resources but having high social risks. The active nature, 

therefore is relatively low, requiring minimal investment from the co-creator. The 

advocacy behaviour occurs in a customer-to-customer, or customer-to-many, 

environment and, thus, interacts with the brand indirectly. In the contemporary 

environment, where many brand related discussions occur in online forums (Agresta, 

Bough, & Miletsky, 2010; Wirtz et al., 2013), much advocacy behaviour is highly visible 

in the public sphere. However, advocacy can occur in more intimate settings and may 

be relatively private in a one-to-one scenario. Nevertheless, whether public or private, 

co-creation advocacy has the potential to directly influence how others perceive the 

brand and as such, may co-create the brand. 
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3.3.4 Co-Creation Helping 

The fourth proposed dimension of customer brand co-creation behaviour is helping. Co- 

creation helping includes voluntary customer participation in assisting other customers 

to enhance their experience of the brand (Groth, 2005; Yi & Gong, 2013). While not a 

dominant area of co-creation research, support from other customers may have a 

significant influence on how the brand is perceived (Groth, 2005; Yi & Gong, 2013), and, 

therefore, plays an essential role in formulating a holistic view of co-creation. 

 
Customer co-creation helping behaviour may include providing directions in-store or 

explaining brand usage (as examples). The nature of co-creation helping is often 

cognitive problem solving, largely relating to explanation and description, but involving 

little new idea generation. The active nature is relatively low, requiring the active decision 

and action, yet little other investment from the co-creator. The active helping behaviours 

indirectly interact with the brand, occurring in a customer-to-customer sphere, but 

centred on the brand. In this customer-to-customer space, co-creation helping can 

minimise customer uncertainty (Black, Vincent, & Skinner, 2014) and influence how the 

brand is experienced by others, thus co-creating the brand. 

 
Co-creation helping is the final proposed dimension of customer brand co-creation 

behaviour, forming with co-creation development, feedback and advocacy for a 

comprehensive view of customer brand co-creation behaviour. The detailed 

conceptualisation of co-creation behaviour, provided herein, delivers clarity and depth to 

the nature of the customer brand co-creation behaviour construct. 

 
3.4 Summary of the Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour Construct 

Customer brand co-creation behaviour (CBCB) is the voluntary, active and interactive 

customer behaviour involving the brand. Co-creation behaviour is formed by four 

dimensions including, co-creation development, co-creation feedback, co-creation 

advocacy and co-creation helping (Figure 3.1), each of which involves varying levels of 

active intensity and interaction with the brand. The concept of CBCB is distinct to the 

psychological state of engagement and moves beyond the related, yet potentially 

outdated, concept of citizenship, as discussed. However, these domains offer an 

extended theoretical base for conceptual development. With enhanced clarity of the 

CBCB construct, subsequent modelling of its antecedents and consequences is enabled 

in Chapter Four. 



Brand Co-Creation: Exploring Active Customer Participation 

45 Chapter Three: Conceptual Development 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1 CBCB Dimensionality 

Source: Developed for this study. 

 
 

 
3.5 Conclusion 

Although there is a growing body of research exploring co-creation in a myriad of different 

contexts, there is a distinct lack of discussion formed around the conceptualisation of 

customer co-creation. This has led to much research examining co-creation from 

differing perspectives, at different levels of abstraction and operationalisation. Varying 

definitions can be detrimental to new theory development, creating issues for consistent 

measurement and comparability of results (Gilliam & Voss, 2013). To address this 

disparity, this chapter offers a clear definition of CBCB and details the dimensions of the 

construct. This chapter, therefore, provides clarity of conceptualisation moving toward a 

more comprehensive model of relationships, as outlined in the Chapter Four. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: MODEL DEVELOPMENT 
 

4.0 Introduction 

The contemporary branding environment is distinguished by the redistribution of control 

from the firm to the customer (Heding et al., 2016). This altered setting brings the concept 

of co-creation to the forefront of marketing theory while also demanding critical reflection 

on the evolving context in which modern brands develop. Crucially, from a branding 

perspective, the notion of co-creation centres on how the active contribution of various 

stakeholders determines brand success (Ind & Coates, 2013). However, as discussed in 

Chapter Two, the nucleus of theoretical development in this emerging area remains firm 

and process oriented. Hence, a paradox has emerged whereby, on one hand, increased 

customer influence stimulated co-creation research, yet, on the other hand, much 

research in this area neglects the customer perspective. Resolution of the paradox lies 

in development of customer centred co-creation theory. Therefore, Chapter Three began 

by establishing a clear definition of customer brand co-creation behaviour (CBCB). This 

chapter now introduces the Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour Model, underpinned 

by the research hypotheses of this study. In doing so, the antecedents and the 

consequence of customer brand co-creation behaviour are identified. 

 
4.1 CBCB Model Development 

The literature review in Chapter Two, along with the formal conceptual definition of CBCB 

in Chapter Three, provide the basis for continued theoretical development. Good 

theoretical development is driven by logic and follows a rigorous process of formally 

defining the concept and then identifying relationships of influence (Wacker, 1998, 2004). 

The earlier literature review explored the current research domain and highlighted 

relevant theory in relation to CBCB, laying the foundation for further theory development. 

Moreover, the review identified a significant gap in theoretical knowledge to-date, with 

no known research forming a comprehensive view of the role of the customer in shaping 

the brand. In particular, little attention has been paid to modelling antecedents and 

consequences in relation to the customer-brand relational influences in the brand co- 

creation context. Some studies look at broad antecedents to co-creation, rather than 

relational antecedents to co-creation. For instance, creativity and enjoyment are 

insightfully identified as antecedents to consumer generated advertising (Berthon et al., 

2008), yet they do not relate to the customer-brand relationship. The remainder of this 

chapter  examines  theoretical  model  development  by,  first,  isolating  antecedents of 
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influence, before investigating the customer-related consequence of CBCB. The 

outcome of this examination is the proposal of the Customer Brand Co-Creation 

Behaviour (CBCB) Model. Subsequently, the CBCB Model is used as a framework for 

hypothesis development, addressing the research objectives. 

 
4.1.1 Antecedents to Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour 

To improve understanding of CBCB and its implications for contemporary brand 

relationship management, it is useful to first establish why customers co-create. At this 

early stage of theoretical development in co-creation and, in particular CBCB, there is 

limited knowledge of which factors drive customers to participate in co-creation 

behaviour. However, several potential variables are identified from related research (see 

Figure 4.1). 

 
 

Figure 4.1 CBCB Antecedents: Customer-Level 

Source: Developed for this study. 

 
 

 
Certainly, customer-brand engagement is often intertwined with the broader co-creation 

literature and offers a potentially fruitful variable of influence (France et al., 2015; 

Hollebeek et al., 2014; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a). Beyond customer-brand 

engagement, the concept of brand self-congruity is highlighted as potentially significant 

(France et al., 2015; Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013) because of its motivating role in 

consumer behaviour (Lloyd & Woodside, 2013). A third potentially valuable antecedent 
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is introduced, where category involvement may heighten a customer’s interest, indirectly 

increasing participation in CBCB (Bloch, 1981; France et al., 2015; Pihl, 2013), through 

the influence on customer-brand engagement and brand self-congruity. The antecedents 

represent three customer controlled factors. It is proposed that the drivers to CBCB 

involve customer-level influences which act as drivers of customer participation. 

Therefore, the ensuing discussion introduces and justifies the influence of customer- 

brand engagement, brand self-congruity and category involvement as antecedents to 

CBCB. 

 
4.1.1.1 Category Involvement 

Increased involvement with the brand category is introduced as an indirect driver of 

CBCB. A customer has a high level of category involvement when they see the category 

as personally relevant and meaningful in their lives (O'Cass, 2004; Tregua et al., 2015). 

As opposed to brand involvement, where the customer is interested and involved with a 

specific brand, category involvement is the customer’s interest in the category itself 

(Bloch, 1981). For example, individuals may be highly involved in fashion and, thus, have 

heightened interest in the fashion category, seeing fashion as a meaningful part of their 

lives (O'Cass, 2004). When the customer is highly involved they pay more attention to 

brands within the category and see the category as more important (Zaichkowsky, 1986). 

 
This interest in the category influences the involved customer’s behaviour, leading to 

more frequent purchasing (Warrington & Shim, 2000). Customer’s with high involvement 

have stronger knowledge of the brands within the category (Giese, Spangenberg, & 

Crowley, 1996) and are known to behave differently to those with low involvement 

(Bowden, 2009; Dwivedi, 2015). 

 
The influence of category involvement is obviously at a category level, rather than a 

brand level (O'Cass, 2004). This category level involvement is proposed as having an 

indirect influence on CBCB. Category involvement is expected to enhance customer- 

brand engagement and brand self-congruity and, thus, increase the influence of these 

variables upon CBCB. However, involvement with the category does not necessarily 

influence CBCB directly, as it is not a brand relational influence. Although, the influence 

of category involvement upon customer brand co-creation is conceptualised by France 

et al. (2015), no known empirical assessment is evident. However, it is anticipated that 

the heightened involvement in the category is influential in the customer’s willingness to 

connect and engage with the preferred brand within this category (Fetscherin, Boulanger, 

Filho, & Souki, 2014). Thus, category involvement is an antecedent to the relational 
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brand influences, which has an indirect impact upon customer behaviour, driving 

customers to participate in co-creation development, feedback, advocacy and helping. 

 
4.1.1.2 Customer-Brand Engagement 

Customer-brand engagement remains in an early stage of knowledge development, 

largely led by conceptual reasoning (France et al., 2016). However, emerging research 

has identified the links between engagement and customer behaviour. Although there 

remains some uncertainty at this early stage of knowledge development, there appears 

to be widespread support for the notion that customer-brand engagement is a 

psychological state, incorporating customer passion and immersion in the brand (Brodie, 

Hollebeek, et al., 2011; Dessart, Veloutsou, & Morgan-Thomas, 2016; Dwivedi, 2015; 

France et al., 2016; Hollebeek, 2011a, 2011b; Hollebeek et al., 2014; Patterson et al., 

2006). Customers with high levels of engagement are known to have strong positive 

attitudes and trust for the brand (Bowden, 2009) and are highly involved with the brand 

(Leckie, Nyadzayo, & Johnson, 2016). This engagement and connection provides 

intrinsic motivation (Algesheimer et al., 2005) to participate in a range of behaviours 

(Muñiz & Schau, 2005; Thompson & Malaviya, 2013). At a broad customer behaviour 

level, customer-brand engagement is influential in the activation of customer loyalty 

behaviour (Dwivedi, 2015; Hollebeek et al., 2014; Leckie et al., 2016), brand commitment 

(Kemp, 2015) and participation in brand communities (Bijmolt et al., 2010; Cova & Pace, 

2006). 

 
In the wider co-creation context, empirical evidence demonstrates the relationship 

between engagement and co-creation activation (Dessart et al., 2016; Hollebeek et al., 

2014; Leckie et al., 2016), although there remains some confusion around the nature of 

this relationship. For example, most conceptual studies incorporate co-creation 

behaviour as a part of the customer-brand engagement concept. Nevertheless, with the 

precision provided in the formal definition, offered in Chapter Three, the distinct nature 

of the concepts is clarified and customer-brand engagement is presented as a precursor 

for co-creation (Bijmolt et al., 2010; France et al., 2015, 2016). The engaged customer 

experiences high levels of confidence, pride and passion for the brand (Brodie, 

Hollebeek, et al., 2011) which drives participation in a range of co-creation type 

behaviours, including customer feedback (Bijmolt et al., 2010; van Doorn et al., 2010), 

product development (Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 2011; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a), 

and word-of-mouth (Bolton, 2011; Dwivedi, 2015; Vivek et al., 2012). The literature 

consistently supports the influence of engagement on forms of co-creation behaviour 

and highlights the major role of engagement in driving customer co-creation (Minkiewicz 
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et al., 2014). Indeed, Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004a) find that engagement is 

necessary for co-creation to occur. 

 
Overall, there is substantial support for the influence of engagement upon co-creation, 

although much support is conceptual in nature, with limited empirical evidence. The 

empirical research demonstrates links between customer-brand engagement and one or 

two types of behaviour which can be classified as customer brand co-creation behaviours 

(Dwivedi, 2015). However, there is no known research which examines the influence of 

customer-brand engagement across a comprehensive mix of co-creation behaviours. 

Nonetheless, it is expected that the passion and vigour of customer-brand engagement 

will have a positive influence on the customer’s willingness to participate in co-creation 

behaviour. 

 
4.1.1.3 Brand Self-Congruity 

Brand self-congruity has a strong history of influence in branding and marketing, where 

the customer’s strong identification with the brand influences how they connect and 

interact with the brand (Dolich, 1969; Grubb & Hupp, 1968). When the customer 

perceives consistency between their self-image and the image of the brand they find 

ways in which to connect with the brand and to distance themselves from other brands 

(Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009). Brand identification is commonly driven by 

affect-laden connections (Merz et al., 2009) but equally can be motivated from cognitive 

evaluations (Marzocchi, Morandin, & Bergami, 2013). The customer’s personal 

connection with the brand creates stronger and more positive attitudes towards the brand 

(Kressmann et al., 2006) which drives customer behaviour. In particular, when a 

customer perceives high brand self-congruity they are more loyal to the brand 

(Kressmann et al., 2006; Sprott et al., 2009), more inclined to patronise the store brand 

(Sirgy, 1982; Sirgy, Grewal, & Mangleburg, 2000), have stronger purchase intensions 

(Sirgy, 1985) and brand preference (Dolich, 1969) and are more likely to build 

relationships with the brand (Grubb & Hupp, 1968; Merz et al., 2009). 

 
The broad co-creation literature supports brand self-congruity as a major motivation for 

co-creation (Shamim & Ghazali, 2014). Certainly, customers are more likely to co-create 

for brands in which they have high levels of brand self-congruity (Dretsch & Kirmani, 

2014). The customer’s identification with the brand drives co-creation as a method of 

self-expression (Escalas & Bettman, 2005; Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013; Ind et al., 

2013). This  connection and  congruity lead  to co-creation  through direct  and  indirect 
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contact with the brand (Marzocchi et al., 2013; Merz et al., 2009; Shamim & Ghazali, 

2014). 

 
At a more behavioural level of co-creation, brand self-congruity is supported as an 

influential driver of co-creation behaviour (France et al., 2015). Brand self-congruity is 

known to lead the customer to participate in co-creation behaviour that they perceive to 

be worthwhile (Ind et al., 2012). Further, when the customer perceives a strong alignment 

between the brand-concept and self-concept, they are more inclined to recommend the 

brand to others (Marzocchi et al., 2013). Self-concept is an integral driver of co-creation 

behaviour, known to drive customer co-creation of user generated content for brands 

(Christodoulides, Jevons, & Bonhomme, 2012; Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013) and 

provide ideas for new product development (Hoyer et al., 2010). Strong theoretical 

support provides confidence that brand self-congruity drives co-creation behaviour, yet 

no known studies have empirically measured the influence upon a comprehensive co- 

creation behaviour concept which incorporates various forms of co-creation behaviour. 

 
4.1.1.4 Brand-Level Influences on Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour 

In addition to the influence of customer-level drivers of co-creation, brand-level 

antecedents are identified. These brand-level drivers are external to customer control 

and noted as mediating the relationships between CBCB and its antecedents through 

their ability to facilitate and encourage co-creation behaviour. Namely, brand interactivity 

and brand communities are suggested to provide increased opportunity for co-creation 

and an environment which supports and encourages customer participation in a range 

of co-creation behaviours (France et al., 2015) (see Figure 4.2). As such, the influence 

of brand interactivity and brand community membership is now discussed. 

 
The external drivers of brand interactivity and brand community are expected to interact 

with the customer-brand relational antecedents to increase the propensity of customers 

to participate in co-creation behaviour. The CBCB Model shows that the customer begins 

with a category interest, which then develops into customer-brand relational antecedents 

which drive behaviour. Yet, perceptions of brand interactivity and the brand community’s 

interest in customer participation may play an influential role in activation of CBCB. 

 
Brand interactivity involves the interaction between parties (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; 

Labrecque, 2014; Macias, 2003), rather than solely considering the technical facilitation 

of interactive mediums. More specifically, interactivity is defined as the “customer’s 

perception  of  the  brand’s  willingness  and  genuine  desire  for  integration  w ith  the 
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Figure 4.2 CBCB Antecedents: Customer-Level & Brand-Level 

Source: Developed for this study. 

 
 

 
customer” (France et al., 2016, p. 124). Therefore, brand interactivity is brand-led. 

Customers and brands are involved in an increasing amount of interaction (Merz et al., 

2009), where the brand has the opportunity to show interest in listening to, and working 

with, the customer (Ha & James, 1998), thus, resulting in improved customer-brand 

relationships (Jee & Lee, 2002). In this environment, the customer may perceive the 

brands genuine desire for their participation in CBCB, which provides an impetus for 

participation. 

 
Additionally, the customer’s membership in an active brand community provides 

increased encouragement to participate in CBCB. Brand communities involve groups of 

individuals with a consistent admiration of the brand, who interact together in brand 

related contexts (Muñiz & O’Guinn, 2001). These individuals share a connection to the 

brand and participate in shared rituals and traditions in relation to the brand (Muñiz & 

O’Guinn, 2001). Brand community membership provides a positive environment in which 
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consumers are encouraged to participate in a range of co-creation behaviours. This 

encouragement influences the customer’s willingness to participate and, thus, is 

expected to mediate the influence of customer-brand relational antecedents upon CBCB. 

 
4.1.2 Consequence of Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour 

Hitherto, the proposed model in Figure 4.2, illustrates the antecedents of CBCB, 

providing insight for managing and influencing customer participation in co-creation. 

However, it is equally important to understand the outcome of customer participation in 

co-creation behaviour. From a firm perspective, a substantial body of research shows 

increased value for the firm participating in co-creation (Chathoth, et al., 2016; Kumar et 

al., 2010; Merz et al., 2009; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Vernette 

& Hamdi-Kidar, 2013). Yet, little research has examined the implications for those 

customers participating in co-creation behaviour (Ind et al., 2013). It is proposed that the 

additional interaction with the brand and the associated thinking and feeling regarding 

the brand in CBCB, will increase the customer’s perception of brand value (see Figure 

4.3). 

 

Figure 4.3 CBCB Antecedents & Consequence 

Source: Developed for the study. 



Brand Co-Creation: Exploring Active Customer Participation 

54 Chapter Four: Model Development 

 

 

 
 

4.1.2.1 Customer Perceived Brand Value 

Customer perceived brand value involves “the customer’s overall assessment of the 

utility of a product based on perceptions of what is received and what is given” (Zeithaml, 

1988, p. 14). When using, buying or even thinking about the brand, the customer is 

assessing its worth and the ways in which the brand provides value, with co-creation 

participation being no exception. In a broad sense, customer participation in co-creation 

may create extra sources of brand value for the co-creating customer, in addition to 

providing increased value for the organisation. The fundamental premise of service- 

dominant logic is that the customer is an active creator of value (Brodie, Hollebeek, et 

al., 2011; Grönroos, 2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Value is created, and co-created, in 

an interactive communicative cycle in the customer-brand relationship (Ballantyne et al., 

2011; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a). Co-creation of value is known to occur from 

brand and consumer interactions but also through network relationships and social 

interactions (Blazevic et al., 2013; Juntunen, 2012). When a customer consumes, or 

experiences the brand, the value of the brand is realised, or co-created (Merz et al., 

2009; Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Therefore, when a customer participates in various forms 

of co-creation behaviour, their experience of the brand is altered and this may impact 

upon their perception of brand value. 

 
Co-creation may provide the customer with additional benefits by participating in 

something they see as important and exciting (France et al., 2015). For example, a 

customer who loves fashion may enjoy coming up with new ideas for a brand they love 

in the fashion industry. The time thinking about and engaging in the fashion domain may 

provide genuine value to them. Additionally, interaction with other likeminded customers 

may improve the brand experience and improve value perceptions (Zhou, Zhang, Su, & 

Zhou, 2012). Therefore, CBCB provides the co-creating customer with additional 

emotional fulfilment and enjoyment (So, King, & Sparks, 2014) which extends beyond 

the standard value derived from the brand. Moreover, brand co-creation behaviour may 

increase the co-creating customer’s sense of brand value by providing positive 

experiences of value, not directly related to the brands primary purpose. All types of co- 

creation behaviour are expected to provide the customer additional benefits, leading to 

increased brand value perceptions. 

 
4.1.3 Model of Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour 

The Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour (CBCB) Model, shown in Figure 4.3, 

improves understanding of the co-creating customer by graphically depicting the 

proposed antecedents and consequence of  various types  of  co-creation behaviour. In 
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particular, the CBCB Model identifies a range of customer-level and brand-level drivers 

of CBCB. The customer-level drivers refer to those relational variables which are 

controlled by the customer and influence their participation in CBCB. Customer-brand 

engagement, brand self-congruity and category involvement are identified as influential 

in driving customer participation in co-creation behaviour. Yet, additionally, it is useful to 

consider the role of brand-level drivers to CBCB. Brand-level drivers involve the variables 

which are controlled largely by the firm, and not in direct control of the customer. The 

identification of a range of both customer-level and brand-level antecedents in the CBCB 

provides a more holistic perspective of co-creation. The model shows that brand 

communities and brand interactivity increase customer participation in co-creation 

behaviour. Finally, the CBCB Model shows that participation in co-creation development, 

feedback, advocacy and helping will lead to increased perceptions of brand value for the 

co-creating customer. 

 
4.1.4 Model Overview and Construct Definitions 

CBCB involves the voluntary, active and interactive customer actions associated with the 

customer-brand relationship. As discussed in Chapter Three, CBCB consists of four 

types of behaviours which have the potential to influence the brand. Co-creation 

development relates to voluntary customer participation in the generation of new ideas 

and resources for the brand, see Table 4.1. Development is characterised by deep 

cognitive processing and high resource intensity and involves behaviours such as new 

product development or creation of new advertisements (Hoyer et al., 2010; Pihl, 2013). 

Co-creation feedback involves voluntarily providing the brand solicited and unsolicited 

evaluations of brand experiences (Yi & Gong, 2013). Feedback behaviour is somewhat 

emotional in nature and involves the customer reflecting on their brand experience and 

commenting to the brand on both positive and negative aspects. Co-creation advocacy 

involves the customer recommending the brand to others (Walz & Celuch, 2010) and 

can include advocating to an individual or to many people and therefore may be a highly 

visible form of co-creation. The final dimension of co-creation is helping behaviour which 

involves assisting other customers to enhance their experience of the brand (Yi & Gong, 

2013). This behaviour involves the brand indirectly, where a customer may provide brand 

usage advice to another customer. The CBCB Model identifies that these diverse range 

of co-creation behaviours are influenced by the customer’s level of brand engagement, 

congruity and category involvement which act as direct and indirect drivers of co-creation 

behaviour, in conjunction with brand community membership and the level of perceived 

brand interactivity. 
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Table 4.1 CBCB Model – Definition of Constructs 

Construct Definition 

Customer Brand Co- 

Creation Behaviour 

Customer brand co-creation behaviour involves voluntary, active and interactive 

customer actions associated with the customer-brand relationship (developed for 

this research). 
 

Co-Creation 

Development 

Co-creation development relates to voluntary customer participation in the 

generation of new ideas and resources for the brand (developed for this 

research). 
 

Co-Creation 

Feedback 

Co-creation feedback involves voluntary customer participation in the behaviour of 

providing the brand solicited and unsolicited evaluations of brand experiences (Yi 

& Gong, 2013). 
 

Co-Creation 

Advocacy 

Co-creation advocacy includes the voluntarily customer behaviour of 

recommending the brand to others (Yi & Gong, 2013). 
 

Co-Creation Helping Co-creation helping includes voluntary customer participation in assisting other 

customers to enhance their experience of the brand (Yi & Gong, 2013). 
 

Customer-Brand 

Engagement 

Customer-brand engagement is a psychological state characterised by the 

customer’s active cognitive immersion and affective passion for the brand 

(developed based on Brodie, Hollebeek, Jurić, & Ilić, 2011; France, Merrilees, & 

Miller, 2015; France, Merrilees, & Miller, 2016; Patterson, Yu, & De Ruyter, 2006). 
 

Brand Self- 

Congruity 

Brand self-congruity involves the customer’s perception of consistency between 

their self-image and the image of the brand (Sirgy, 1985). 
 

Category 

Involvement 

Category involvement is the customer’s overall interest and involvement in the 

brand category (O'Cass, 2004). 
 

Brand Interactivity Brand interactivity is the customer’s perception of the brand’s  willingness and 

genuine desire for integration with the customer (developed for this research, as 

published in France et al., 2015; 2016). 

 
Brand Community Brand community membership relates to the customer perceiving themselves as 

part of a community of individuals with a consistent admiration for the brand 

(developed for this study based on Muñiz & O’Guinn, 2001). 
 

Customer Perceived 

Brand Value 

Customer perceived brand value involves the customer’s overall assessment of 

the brands worth, based on what they feel they receive from the brand (Zeithaml, 

1988). 
 

 

 
 

The customer’s overall level of involvement in the brand category is expected to be 

influential in the customer’s motivation to engage and identify with the brand (Fetscherin 

et al., 2014). Once interested at a category level, the customer then seeks relationships 

with the preferred brand, leading to engagement and congruity. Customer-brand 

engagement is the customer’s active cognitive immersion and affective passion for the 

brand (Hollebeek et al., 2014). Customers with high brand engagement are more active 

in their relationship with the brand which leads to increased participation with the brand 
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(France et al., 2015; Hollebeek et al., 2014). Brand self-congruity is additionally identified 

as influential in CBCB, where the customer perceives strong consistency between their 

self-image and the image of the brand. This identification with the brand is expected to 

encourage customers to participate in co-creation to express this connection with the 

brand. Further, the CBCB Model highlights that the engaged and congruent customer is 

more likely to co-create when they are a member of a brand community and perceive 

the brand to be interactive. Participation in co-creation behaviours therefore provides an 

opportunity for the customer to increase sources of value derived from the brand, and 

thus increase their perceptions of the brands value. 

 
Customer perceived brand value is the worth the customer assigns to a brand based on 

what they feel they receive from the brand (Zeithaml, 1988). The CBCB Model shows 

that the customer participating in co-creation experiences enjoyment and fulfilment 

derived from co-creation behaviour. Thus, enhancing evaluations of brand value. While 

previous research demonstrates value for the firm, the model is the first to actualise the 

influence on those customers participating in co-creation behaviour. 

 
In summary, the CBCB Model provides a conceptual framework which has a focus on 

the customer experience of co-creation and the implications for the co-creating customer 

as a result of their co-creation behaviour. The model provides the basis for development 

of a series of research hypotheses which directly address the objectives of this study. 

The variables of influence are defined, see Table 4.1, providing clarity moving to the next 

stage of hypothesis development. 

 
4.2 Hypothesis Development 

Brand co-creation is a driving force in the contemporary marketing environment, where 

the customer plays an increasingly influential role in brand success (Iglesias, Singh, & 

Casabayó, 2011; Minkiewicz et al., 2014). The CBCB Model (shown in Figure 4.3), 

addresses a major gap in the literature by operationalising co-creation behaviour as a 

four-dimension construct, to build understanding of the co-creating customer and identify 

the antecedents to, and consequence of, customer brand co-creation behaviour. In doing 

so, the CBCB Model provides the guiding foundation for hypothesis development and 

testing. Consequently, the following discussion provides sound justification of the 

proposed theoretical relationships presented in this study. 
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4.2.1 Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour 

Customer brand co-creation behaviours are known to include a diverse array of 

behaviours which have potential implications for the brand and the brand relationship 

(Ind et al., 2012; Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013; Yi & Gong, 2013). However, there is no 

widely supported conceptualisation of a co-creation behaviour construct which isolates 

the various forms of behaviour. Further, there is limited discussion of a definition or 

operationalisation of CBCB, which creates issues for consistent comparison of results 

and, thus, limits the field moving forward. To address this current deficiency, the co- 

creation behaviour concept is formally defined, in Chapter Three, as the voluntary, active 

and interactive customer actions associated with the customer-brand relationship. The 

definition emphasises the nature of the behavioural concept with precision, highlighting 

the importance of active participation, rather than passive, where the customer makes 

effort to contribute to the brand. Further, the interactive nature of co-creation is identified, 

whereby the customer interacts with the brand either directly or indirectly. Additionally, 

the definition identifies the voluntary nature of co-creation behaviour, with the customer 

making a conscious decision to participate in various behaviours of influence to the 

enduring customer-brand relationship. 

 
A four-dimensional view of CBCB was discussed, in Chapter Three, and modelled, in 

Figure 4.3, where each dimension aligns to the core nature of co-creation behaviour. 

Additionally, the CBCB dimensions incorporate various groups of behaviours, according 

to characteristics of the behaviour which align to development, feedback, advocacy and 

helping, as detailed in Chapter Three. The precise alignment of each co-creation 

behaviour dimension to the core definition of CBCB demonstrates the consistent 

relationship of the constructs (MacKenzie, 2003), providing rigour and accuracy 

(Corcoran, 2007) for sound empirical performance as relevant dimensions of co-creation 

behaviour. 

 
While the consistent nature of the dimensions is demonstrated, additionally each 

dimension possesses characteristics which distinguish between the types of behaviours. 

Co-creation development is identified as the voluntary customer participation in the 

generation of new ideas and resources for the brand and is deemed to be a highly active 

form of behaviour, involving significant cognitive resource investment on behalf of the 

co-creator. Co-creation feedback, on the other hand, involves voluntary customer 

participation in the behaviour of providing the brand solicited and unsolicited evaluations 

of brand experiences (Yi & Gong, 2013) and is more emotional in nature, involving direct 

interaction with the brand. Customer brand co-creation advocacy includes the voluntary 
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customer behaviours of recommending the brand (Walz & Celuch, 2010) which is a 

highly visible form of behaviour, indirectly involving the brand. The final dimension, co- 

creation helping, includes voluntary customer participation in assisting other customers 

to enhance their experience of the brand (Yi & Gong, 2013) and includes indirect 

interaction with the brand and more public and community minded behaviours which 

draw upon the co-creator’s knowledge of the brand. 

 
The four proposed dimensions of CBCB, presented in Chapter Three and modelled in 

the CBCB Model theoretically align to the nature of the overall CBCB concept but, 

additionally, contain nuances which differentiate between each dimension. It is therefore 

expected, in hypothesis one, that CBCB will be empirically validated as a four- 

dimensional construct, reflected by development, feedback, advocacy and helping 

behaviours, thus (H1): 

 
H1: The CBCB construct will be represented (reflected) by: 

(a) Co-creation development 

(b) Co-creation feedback 

(c) Co-creation advocacy 

(d) Co-creation helping. 

 
 
4.2.2 Antecedents to Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour 

The CBCB Model introduced several variables which influence the customer’s likelihood 

to participate in customer brand co-creation behaviour. More specifically, in Section 4.1, 

category involvement was introduced as an antecedent to customer-brand engagement 

and brand self-congruity, which are proposed drivers to CBCB. The ensuing rationale 

builds from the initial discussion, providing additional justification for the specific 

relationships. 

 
4.2.2.1 Category Involvement 

The CBCB Model identifies that the customer’s involvement in the brand category is 

expected to influence the way in which they engage and identify with the brand. Category 

involvement relates to the level of interest and personal relevance the customer 

perceives in the general brand category (O'Cass, 2004; Tregua et al., 2015; 

Zaichkowsky, 1985). Rather than being directed at a specific brand, category 

involvement is the customer’s interest in the broader category (Bloch, 1981). Customers 

with high category involvement process more brand-related content (Giese et al., 1996; 
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Warrington & Shim, 2000) and perceive stronger customer-brand relationships with the 

preferred brands in the category (Fetscherin et al., 2014). 

 
The increased interest, of the involved customer, in customer-brand relationships leads 

to enhanced levels of engagement for the preferred brand within the category (Dwivedi, 

2015). Ultimately, the increased intrinsic enjoyment and fulfilment that the involved 

customer derives from interacting with the category (Higie & Feick, 1989; Richins, Bloch, 

& McQuarrie, 1992), creates a heightened cognitive and affective state for the preferred 

brand, leading to more engaged customers. Early empirical support demonstrates the 

influence of category involvement on customer-brand engagement (Dwivedi, 2015; 

Hollebeek et al., 2014). However, in this embryonic domain, further empirical support is 

useful, especially in the emerging co-creation context. 

 
In addition to the influence on customer-brand engagement, it is also anticipated that 

category involvement will influence the customers level of brand self-congruity. 

Customers who are highly involved with the category see the category as significant and 

relevant to their lives (O'Cass, 2004). This alignment to the brand category is expected 

to drive brand self-congruity for the preferred brand. When customers are highly 

involved, they are known to acquire and process information in different ways than those 

customers not involved (Petty, Cacioppo, & Schumann, 1983) and may seek brand 

related information which aligns with their identity. Thus, when involved with the 

category, the brand becomes central to the customer’s life, forming an alignment 

between the customer identity and the brand identity. 

 
Kressmann et al. (2006) empirically demonstrates the strong link between category 

involvement and brand self-congruity, using the example that if the customer is highly 

involved in the car category and owns a BMW, the customer is more likely to identify with 

that BMW and have strong feelings for the brand. The customer who is involved in the 

category is more inclined to see emotional connections with the brands, than those who 

are not involved (Kressmann et al., 2006). Therefore, when the customer perceives the 

category as being meaningful and central to their life, they are more inclined to see their 

preferred brand as being central and meaningful in their life. It is, therefore, hypothesised 

that an individual demonstrating a high level of category involvement will have a proclivity 

for customer-brand engagement and brand self-congruity (H2): 
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H2: Category involvement will have a significant positive effect on: 

(a) customer-brand engagement 

(b) brand self-congruity. 

 
 

The importance of category involvement, as an influential driver of the brand relational 

antecedents is argued, highlighting the indirect but vital role of category involvement in 

CBCB. 

 
4.2.2.2 Customer-Brand Engagement 

The CBCB Model, and the previous discussion in Section 4.1, demonstrated the direct 

relationship between customer-brand engagement and the broad CBCB concept. 

However, CBCB is presented as a four-dimensional construct and it is, therefore, useful 

to now examine the specific relationship between customer-brand engagement and co- 

creation development, feedback, advocacy and helping behaviour. 

 
In the co-creation development context, the engaged customer’s level of cognitive 

immersion is valuable, where a high level of cognitive processing is required in activation 

of the resource intensive co-creation development behaviours. Additionally, the 

advanced knowledge of the brand and an increased confidence in this knowledge 

(Bowden, 2009) provides an essential foundation for meaningful customer contribution. 

The cognitive investment required for co-creation development behaviour (such as new 

idea generation, new product development and advertising development) is very high 

and, as such, requires a high level of engagement to drive the knowledge, and 

motivation, for cognitive effort. Further, the affective component of customer-brand 

engagement is considered influential to co-creation behaviour (Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 

2011; Ind et al., 2013), particularly for development. The passion a customer feels for 

the brand drives active participation in development behaviour. Indeed, without passion 

for the brand, it is unlikely a customer would commit themselves to expend time and 

effort involved in voluntary co-creation development behaviour. Direct support for the link 

between customer-brand engagement and co-creation development is evident in 

emerging conceptual research (France et al., 2015; Ind et al., 2012; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2000; Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010a; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2013). Yet, 

limited empirical measurement of the influence of customer-brand engagement on 

customer brand co-creation development behaviour is known. 

 
In the feedback context, high engagement provides an advanced understanding of the 

brand which forms the basis for customer evaluations of the brand experience. The 
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increased engagement leads the customer to consider and evaluate their brand 

experience and to communicate the evaluation to the brand, by way of feedback. The 

engaged customer has a desire to interact with the brand in a range of additional contexts 

(Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 2011; Vivek et al., 2012) and co-creation feedback provides 

these customers with emotional fulfilment (So et al., 2014) and emotional support (Payne 

et al., 2009). In these circumstances “the customer is proud of the firm they patronise 

and is enthusiastic and passionate to play their role” (Patterson et al., 2006, p. 3). 

 
Co-creation advocacy is a highly visible behaviour, which draws upon the pride and 

enthusiasm of the engaged customer’s psychological state (Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 

2011). In the co-creation advocacy context, the emotional commitment and connection 

of the engaged customer becomes influential in the activation of co-creation behaviour. 

Further, the depth of the engaged customer’s relationship with the brand leads to more 

interest in participating in brand conversations and expressing their brand voice (Bijmolt 

et al., 2010). Customer-brand engagement is known to influence customer loyalty 

behaviours, including word-of-mouth behaviour (Dwivedi, 2015; Hollebeek & Chen, 

2014) and the dissemination of brand information (van Doorn et al., 2010). In fact, the 

two concepts are so closely linked that advocacy is often considered a form of 

engagement behaviour (Bijmolt et al., 2010; Bolton, 2011; Kemp, 2015; Verhoef, 

Reinartz, & Krafft, 2010). Further, additional studies have explicitly conceptualised 

advocacy as a consequence of customer-brand engagement (Kemp, 2015; Vivek et al., 

2012) and have empirically demonstrated the influence of customer-brand engagement 

upon advocacy (Celuch et al., 2015). While empirical support for the influence of 

engagement on advocacy is evident, inconsistent conceptualisation and contrasting 

perspectives creates some uncertainty for examination. 

 
In addition, the engaged customer’s passion for the brand (Hollebeek, 2011b) leads them 

to help other customers in order to support the brand, and to allow other customers to 

share in a positive experience with the brand. By aiding in the development of a positive 

brand experience for other customers, the co-creator further justifies their engagement 

to the brand. Additionally, the high level of the engaged customer’s immersion and 

confidence in knowledge is also influential to helping behaviours, where suitable level of 

interest and understanding of the brand is necessary to provide meaningful contributions 

to other customers. Thus, the cognitive immersion associated with customer-brand 

engagement (Hollebeek, 2011b) provides a vital influence on customer participation in 

helping behaviour, leading the customer to offer guidance to other customers as an 

expression of their affective state (Black et al., 2014). 
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The cognitive and affective psychological state of engagement provides an enhanced 

connection to the brand and an enduring relational influence (Hollebeek et al., 2014). In 

this relational context, CBCB may be driven by a desire to actively support the brand and 

the enduring brand relationship. Customer-brand engagement is known to be influential 

to customer behaviour (Dwivedi, 2015; Hollebeek et al., 2014). Specifically, engagement 

is influential to development (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a; Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 

2013), feedback (Kumar et al., 2010), advocacy (Celuch et al., 2015; Dwivedi, 2015; 

Hollebeek & Chen, 2014; Kemp, 2015) and helping (Black et al., 2014) behaviours. It is, 

therefore, argued that customer-brand engagement is a necessary condition for 

customer participation in CBCB. Comprehensive conceptual reasoning lends support to 

the hypothesis that customer-brand engagement is an impetus for participation in co- 

creation behaviour (H3): 

 
H3: Customer-brand engagement will have a significant positive effect on 

customer brand co-creation behaviour. 

 
4.2.2.3 Brand Self-Congruity 

Beyond engagement, the CBCB Model also highlights the influence of the customer’s 

level of brand self-congruity on their propensity for co-creation behaviour. It has been 

argued that when the customer has high brand self-congruity, perceiving a strong 

alignment between their self-image and that of the brand (Dolich, 1969), they are 

expected to have a greater inclination for co-creation behaviour. Brand self-congruity is 

expected to increase the incidence of CBCB, by providing the desire to expend effort 

and to publicly align to the brand. However, it is useful to now explore the direct influence 

of brand self-congruity upon each of the four dimensions of CBCB. 

 
Brand self-congruity leads the customer to use the brand as a tool to construct and 

express their self-image (Berthon et al., 2008; Dretsch & Kirmani, 2014; Elliott & Davies, 

2006; Escalas & Bettman, 2005). In this situation, co-creation development provides an 

outlet for the customer to maintain or build a desired brand (and self) image and further 

allows contribution to a brand in which the customer identifies (Christodoulides et al., 

2012; Ind et al., 2012; Lloyd & Woodside, 2013; Pongsakornrungsilp & Schroeder, 2011; 

Wirtz et al., 2013). Brand self-congruity, therefore, increases the incidence of 

development behaviour by providing the desire to expend effort and to publicly align with 

the brand. In the development context, the effort to create narratives around the brand 

through self-generated stories and new ideas is driven by identification with the brand 
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(Dretsch & Kirmani, 2014; Escalas, 2004; Hoyer et  al., 2010). Additionally, from a 

cognitive perspective, it is known that customers who strongly identify with the brand 

have increased knowledge of the brand and what it stands for (Sprott et al., 2009). This 

knowledge provides the basis for co-creation development, equipping the customer with 

sufficient understanding to deeply consider and contribute to the brand. This enhanced 

brand knowledge is powerful in co-creation development, where deeper level cognitive 

processing is necessary for contributions in activities such as new product development 

and new advertising development, as examples. 

 
Co-creation feedback is a direct form of co-creation behaviour, with an intimate nature 

that aligns to the customer’s enhanced cognitive (Sprott et al., 2009) and affective (Merz 

et al., 2009) connection with the congruent brand. The highly congruent customer desires 

a strong customer-brand relationship (Shamim & Ghazali, 2014) and seeks to maintain 

and enhance this relationship, with co-creation feedback providing an opportunity to do 

so. Customer feedback behaviour is more complex than a mere reaction to 

dissatisfaction (Tronvoll, 2007) and may stem from relational influences, such a brand 

self-congruity. Customers who are not connected with the brand may see the provision 

of feedback as too much effort (Nyer, 1997), while those who identify with the brand have 

a vested interest in providing the feedback. The congruent customer is known to use the 

brand as a tool for communicating their self-image (Escalas & Bettman, 2005) and, 

therefore, if the brand experience doesn’t align, the customer may feel concern for the 

customer-brand relationship and for how this will impact their own self-image. Thus, by 

providing feedback, the customer is able to resolve concerns for divergence in the brand 

image, in order to maintain consistency in their brand self-congruity. 

 
The CBCB Model also highlights the influence of the customer’s level of brand self- 

congruity on their propensity for co-creation advocacy behaviour. When the customer 

perceives the brand’s image to align with their own personal image, they identify with the 

brand and are then more likely to champion the brand. Advocating the brand is a highly 

visible form of co-creation, which involves the customer publicly endorsing the brand. A 

customer who doesn’t connect with the brand is, therefore, less likely to publicly endorse 

the brand. Customers are known to actively use brands as symbolic representations of 

themselves (Elliott & Davies, 2006). Brands provide these customers with an established 

identity (Berthon et al., 2008) which is used to represent their self-image (Escalas & 

Bettman, 2005). Given the way in which customers adopt brands as symbols of self- 

expression, it is expected that the customer will participate in co-creation advocacy 

behaviour due to the identification with the brand. Empirical research shows that when 
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customers identify with the brand, they are more inclined to recommend the brand to 

others (Ahearne, Bhattacharya, & Gruen, 2005; Allen, Fournier, & Miller, 2008; 

Marzocchi et al., 2013), thus, having a direct positive effect on word-of-mouth and 

customer-to-customer interactions (Tuškej, Golob, & Podnar, 2013). 

 
Building on this customer-to-customer interaction, in the case of co-creation helping 

behaviour, brand self-congruity is expected to be an influential driver of customer 

participation. A customer who strongly identifies with the brand may help other customers 

as a way to enhance their self-image and their perception of belonging with the brand 

(Black et al., 2014). By helping other customers avoid a poor brand experience, the co- 

creating customer is able to maintain their pride in, and identity with, the brand. Further, 

by participating in co-creation helping, the co-creator is able to meet self-expression 

needs and publicly align themselves to the brand (Escalas & Bettman, 2005; Ind et al., 

2012). 

 
Empirical support shows that customers who identify with the brand are more willing to 

participate in voluntary behaviours (Bettencourt, 1997). In the co-creation context, 

brands aid customers to define their self-identity (Ind et al., 2012) and, thus, customers 

participate in brand co-creation when they perceive congruence between the brand and 

personal image. It is, therefore, hypothesised that brand self-congruity will act as an 

antecedent to co-creation behaviour, thus (H4). 

 
H4: Brand self-congruity will have a significant positive effect on customer 

brand co-creation behaviour. 

 
In summary, it is apparent that co-creation behaviours require a level of customer interest 

and commitment for active participation. The preceding discussion highlights that the 

willingness and competence of customer participation is influenced by customer-brand 

relationship variables, namely, customer-brand engagement and brand self-congruity, 

with the indirect influence of category involvement. 

 
4.2.3 Antecedent Relationship Mediators 

The CBCB Model details the direct customer-centred antecedents to co-creation. In 

addition, the model identifies the mediating influence of brand interactivity and brand 

communities, which are organisation-led and community-led brand-level influences that 

are beyond the direct control of the customer. These two mediating variables have the 

potential to influence the engaged and congruent customer’s tendency to participate 
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overall in co-creation behaviours by providing brand-led and community-led 

encouragement and facilitation of co-creation (France et al., 2015), as detailed following. 

 
4.2.3.1 Brand Interactivity 

In considering the role of the organisation in driving co-creation behaviour, the perception 

of brand interactivity comes to the forefront. All CBCB involves either direct or indirect 

interaction with the brand, thus making the brands interactive stance influential to 

customer participation. Brand interactivity is a recently emerging area in branding theory 

and relates to the two-way nature of the contemporary brand relationship (De Vries et 

al., 2012; France et al., 2016; Mollen & Wilson, 2010). Interactive brands give more 

attention to the customer (Ind et al., 2012; Sawhney, Verona, & Prandelli, 2005) and are 

more encouraging of active contributions to the brand story (Labrecque, 2014). Thus, 

when brands are more interactive, the customer perceives a reciprocal relationship and 

becomes more likely to participate in interactions with the brand. 

 
Interactivity research has occurred largely in technology-mediated contexts (Deighton & 

Kornfeld, 2009; Wirtz et al., 2013). However, the shift to a more active customer role 

heightens the importance of interactivity at the brand level, both offline and online (Liu & 

Shrum, 2002). In this contemporary environment, the customer evaluates brand 

interactivity in two ways, through the brand’s technical facilitation of interaction and 

through demonstration of a genuine desire for connectedness (France et al., 2016). The 

customer’s perception of brand interactivity becomes significant in the co-creation 

environment, where co-creation occurs as an interactive partnership between the brand 

and the customer. For instance, a company may invite customers, via email, to 

participate in new product development research. However, if the request appears 

insincere or the customer does not expect the brand to value or implement their ideas, 

the customer will be unwilling to invest the required resources for co-creation. Therefore, 

when a co-creation opportunity arises, the technical connectivity must be accessible and, 

in addition, the perception that the brand has a genuine interest in learning from, and 

working with, the customer is vital to participation (France et al., 2016). When a brand 

communicates with the customer and presents itself as open to customer contributions, 

the engaged and congruent customer will be more willing to participate in brand settings 

(Labrecque, 2014). 

 
In the behavioural context, high levels of perceived brand interactivity maximise the 

customer’s enthusiasm (Vivek et al., 2012) and involvement with the brand (Martin, 1998; 

Sawhney et al., 2005). Therefore, when the brands listen to what the customer says and 
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converses with them in meaningful ways, the customer is more willing to interact with the 

brand (Shao, Jones, & Grace, 2015), leading to increased loyalty behaviour (Schultz & 

Block, 2012). In relation to co-creation behaviour, interactivity is identified as potentially 

facilitating increased customer participation due to the encouragement and the genuine 

interest demonstrated by the interactive brand (France et al., 2015). 

 
While there is limited theoretical support for the influence of perceived brand interactivity 

(Schultz & Block, 2012), the importance of brand interactivity is implied in extant literature 

(Ballantyne et al., 2011; Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 2011; Iglesias et al., 2013; Payne et 

al., 2009), where it is mentioned but not explicitly modelled or measured. Prahalad and 

Ramaswamy (2004, p. 5) argue that “the use of interaction as a basis for co-creation is 

at the crux of our emerging reality”. Interactivity is developing as an influential variable in 

new product development (Kim & Slotegraaf, 2015) and feedback (Labrecque, 2014), 

where customers participate directly with the brand. In addition, the influence of 

interactivity is expected to be significant on advocacy and helping behaviour, where the 

customer feels permitted to co-create the brand and, indirectly, interact with the brand. 

Thus, brand interactivity is a necessary component that enables co-creation behaviour 

for the engaged and congruent customer (H5): 

 
H5: Brand interactivity will positively mediate the relationship between 

CBCB and 

(a) Customer-brand engagement 

(b) Brand self-congruity. 

 
 

4.2.3.2 Brand Communities 

In addition to the mediating role of interactivity, customer membership in brand 

communities is also proposed as influential in the likelihood that customers will 

participate in co-creation behaviour (France et al., 2015). Brand community membership 

increases customer attachment and commitment to the brand (Zhou et al., 2012) and 

develops a stronger customer-brand relationship (Ind et al., 2012). Brand communities 

involve the dynamic interaction of customers (Merz et al., 2009) who share common 

goals and participate in exchanges of interest and mutual benefit (Muñiz & O’Guinn, 

2001). In such an environment, customers are encouraged to participate with the brand 

and to co-create via various direct and indirect avenues. Brand community participation 

involves a level of community support amongst its members (Black et al., 2014; Muñiz & 

O’Guinn, 2001), whereby customers interact and develop productive relationships with 

other  customers  (Jung, Kim,  &  Kim,  2014).  An  implied  outcome  of  supportive and 
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productive relationships is that customers feel encouraged to become involved with the 

brand in co-creation contexts. 

 
From a co-creation perspective, participation in brand communities can aid in brand 

improvements and innovation (Hatch & Schultz, 2010; Healy & McDonagh, 2013). Brand 

communities provide a fertile ground for creative contribution and encouragement 

(O'Hern & Rindfleisch, 2010), and, thus, have the potential to increase the customer’s 

propensity to participate in co-creation (Healy & McDonagh, 2013). Specifically, brand 

community membership increases customer participation in new product development 

(O'Hern & Rindfleisch, 2010) and increases the customer voice providing brand 

feedback, word-of-mouth (Healy & McDonagh, 2013) and helping. In such communities, 

the heightened interest in the brand means that there is increased discussion and 

sharing of brand related information. Therefore, brand community membership may 

provide increased opportunity and encouragement for customers to participate in various 

co-creation behaviours (France et al., 2015). Thus, the customer’s perception of brand 

community membership will have a mediating effect on the influence of engagement and 

congruity, upon CBCB (H5): 

 
H5: Brand community will positively mediate the relationship between CBCB 

and 

(c) Customer-brand engagement 

(d) Brand self-congruity. 

 
 

In summary, a range of customer-level antecedents are noted as influential to CBCB. In 

addition, two mediating variables are identified in the CBCB Model, identifying the role  

of brand interactivity and brand community in enabling co-creation. The customer’s 

perception of the interactive nature of the brand, along with their perception of 

membership in the brand community, play a vital role in facilitating the engaged and 

congruent customer’s participation in the various development, feedback, advocacy and 

helping co-creation behaviours. 

 
4.2.4 Consequence of Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour 

The final component of the CBCB Model considers the outcome of customer brand co- 

creation behaviour, namely the implication for customer perceived brand value. It is of 

interest to know how participation in co-creation influences the co-creating customer’s 

perception of the brand, with brand value being highlighted as a consequence of CBCB, 

in Section 4.1.  While the broad relationship is identified, it is imperative to consider the 
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influence of each type of co-creation behaviour to inform both theory and practice in this 

regard. Strong conceptual support identifies the impact of co-creation behaviours upon 

brand value, where new and creative ideas provide the organisation enhanced value for 

their offering (Barlow & Møller, 1996; Black et al., 2014; Celuch et al., 2015; Liu & Gal, 

2011; Chathoth et al., 2016; Ramaswamy, 2010; Sawhney et al., 2005; Vernette & 

Hamdi-Kidar, 2013; Wirtz et al., 2013). Yet, few studies have considered the implications 

of co-creation for the co-creating customer. 

 
All types of co-creation behaviour have the potential to influence the brand. Furthermore, 

participation in co-creation development, feedback, advocacy and helping behaviour 

may influence how the co-creating customer perceives the brand. Specifically, CBCB 

may influence the customer’s perception of brand value (France et al., 2015), aligning 

with the principles of service-dominant logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Thus, it is proposed 

that through the action of developing, providing feedback, advocating and helping, the 

co-creating customer is able to derive additional sources of value from the brand. 

 
Customer co-creation development is one of the most popular areas of co-creation 

research and practice. Strong conceptual support identifies the impact of development 

behaviours upon value, where new and creative ideas provide the organisation 

enhanced value for their offering (Ramaswamy, 2010; Sawhney et al., 2005; Vernette & 

Hamdi-Kidar, 2013). However, there is little emphasis on understanding how customer 

participation in co-creation development will influence the co-creating customer’s 

perception of brand value. It is proposed that co-creation development may increase 

brand value by providing additional brand experiences and by enhancing the product 

offering which strengthens existing value perceptions. 

 
It has been established previously, see Section 4.2.2, that the customer who participates 

in co-creation development is driven by a strong emotional and cognitive connection with 

the brand and a strong interest in the brand category (Dwivedi, 2014; Hollebeek et al., 

2014). By developing new product ideas, creating new television commercials or refining 

business processes, the customer interacts in interesting and meaningful experiences 

which provide real enjoyment. Therefore, development behaviour provides the co- 

creating customer with additional emotional fulfilment and enjoyment which extends 

beyond the standard value-in-use derived from the brand. 

 
Emergent conceptual discussions identify that brand value is co-created through 

participation in brand co-creation experiences which are interesting and provide self- 
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realisation (Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013). Payne et al. (2009, p. 380) develop a 

conceptual model of the co-creation process, arguing that “when the customer becomes 

a co-designer of a product, potential exists to enhance their emotional connection with a 

brand”. Additionally, co-production and crowd-sourcing studies explore the influence of 

customer participation in ideation, showing the potential for customers to enhance 

product innovation and value (Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010a). By sharing and 

integrating ideas with the brand, consumers are able to enhance the offering and thus 

may experience real improvement in the brand, increasing the co-creator’s perception of 

brand value (Ballantyne et al., 2011; Fang et al., 2008). 

 
Beyond development, customer feedback is an important type of co-creation behaviour 

which has been influential in marketing, well before the emergence of the co-creation 

phenomenon. Traditionally, research focused on feedback largely explores effective 

strategies for managing negative feedback (Celuch et al., 2015). Nonetheless, existing 

research additionally provides insight into the potential value of feedback for the brand, 

where improved customer understanding can lead to enhanced brand offerings (Barlow 

& Møller, 1996; Liu & Gal, 2011) and value for the brand (Celuch et al., 2015). However, 

there is limited consideration of how participation in feedback will impact the customer in 

the co-creation context. 

 
Customers who participate in feedback behaviour are highly interested in both the brand 

and in the category. The act of providing brand feedback may deliver the co-creating 

customer with relational benefits and expectations of improvements (Celuch et al., 2015) 

to the brand, both of which may enhance perceptions of brand value. Participation in co- 

creation feedback may initiate a social exchange in which the customer interacts with a 

brand of interest. This interaction may provide enjoyment for the co-creator and enhance 

the customer-brand relationship. Through strengthening the customer-brand 

relationship, the customer is able to realise additional brand value, beyond the central 

value proposition and the value-in-use. Additionally, the provision of feedback may alter 

the customers’ expectations of the brand offering. Empirical research shows that the act 

of providing feedback to the brand elicits empathic processing, further increasing the 

perception of closeness to the brand (Liu & Gal, 2011), which is likely to increase 

perceptions of brand value. 

 
Furthermore, the CBCB Model acknowledges the influence of co-creation advocacy on 

brand value. Established research shows that customer advocacy contributes value to 

the organisation (Gruen,  Osmonbekov,  & Czaplewski,  2006)  and  creates  increased 
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perceptions of value for customers exposed to the advocacy (De Vries et al., 2012; Giese 

et al., 1996; Lim & Chung, 2014). However, these studies consider the influence of 

advocacy on other parties, with only limited research investigating the impact on the 

advocating customer (Harrison-Walker, 2001). Nevertheless, it is expected that 

customer participation in advocacy behaviour has the potential to enhance brand value 

for the advocating customer. The act of advocating the brand may provide social and 

self-actualisation benefits for the advocating customer, thus, deriving additional sources 

of value from the brand. 

 
Advocating customers are highly passionate about the brand and see the brand as a 

reflection of their self-image (Wirtz et al., 2013). Brands are known to possess an image 

and social status (Keller & Lehmann, 2003) which the customer can leverage when 

endorsing the brand. Customers co-create with brands which they feel reflect their core 

values and, therefore, are increasingly seeking value from brands they identify with 

(Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013). By socially aligning and supporting the brand through 

advocacy behaviour, the customer fulfils identity needs and creates an additional source 

of value from the brand, beyond the in-use context. For example, recommending the 

brand to friends and family and endorsing the brand in online forums provides emotional 

and social benefits to the advocate (Dichter, 1966). The advocate expresses their 

interest and expertise in the brand and contributes in social situations by aiding friends, 

acquaintances and family with brand information. Endorsing the brand allows the 

advocate to assert their superior knowledge and contribute in social settings (Dichter, 

1966), thus, providing an additional platform from which value is drawn from the brand. 

 
Helping behaviour is depicted in the CBCB Model, as influential to brand value 

assessments. Co-creation helping behaviour increases other customers’ assessments 

of brand value by minimising risk and uncertainty (Black et al., 2014). Customer-to- 

customer helping creates value for other customers and also for the organisation, though 

little is known of the implications for the helping customer. It was previously hypothesised 

that customer helping behaviour is performed by engaged customers, who identify with 

the brand and are involved in the brand category. For example, the customer may 

compliment a fellow customer in-store or respond to questions in online forums. In 

providing this help for other customers, the co-creating customer is able to present their 

personal narrative of the brand (Merz et al., 2009). Further, helping likeminded 

individuals provides a feeling of fulfilment and social responsibility to helpers (Jung et al., 

2014). The helping customer fulfils social needs by offering support to others and, as a 

result, is able to feel good about themselves. Helping, therefore, activates an additional 
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source from which to derive value from the brand. Additionally, just as is the case for 

advocacy, through helping behaviour, the customer is able to align their identity to that 

of the brand, providing self-expressive benefits for the customer. Helping other 

customers becomes an opportunity to connect with the brand and to express energy and 

passion held for the brand. Helping behaviour reinforces personal and emotional 

connections with the brand and has the potential to strengthen customer-brand 

experiences (Black et al., 2014). Helping behaviour, therefore, co-creates additional 

brand value for the helper by providing them with an outlet for expressing their passion 

and identification with the brand. 

 
CBCB may provide the co-creating customer with additional cognitive brand awareness, 

additional emotional fulfilment and intrinsic enjoyment, increased connection with the 

brand, enhanced self-image, and overall improved brand experiences, thus, leading to 

enhanced perceptions of brand value for the co-creating customer. Therefore, customer 

brand co-creation behaviour is hypothesised as creating additional brand value for the 

individual participating in co-creation behaviours, (H6): 

 
H6: CBCB will have a significant positive effect on customer perceived 

brand value. 

 
Scrutiny of the co-creation literature shows that the dominant approach to co-creation 

emphasises the enhancements to the organisational brand value. Yet, the proposed 

CBCB Model, and related hypotheses, demonstrate the importance of customer brand 

co-creation in creating value for the co-creator. Customer brand co-creation 

development, feedback, advocacy and helping behaviour are argued to provide 

increased perceptions of brand value for the co-creating customer. The model, therefore, 

identifies an additional benefit of CBCB, in that it provides direct value to the co-creating 

customer. 

 
4.2.5 Summary of Hypotheses 

The CBCB Model identifies a series of research hypotheses which relate to the 

antecedents and consequence of CBCB. The CBCB Model depicts the influence of 

category interest which leads to relational drivers, including customer-brand engagement 

and brand self-congruity, which impact upon the various types of co-creation behaviours, 

see Figure 4.4. 
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Figure 4.4 Hypothesised Model 

Source: Developed for the study 

 
 
 

The CBCB Model is proposed as a generic brand model, applicable across a range of 

brand types including goods and service brands. While nuances of brand types may be 

influential in customer behaviour, the model, led by relational variables, is deemed to be 

equally relevant across a variety of brand contexts and offers a valuable contribution to 

the contemporary branding domain. Brand co-creation stems from service-dominant 

logic, meaning that service brand principles are applied to various brand settings, 

creating a situation where service brand models may be relevant across different brand 

types. Further, the distinctions of these different brand types may be neutralised by the 

relational perceptive of the contemporary brand experience. While co-creation research 

appears to restrict studies to a single brand environment, this research contends that the 

service-dominant logic approach highlights the influence of brand experience (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2008) and relationships (Vivek et al., 2012) across broad brand settings. In such 

an environment, customers play a role in building brands (Iglesias et al., 2013) and brand 

experiences (Ismail, Melewar, Lim, & Woodside, 2011) through interaction and 

touchpoints (Iglesias & Bonet, 2012), irrespective of the brand type. 

 
The model appears to the be first to comprehensively detail the different types of co- 

creation behaviour in relation to antecedents of co-creation development, feedback, 

advocacy and helping behaviour (see Table 4.2). Furthermore, the proposed model 
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examines the consequence of co-creation behaviour for those participating, identifying 

enhanced evaluations of brand value. 

 
Table 4.2 Summary of CBCB Model Hypotheses 

 
H1: The CBCB construct will be represented (reflected) by: 

(a) Co-creation development 
(b) Co-creation feedback 
(c) Co-creation advocacy 
(d) Co-creation helping. 

 

H2: Category involvement will have a significant positive effect on: 
(a) Customer-brand engagement 
(b) Brand self-congruity. 

 

H3: Customer-brand engagement will have a significant positive effect on CBCB. 

H4: Brand self-congruity will have a significant positive effect on CBCB. 

H5: Brand interactivity will positively mediate the relationship between CBCB and: 
(a) Customer-brand engagement 
(b) Brand self-congruity. 

Brand community will positively mediate the relationship between CBCB and 
(c) Customer-brand engagement 
(d) Brand self-congruity. 

 

H6: CBCB will have a significant positive effect on customer perceived brand value. 
 

 
 

 
According to Table 4.2, Hypothesis One relates to the identification of the dimensions of 

customer brand co-creation behaviour. Hypothesis Two, Three and Four, consider the 

influence of customer-brand engagement and brand self-congruity (directly), and 

category involvement (indirectly), upon co-creation behaviour. Hypothesis Five is divided 

into four sub-hypotheses which detail the influence of the mediating variables upon the 

direct aforementioned relationships. Finally, Hypothesis Six identifies the influence of co- 

creation behaviour on the co-creating customer’s perception of brand value. Overall, the 

six hypotheses contribute to a comprehensive model for assessment. 

 
4.3 Conclusion 

The CBCB Model is developed by a systematic application of branding and co-creation 

theory. The model offers a new viewpoint of brand co-creation by enhancing 

understanding of the co-creating customer. More specifically, the model details the 

indirect influence of category involvement and the direct influence of the customer-brand 

relational constructs (customer-brand engagement and brand self-congruity), 

highlighting the effect on customer participation in diverse co-creation behaviours, 

including  development,  feedback,  advocacy  and  helping.  Furthermore,  brand-level 
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influences which are external to customer control (brand interactivity and brand 

community) are noted as mediating the antecedent relationship. Finally, the model 

addresses an important research need in branding and maintains a focus on the 

influence upon the customer and their perception of brand value. Overall, the CBCB 

Model offers six research hypotheses for empirical testing. The hypotheses address the 

research gap and provide the foundation for methodological considerations discussed in 

Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: METHODOLOGY 
 

5.0 Introduction 

The emerging concept of customer brand co-creation behaviour forms the focus of this 

dissertation, with particular emphasis on the impact upon the customer, identified as a 

major gap in the research domain. Specifically, the research explores the infant concept 

of brand co-creation, clarifying the concept and developing understanding of what drives 

customers to participate. The Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour (CBCB) Model 

was presented in Chapter Four and a series of research hypotheses were rigorously 

argued to begin the process of answering the research questions and resolving the 

research objective. 

 
A sound research strategy is integral to effectively answering the research questions 

which address the customer perspective of brand co-creation behaviour. The approach 

to research is influenced by the research problem and by the overarching research 

paradigm which underpins how knowledge is acquired and understood (Bryman, 1984). 

Given the importance of the research paradigm, this chapter begins by identifying and 

discussing the guiding research paradigm. The research strategy is then presented and 

the details of the research design and method are provided. The chapter concludes with 

the results of the pilot test which serve to assess the validity and reliability of the survey 

measures and provide preliminary examination of the proposed relationships. 

 
5.1 Research Paradigm 

Research paradigms are broad frameworks which guide the researcher’s view of the 

world and influence their approach to knowledge acquisition and interpretation (Neuman, 

2006). The actions of researchers, and research subjects, cannot occur without 

reference to paradigmatic views (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Paradigms reflect the values 

and interests of the researcher (Arndt, 1985) and involve their views about assumptions 

of the world (Deshpande, 1983). Importantly, research paradigms are influential across 

both quantitative and qualitative research (Guba & Lincoln, 1994) and therefore are 

relevant in all scientific endeavours (Manjikian, 2013). While researchers are largely 

described as either positivist or interpretevist, the nature of the research problem is 

influential in determining the paradigmatic view adopted (Barker, Nancarrow, & 

Spackman, 2001). 
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A multitude of paradigms have emerged in recent times, mostly falling on a continuum 

from positivism to interpretivism (Barker et al., 2001). The positivist view suggests a firm 

view of reality, a search for truth and verification of hypotheses, mostly using quantitative 

methods (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). On the other hand, the interpretivist view involves 

relative constructions of reality, with a subjective emphasis, mostly utilising qualitative 

methods (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). These paradigms are influential across three key areas 

– ontology, epistemology and methodology. Ontology relates to the view of nature and 

reality, epistemology is associated with the relationship between knowledge, while 

methodology considers the nature of enquiry (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). 

 
The paradigm and the related ontology, epistemology and methodology, adopted in this 

research relates to a post-positivist stance. Post-positivism aligns well with both the view 

of the researcher and the nature of the research. At an ontological level, the post- 

positivist view partially adopts a somewhat critical realist perspective of the world which 

is seen to exist “independent of our perceptions, theories, and constructions” (Maxwell, 

2013, p. 3). However, post-positivism differs from positivism in that, while the real world 

exists independently, our view of this world is constructed from our own understanding 

and perspectives of reality. It is this acknowledgement of perspective which is critical in 

post-positivism. The epistemological implications of post-positivism suggest that it is 

possible to approximate knowledge, although complete knowledge will never be fully 

known (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Knowledge accumulates as non-falsified hypotheses that 

are established and built to expand understanding of the domain. From a methodological 

perspective, the pursuit of knowledge centres on verification of hypotheses as probable 

support for theory, as opposed to absolute fact (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). The post- 

positivist view is suited to this research strategy, working to build upon the established 

knowledge in the domain in order to develop sound theory. 

 
5.2 Research Strategy 

Establishing a clear research strategy involves development of a systematic and planned 

approach to research, enabling consistency throughout the research process (Aaker & 

Day, 1990). The current research adopts the process recommended by Aaker and Day 

(1990), following a series of research steps beginning with the preliminary planning 

stage, moving to the research design phase and then finishing with implementation of 

the research. 

 
The primary focus of the preliminary planning stage involves isolating the research 

purpose, research objectives and research questions. The research idea was developed 
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with an aim to improve understanding of customer brand co-creation behaviour. The first 

stage of the research involved a thorough analysis of accumulated knowledge relating 

to the research idea (Neuman, 2006). The literature review determined the current state 

of knowledge in the domain and allowed the researcher to isolate a specific research 

objective: to understand the customer perspective of participation in brand co-creation 

behaviour. The results of the integrated literature review are presented in Chapter Two, 

outlining the prior knowledge and the research gaps. Analysis of co-creation theory and 

branding theory were then integrated into a new concept and model, in Chapter Three 

and Chapter Four, respectively. 

 
This chapter progresses the next phase of research, the research design, by establishing 

and justifying the most suitable research approach and tactics. This includes 

consideration of the most appropriate research method, the development of the research 

instrument and strategy for the sampling. 

 
5.3 Research Design 

The aim of the research design is to ensure the sound assessment of the research 

question (Bryman, 2007). Thus, the research design was influenced by the established 

knowledge base, the hypothesised relationships and the proposed theoretical model. 

The research design follows a systematic process, recommended by Kumar, Aaker, and 

Day (2002), beginning with the identification of the research approach and the related 

method for data collection. 

 
5.3.1 Research Approach 

The expanding body of theory in the brand co-creation domain has a strong qualitative 

base (Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013; Iglesias et al., 2013; Payne et al., 2008), providing 

depth to our emerging understanding and an important platform from which research can 

be progressed. The established knowledge is influential to the proposed research 

hypotheses and the theoretical model, driving the need for a tightly structured research 

approach with a statistical measurement focus. Thus, a quantitative research approach 

aligns well to the research and is adopted in this dissertation. 

 
A qualitative approach is most useful when predetermined theoretical models are not 

formed, and instead, the research informs model development with detailed description 

(Holloway & Wheeler, 1996). With the expanding knowledge in the domain providing 

strong theoretical foundations for conceptual model development (see Chapter Four) it 

is  useful  to  consider  a  quantitative  methodology  where  research  is  built  and then 
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measured (Bryman, 1984). The current study has the overall aim of testing the theoretical 

framework which explains antecedents and consequence of customer participation in 

development, feedback, advocacy and helping behaviour. A quantitative research 

approach allows testing of the research hypotheses, providing a degree of precision to 

the research results (Bagozzi, 1980; Creswell, 1994). Hypothesis examination is one of 

the most common inferential methods of empirical research (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2009). 

Research hypotheses provide specificity to knowledge development (Aaker & Day, 

1990) and add accuracy in uncertain domains (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). The research 

design, therefore, moves beyond the initial exploratory phase where deep exploration of 

ideas is originally investigated (Hung, 2014). While qualitative research looks inwardly to 

understand the individual at a deep level, the quantitative approach looks externally at a 

group of individuals to isolate consistent patterns of behaviour and attitudes, enabling 

broader projection of results (Neuman, 2006). 

 
The research is positioned within the descriptive realm, where exploratory ideas are 

further developed to understand the relationships between constructs and to develop 

more precise understanding of the phenomenon (Neuman, 2006). Alternatively, research 

may take on a causal purpose, where the cause and effect of relationships are 

established (Hung, 2014). Causal research provides explanation in more developed 

areas of research and extends beyond the current scope of knowledge in the domain 

and is, therefore, not suitable in this context. Descriptive research is generally able to 

determine the ‘who, what, where, how and when’ in relation to the marketing research 

problem (Wilson, 2006). The current research considers descriptive relationships in 

hypothesis testing, in order to further explain the CBCB Model. Therefore, the research 

aims to describe the CBCB phenomenon, providing new insight in the domain. 

 
5.3.2 Data Collection Method 

The descriptive approach is synonymous with data gathering via survey collection, with 

secondary data utilisation and case study research also commonly used. The survey 

collection method is employed in this research, with the structured survey approach 

being one of the most effective methods for providing quantifiable incidence of 

behaviours and attitudes for statistical analysis (Giuffre, 1997; Totten et al., 1999; Wilson, 

2006). Further, survey data collection is a common and well supported method in 

marketing research (Tull & Hawkins, 1987) and is appropriate when there is a suitable 

level of prior knowledge from which to presume a range of responses from participants 

(Bryman, 1984). Surveys may be conducted in either cross-sectional or longitudinal 

fashions. Cross-sectional studies provide a single snapshot of the population at a point 
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in time, while longitudinal research allows investigation to identifying changes over time 

(Singh, 2007). The focus of research in this study is suited to a cross-sectional approach, 

whereby measurement across time does not aid in answering the specific research 

question. Therefore, a quantitative cross-sectional survey design was established as the 

most appropriate strategy for achieving the research objective. 

 
5.4 Research Method 

After establishing the research approach, next the research tactics are considered. It is 

important to identify the information to be collected and to then develop the survey 

around these needs, before administering the survey in the most suitable way (Totten et 

al., 1999). The research aims to operationalise the CBCB construct, providing clarity to 

the nature of the construct and its dimensions. Additionally, empirical examination of the 

proposed theoretical model, and related hypotheses, is the ultimate goal of the research. 

A quantitative explanatory research approach has been justified and a survey method 

determined to be the most suitable for achieving the aims of the research. Therefore, 

details of the survey administration, sample population, instrument design, measurement 

items and ethical considerations are explored, to ensure the integrity of the approach. 

The research method concludes by identifying ethical considerations and conducting a 

pre-test phase. 

 
5.4.1 Survey Instrument 

Questionnaire design requires careful crafting, best developed through a systematic 

process. A five-step process was adopted in this study, starting with the identification of 

the required information, determining the survey method, then drafting the questionnaire, 

pre-testing, and concluding by assessing the reliability and validity of the research 

(Frazer & Lawley, 2000). Identification of the required information is an essential step to 

ensure efficiency and accuracy in the research process (Janes, 2001; Panacek, 2008). 

The importance of being concise and focused was forefront in survey development 

(Panacek & Thomoson, 1995), with the variables of interest previously established, in 

Chapter Four. 

 
Survey research can include face-to-face interviews, telephone surveys or self- 

administered methods. Each survey method has distinct advantages and disadvantages 

which should be considered in relation to the specific research circumstances to 

determine the most appropriate method (Aaker & Day, 1990). A self-administered 

questionnaire was developed as the most suitable survey instrument (see Appendix A) 

due to the alignment with the measurement of non-observable variables. Further, self- 
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administered surveys have the additional benefit of being efficient when large quantities 

of measures are required (Nardi, 2006). Therefore, the self-adminsitered approach 

allows access to large sample sizes with efficient resource investment (Sapsford, 2007). 

Additionally, the anonymity of self-administration can result in more accurate 

measurement and mitigate interviewer bias (Nardi, 2006). Self-administered 

questionnaires are completed without assistance from the research team and, as such, 

require a rigorous design process to ensure the integrity of the instrument and results 

(Neuman, 2006). With questions measuring seven psychological and behavioural 

concepts, in addition to demographic information, the self-administered survey is highly 

appropriate and useful in this context. 

 
A limitation of self-administered questionnaires is the lack of control the researcher has 

over the environment in which the surveys are conducted and the order in which 

questions are completed (Wilson, 2006). To address this concern, clear instructions were 

provided to encourage respondents to complete the questionnaire in a consistent 

manner. An additional concern for self-administered questionnaires is that lower 

response rates may create issues of validity, where a 70-80% non-response rate may 

be typical (Panacek, 2008). Poor response rates affect the ability to generalise results to 

larger populations (Nardi, 2006). To minimise non-response error, the design of the 

survey instrument was well-considered and developed tightly around the requirements 

of the research question. Further, a strategy to maximise response and completion rates 

is to question respondents on topics of personal interest (Sudman, 1985; VanGeest, 

Johnson, & Welch, 2007). In aid of this, half of the respondents were asked to complete 

a survey for the brand they were patronising and the other half were asked to nominate 

a brand that they like and use as a customer, and then answer questions in relation to 

that brand, allowing all participants to complete the survey with a brand of interest. 

 
5.4.2 Mode of Administration 

The method for administering the questionnaire involved a split distribution strategy, 

using both paper-based and electronic formats. Research on response rates and sample 

size across both distribution methods identify the success and efficiency of online 

research (McDonald & Adam, 2003; Smee & Brennan, 2000), with some issues in online 

response rates (de Leeuw, 2012) and stronger performance of the traditional paper- 

based method (Lin & Van Ryzin, 2012), in different contexts. While efficiency and 

response rates may vary in different contexts, the response method is shown to have no 

significant influence on the nature of response from individuals, with research 

demonstrating  “equivalent  results  irrespective  of  the  survey method”  (Huang, 2006, 
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p.347). Furthermore, dual distribution eliminates concerns for common method bias. 

Common method bias involves inflation of relationships which results from shared 

method (Conway & Lance, 2010) and thus is attributed to the measurement method, as 

opposed to the measures themselves (MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012). By administering 

the same survey with two separate administration methods, concerns for the influence 

of common method bias are minimised. Therefore, the questionnaire was administered 

using paper-based and online methods. The split distribution strategy provides access 

to broad groups, without influencing the data (Huang, 2006; Lin & Van Ryzin, 2012). 

 
For efficiency and ability to access the desired target population, intercept was used at 

retail and service stores and on university campus as the method of accessing the 

sample. Retail and service brands were approached and asked to partner in the research 

project, in return for a report on the research findings. Five retail and service brands 

agreed to participate, across northern New South Wales and southern Queensland 

(Australia), including fashion and homewares retails, hair salons and a professional 

photographer and gallery. Customers who entered these stores were asked to participate 

in the research. Additionally, the Griffith University Gold Coast campus was accessed 

and a mix of undergraduate, postgraduate and university staff were intercepted and 

asked to volunteer for the research. 

 
Respondents were approached (in-store or on-campus) and asked to complete a 

questionnaire and were advised of the ethical status (see Section 5.4.5). Both store and 

university respondents were consistently asked to participate in a 15-minute survey, with 

the incentive of entry into a random prize draw. The incentive provided respondents a 

chance of winning a $50 gift card for a brand of their choice. Respondents were given 

the choice of completing the questionnaire using either paper-based or electronic 

formats, with the questions and question-order remaining consistent across both 

channels. Respondents were provided the option of completing the questionnaire at that 

time or at a later time, by returning the paper-based surveys or by completing the online 

survey at a more suitable time from any location. Those, who completed the survey at 

the time, were seated at a desk while the researcher remained in the vicinity without 

interrupting. 

 
All respondents who agreed to participate were shown a cover letter with ethical details, 

instructions for completion and prize draw entry information. After reading the cover 

letter, respondents were asked to complete the survey. As a result, consistency of the 

survey and its instructional elements, was achieved. 
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5.4.2.1 Sampling Framework 

Ideally, research would include the assessment of every member of the target group and, 

thus, contain no sampling error (Tull & Hawkins, 1987). However, census research is not 

commonly possible (largely due to costs, time and access) and as such samples of the 

population are used with sound sampling strategies to minimise sampling error 

(Zikmund, Babin, D'Alessandro, Lowe, & Winzar, 2014). To develop a robust sampling 

strategy, it is important to first identify the population of interest (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000). 

The sampling frame is then specified, noting the means by which the elements of the 

population are represented. The sampling unit and sampling method are then detailed 

(Kerlinger & Lee, 2000; Tull & Hawkins, 1987), in relation to the sample size. 

 
The goal of this research is to test the hypothesised model, rather than describing 

characteristics of the general population or a single specific brand population. Therefore, 

the overall target population of interest in the research are customers, representing a 

broad cross-section of the general population. It is important that a broad mix of brands 

are accessed and that a range of different customers are able to complete the survey. 

With this in mind, a non-probability convenience sampling method is a justifiable 

approach for this study, utilised in much of the emerging engagement and co-creation 

research (De Vries & Carlson, 2014; Dwivedi, 2015; Hollebeek et al., 2014). Non- 

probability convenience sampling is favoured in social research (Evans & Rooney, 2011; 

Neuman, 2006) and is especially suited to hypothesis testing, where the primary goal is 

prediction of theory, rather than descriptions of populations (Evans & Rooney, 2011; 

Malhotra, 2010). 

 
The questionnaire was distributed using a multiple location sampling framework, which 

included customers of selected service brands (as discussed previously), as well as a 

university sample. The sample framework could be considered purposeful, in that a 

single group accessed at a single time is not desirable, rather diverse populations are 

sought. Additionally, the sample was restricted to adult customers, thus targeting those 

aged 18 years and above. This purposeful strategy increased participation and 

completion rates by appealing to the respondent’s brand of interest. Further, this method 

aimed to increase the representation of engaged and co-creating customers, who are a 

relatively small portion of customers. For example, a Gallup study shows engagement 

levels to be as low as 12-15% (Yu, Lyons, & Adkins, 2014) and new product development 

research suggests that only 1% of customers will contribute new ideas (Vernette & 

Hamdi-Kidar, 2013). Therefore, to attract a sufficient level of brand engagement and co- 
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creation behaviour in the sample, over-sampling of engaged customers is desirable. This 

approach provided diversity in respondent characteristics, as detailed in Chapter Six. 

 
A final consideration in developing a suitable sampling strategy is the issue of sample 

size. Determining the size of the sample is a complex task, influenced by many factors 

including the importance and nature of the research, the number of variables measured 

and the methods of analysis (Malhotra, 2010). To measure the reliability and validity of 

the construct measures, a sufficient sample size is required. While there is no exact 

number for adequate sample size, a minimum of 50 observations is desirable for most 

multivariate statistics, including factor analysis (Clark-Carter, 2004; Hair, Anderson, 

Tatham, & Black, 1998), while reliability of results may be enhanced by samples greater 

than 100 (Hair et al., 1998). Larger sample sizes can enhance external validity and 

reduce sampling error (Wilson, 2006), suggesting that samples over 300 are more suited 

to new scale development (Clark & Watson, 1995). Structural equation modelling (SEM), 

using partial least squares, is more flexible with sample sizes, than covariance-based 

SEM methods (Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins, & Kuppelwieser, 2014). However, criteria around 

sample size, related to statistical power, remain critical in PLS-SEM (Hair, Sarstedt, et 

al., 2014). 

 
5.4.3 Survey Format 

The self-administered questionnaire was developed using predominantly closed Likert 

scale responses, relevant to the variables of interest. Scale items were selected based 

on the desired constructs of measurement, using established and tested measures 

(Totten et al., 1999), as detailed in Section 5.4.4. The use of Likert scales provides clarity 

and consistency (Clark-Carter, 2004) and is well suited to social research where attitudes 

and feelings are assessed (Nardi, 2006; Neuman, 2006). 

 
Likert scales provide an assessment of agreement, or disagreement, with the advantage 

of measuring the intensity of response (Nardi, 2006). Response intensity was measured 

using a 5-point scale, a common approach in research with an odd number of choices, 

allowing for neutral responses (Neuman, 2006). Even-numbered cases may be used to 

force respondents to take a positive or negative position, however, this may not be 

representative of their true position, so is undesirable for this research (Nardi, 2006). 

Further, a 7-point scale may provide additional insight into the degree of intensity, yet 

often the full 7-point range is not utilised, creating redundancy and an artificial level of 

precision (Gillham,  2000)  and further increasing complexity in response (Clark-Carter, 
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2004). A 5-point Likert scale, therefore, is a justified and well suited approach in this 

research. 

 
5.4.4 Survey Item Measurement 

Good research is dependent on good measurement (Gray & Guppy, 2003) and 

assurance of good measurement is provided in the establishment of relevant concepts 

(Chapter Four) and in thorough conceptualisation of the constructs (Chapter Three). The 

treatment of variables is now discussed, forming an integral component to research 

success (Neuman, 2006). For all variables, the nature of the construct was first 

considered and literature was consulted to ascertain an appropriate definition which 

aligned with each variable. The literature was then reviewed for established measures 

which align to the desired construct of interest. A comprehensive literature review is an 

essential step in confirming existing scales and to develop an understanding of 

alternative approaches, issues in current measurement, and related measurement 

concepts (Clark & Watson, 1995). The literature review allowed established measures 

to be replicated or adapted, to abet reliability and to provide consistency in theoretical 

development (Neuman, 2006), the details of which are as follows. 

 
5.4.4.1 Construct Measures 

Established scales were reviewed for each variable of interest, consulting a range of 

existing measures to implement the most accurate measure available. Each 

measurement was carefully considered to ensure alignment with the construct and, 

additionally, to ascertain the completeness of measures in reflecting the overall 

construct. Replicating and adapting existing scales is common place in social research, 

as the use of existing scales reduces error in scale establishment and further develops 

and supports the existing scales through further testing (Cronbach, 1951; Neuman, 

2006). 

 
Established scales were reviewed and scale adaptation was deemed necessary in some 

instances where the basis for scales were established, but variation in conceptualisation 

did not allow direct replication. In these cases, the established scale items were 

assessed for alignment to the relevant construct (or dimension), while removing 

redundant items and items lacking relevance in the cultural context. Established scales 

were replicated verbatim where appropriate and existing measures were adapted to fulfil 

the requirements of the constructs, as detailed for each construct following. 
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Brand Self-Congruity 

The concept of congruity involves the alignment of a customer’s self-image with the 

perceived image of a brand (Sirgy, 1985). Various scales are available, relating to actual 

and/or ideal congruity (Escalas, 2004; He, Li, & Harris, 2012; Reimann, Castaño, 

Zaichkowsky, & Bechara, 2012; Sirgy, 1982; Tuškej et al., 2013; Zhou et al., 2012) and 

assessed at a specific brand level (Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar, & Sen, 2012). The 

concise five-item scale developed by De Vries and Carlson (2014) has strong reliability 

(α=0.94) and is replicated verbatim in this research as an overall assessment of the 

customer’s perception of congruency, with strong reliability. Measurement includes such 

items as “the brand is a lot like me” and “the brand is exactly how I see myself”, 

representing a first-order reflective latent construct. 

 
Customer Perceived Brand Value 

The concept of brand value is increasingly complex, encompassing broader scope and 

contexts in the evolving marketing and co-creation literature (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). 

Perceived value relates to “the customer’s overall assessment of the utility of a product 

based on perceptions of what is received and what is given” (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 14). 

Some measures of value explore the specific dimensions of value derived from 

emotional, social and functional sources (Sanchez, Callarisa, Rodriguez, & Moliner, 

2006; Sweeney & Soutar, 2001) or provide comparative assessment of value across 

brands within a category (Miller, 2007; Yang & Peterson, 2004). However, a concise 

measure of the global assessment is desired in this study. As such, the two-item first- 

order reflective measure proposed by Cronin, Brady, and Hult (2000), with a strong 

reliability (α=0.88), is replicated in a brand context. The measures are transformed into 

Likert scale response format, including, “overall, the value of this brand to me is high” 

and “compared to what I had to give up, the overall ability of this brand to satisfy my 

wants and needs is high”. 

 
Category Involvement 

The concept of involvement is known to take many forms and, in this research, is 

measured at the brand category level to understand “the extent to which the consumer 

views the focal activity as a central part of their life” (O'Cass, 2004, p. 870). Category 

involvement is a first-order reflective latent construct, drawn from the 10-item highly 

reliable scale (α=0.98) of O'Cass (2004). One item “some individuals are completely 

involved with fashion clothing, attached to it, absorbed by it. For others fashion clothing 

is simply not that involving. How involved are you with fashion clothing?”, was dropped 

for  efficiency  and  clarity,  leaving  a  9-item  accurate  measurement  of  the  concept, 
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including items such as “the brand category means a lot to me” and “I consider the brand 

category to be a central part of my life”. 

 
Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour 

There is little acceptance of a consistent vision of the co-creation concept in established 

literature, and less acceptance of a consistent definition and measure. The definition of 

the concept has been discussed and developed in Chapter Three, and co-creation is 

identified as a behavioural concept involving the voluntary, active and interactive 

customer actions associated with the customer-brand relationship. A four-dimensional 

second-order view of customer brand co-creation behaviour is applied, encompassing 

development, feedback, advocacy and helping, with measurement of each dimension 

representing a first order reflective construct and contributing to the 17-item second order 

reflective CBCB construct, as detailed following. 

 
Co-Creation Development Behaviour 

The concept of co-creation development behaviour involves the customer’s participation 

in idea generation for the brand, defined as brand development (of goods, services, 

systems, communications and more) through collaboration between the brand and the 

customer (Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010b). The measurement of development 

behaviour is informed from a mix of literature in customer-generated advertising (Berthon 

et al., 2008; Ertimur & Gilly, 2012; Thompson & Malaviya, 2013) and new product 

development (Ind et al., 2012; Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010b; Sawhney et al., 2005). 

While much literature discusses integral concepts relating to development, few propose 

scales for measurement of the specific behaviour which encompasses a range of 

development behaviours. Therefore, items are drawn from the aforementioned literature, 

resulting in a final 6-item scale which includes measures such as “I create advertising for 

the brand and share it with the brand and others” and “I develop new products or services 

for the brand”. 

 
Co-Creation Feedback Behaviour 

Co-creation feedback behaviour includes the “solicited and unsolicited information that 

customers provide” to the brand (Yi & Gong, 2013, p. 1280). Co-creation feedback 

behaviours include both positive and negative comments made directly to the brand, with 

the measurement scale being drawn from multiple established scales (Groth, 2005; 

Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013; Yi & Gong, 2013) to fully encompass the concept. The 

final 6-item scale includes items such as “when I have a positive brand experience, I 

provide them feedback” and “I tell the brand my ideas for improvement”. 
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Co-Creation Advocacy Behaviour 

Co-creation advocacy behaviour is defined as the customer’s active promotion of the 

brand to others (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012; Walz & Celuch, 2010). A variety of 

advocacy scales are available which relate to word-of-mouth (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006; 

Fetscherin et al., 2014; Tuškej et al., 2013), recommending the brand (Groth, 2005) or 

advocacy in general (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012). The 3-item advocacy measure of 

Yi and Gong (2013), with a strong reliability (C.R.=0.92), was adapted. For example, “I 

said positive things about XYZ and the employee to others” was adjusted to reflect a 

single measure of advocacy toward the brand, independent of the employee which may 

be perceived as double-barrelled. As such, the item is adjusted to “I say positive things 

about the brand to others”. Additionally, a single item was drawn from Fetscherin et al. 

(2014), “I spread the good word about the brand” and a single item from Vernette and 

Hamdi-Kidar (2013) “I share information from the brand with my friends and family”, 

resulting in a final 5-item advocacy measure. 

 
Co-Creation Helping Behaviour 

Co-creation helping behaviour involves the “customer behaviour aimed at assisting other 

customers” of the brand (Yi & Gong, 2013, p. 1281). Customer helping behaviour is 

measured in several studies (Bettencourt & Brown, 1997; Groth, 2005; Yi & Gong, 2013), 

with the highly reliable (C.R.=0.97) Yi and Gong (2013) scale being adapted in this 

research, resulting in a 3-item measure. The item “teach other customers” may suggest 

a level of superiority which is not suitable in the current cultural context, and was 

therefore removed. Examples of the remaining questions includes “I help other 

customers of the brand if they seem to have problems” and “I give advice to other 

customers about the brand”. 

 
Brand Interactivity 

The concept of brand interactivity is relatively novel and not defined at a brand level in 

the literature. Much literature discusses the concept of interactivity with relation to 

communication tools (Macias, 2003) but few consider the overall perception of the 

interactive nature of the brand. However, Labrecque (2014) introduce the concept of 

perceived interactivity and develop a 4-item scale of strong reliability (α=0.85). This 

conceptualisation is extended to the brand context and a new concept of brand 

interactivity is proposed for this research, as the customer’s perception of the brand’s 

willingness and genuine desire for integration (France et al., 2015; 2016). The customer 

evaluates brand interactivity at two levels, including the brand’s technical facilitation of 
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interaction and demonstration of a genuine desire for connectedness (France et al., 

2016). Established interactivity literature (Jee & Lee, 2002; Labrecque, 2014; Liu, 2003; 

Macias, 2003; Merrilees & Fry, 2003; Voorveld, Van Noort, & Duijn, 2013) was adapted 

to the perceived brand level, to develop a final 5-item first-order latent construct, with 

items such as “there is good two-way communication with the brand” and “the brand 

listens to what I have to say”. 

 
Customer-Brand Engagement 

Given the early state of the engagement domain, scale development is scarce and 

agreement of a definition of the concept is yet to receive consensus. The 

conceptualisation of customer-brand engagement as “the level of an individual 

customer’s motivational, brand-related and context-dependent state of mind” (Hollebeek, 

2011a, p. 790), is adopted in the research, utilising the cognitive and affective 

dimensions of the concept. A common issue in measurement theory is the conflation of 

distinct concepts (Mowen & Voss, 2008), which is avoided here with the exclusion of the 

behavioural element of engagement. Exploration of both conceptual results and 

empirical measurement of brand engagement provides the basis from which to draw 

relevant items of measurement (Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 2011; Brodie, Ilic, Juric, & 

Hollebeek, 2011; De Vries & Carlson, 2014; Hollebeek, 2011a, 2011b; Patterson et al., 

2006; Vivek et al., 2012; Zhou et al., 2012) and management literature provide additional 

influence of items of relevance (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & 

Bakker, 2010; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). All items were adapted to the 

branding context, resulting in final first-order 7-item reflective latent construct (France et 

al., 2016). Items include measurement such as “I am enthusiastic toward the brand” 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010; Schaufeli et al., 2006) and “I am a dedicated brand customer” 

(Patterson et al., 2006). 

 
Brand Community Membership 

Brand community membership involves the interaction of customers who share common 

goals and contribute to the community for mutual benefit (Muñiz & O’Guinn, 2001). In 

emerging community research, membership is often measured in a dichotomous form 

as a member or non-member. For example, if a customer follows a page on Facebook 

they are considered to be part of the community or, perhaps, if they own the brand then 

they automatically are considered to be part of the community. However, these measures 

do not consider the shared goals and community identification (Muñiz & O’Guinn, 2001) 

which are integral to the customer’s perception of being part of the community. 

Therefore,  more  appropriate  items  were  drawn  from  the  conceptual  and empirical 
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discussions of community (Fournier & Lee, 2009; Marzocchi et al., 2013; Muñiz & 

O’Guinn, 2001; Zhou et al., 2012). The measure differs from Marzocchi et al. (2013), 

which looks at identification and congruency with the group, and from Zhou et al.  (2012) 

where identification in brand community takes a very central and personal role in the 

customer’s identity. Rather, the brand community membership scale focuses on the 

shared goals and values and the interactive participation, and is formed by 4-items, 

including measures such as “I share common values with other brand customers” and “I 

interact with other members of the brand community”. 

 
Summary of Variable Treatment 

The research uses a mix of established and adapted scale items to measure seven 

distinct constructs of interest (including four dimensions of co-creation behaviour), as 

shown in Table 5.1. 

 
5.4.4.2 Demographic Measures 

In additional to scale measurement, a range of demographic measures, including age, 

income, and gender were gathered as understanding of respondent demographics are 

essential to understanding human behavioural research (Nardi, 2006). Demographic 

questions were asked at the completion of the survey as personal information is often 

perceived as confronting by some participants and can influence response and 

completion rates (Totten et al., 1999). 

 
5.4.5 Ethical Considerations 

Researchers have a responsibility to participants which relate to four general obligations 

of doing no harm, not deceiving participations, ensuring participants are both willing and 

informed and, finally, ensuring data is held in confidence (Sudman, 1998). The nature of 

this research project mitigated many of the potential ethical concerns in human research. 

Research participants included only those who could provide informed consent to 

participate and respondents were anonymous and not involved in an unequal 

relationship with the researcher. Further, the study did not involve any physical 

implications for participants and no psychological stress. Respondents were not exposed 

to any legal incrimination, were not asked to disclose sensitive personal information and 

the research was, therefore, not expected to have any adverse impacts on participants. 
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Table 5.1 Construct Measures 

Construct Definition Construct Measurement Source 

Brand Self- 

Congruity 

 

Customer 

Perceived Brand 

Value 

 
 

Category 

Involvement 

 
 

Customer Brand 

Co-Creation 

Behaviour 

 
 

Co-Creation 

Development 

Behaviour 

 

Co-Creation 

Feedback 

Behaviour 

Co-Creation 

Advocacy 

Behaviour 

Co-Creation 

Helping 

Behaviour 

The alignment of a customer’s 

self-image with the perceived 

image of a brand (Sirgy, 1985). 

The customer’s overall 

assessment of the utility of a 

product based on perceptions of 

what is received and what is given 

(Zeithaml, 1988). 

The extent to which the consumer 

views the focal category as a 

central part of their life (O'Cass, 

2004). 

Customer brand co-creation 

behaviour involves voluntary, 

active and interactive customer 

actions associated with the 

customer-brand relationship. 

Customer’s participation in idea 

and resource generation for the 

brand. 

 

Solicited and unsolicited 

information that customers provide 

to the brand (Yi & Gong, 2013). 

Customers actively endorsing the 

brand (Walz & Celuch, 2010). 

 

Customer behaviour aimed at 

assisting other customers of the 

brand (Yi & Gong, 2013). 

Replicated from De Vries and Carlson 

(2014). 

 

Adapted from Cronin et al. (2000). 

 

 
 
 
 

Adapted from O'Cass (2004). 

 
 

 
 

Developed with influence for from multiple 

sources for this research as detailed in each 

dimension. 

 
 

Drawn from multiple sources (Berthon et al., 

2008; Ertimur & Gilly, 2012; Ind et al., 2012; 

Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010b; Sawhney et 

al., 2005; Thompson & Malaviya, 2013). 

Adapted from multiple sources (Groth, 2005; 

Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013; Yi & Gong, 

2013). 

Adapted from multiple sources (Fetscherin et 

al., 2014; Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013; Yi & 

Gong, 2013). 

Adapted from Yi and Gong (2013). 

 

Brand 

Interactivity 

The customer’s perception of the 

brand’s willingness and genuine 

desire for integration (France et 

al., 2015; 2016). 

Adapted from Labrecque (2014) with 

additional influence from Jee & Lee, 2002; 

Liu, 2003; Macias, 2003; Merrilees & Fry, 

2003 and Voorveld et al., 2013. 
 

Customer-Brand 

Engagement 

 
 

 
 
 

Brand 

Communities 

The level of an individual 

customer’s motivational, brand- 

related and context-dependent 

state of mind (Hollebeek, 2011a). 

 
 

The dynamic interaction of 

customers (Merz et al., 2009), 

who share common goals and 

participate in exchanges of 

interest and mutual benefit (Muñiz 

& O’Guinn, 2001). 

Developed from multiple sources (Brodie, 

Hollebeek, et al., 2011; Hollebeek, 2011b; 

Macey & Schneider, 2008; Patterson et al., 

2006; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010; 

Schaufeli et al., 2006; Vivek et al., 2012; 

Zhou et al., 2012). 

Developed from multiple sources (Fournier & 

Lee, 2009; Marzocchi et al., 2013; Muñiz & 

O’Guinn, 2001; Zhou et al., 2012). 

 



Brand Co-Creation: Exploring Active Customer Participation 

92 Chapter Five: Methodology 

 

 

 
 

Participation in the research was completely voluntary and did not involve any covert 

observation or deception. Research participants were offered an incentive to participate, 

by entering a random prize draw to win a $50 gift voucher. The incentive was not deemed 

coercive, as it was not dependent on specific responses, there was no harm to the 

participants and the value was within recommendations of the Griffith University 

Research Ethical Manual and in line with the Australian Code for the Responsible 

Conduct of Research. Finally, all Commonwealth Privacy Act legislation was adhered to. 

 
An application for Expedited Ethical Clearance received approval from the Griffith 

University Human Research Ethics Committee (GU HREC) (MKT/28/13/HREC) prior to 

data collection (see Appendix B). All guidelines and requirements were obeyed in 

accordance with GU HREC and any variation to the proposed research was approved 

by GU HREC prior to implementation. Addressing these important ethical considerations 

is essential for good research practice and further provides additional integrity and 

validity to research results. 

 
5.4.6 Pre-test 

A final consideration in the survey instrument is the pre-test which is an important part of 

questionnaire design (Singh, 2007). A pre-test study was conducted with 10 respondents 

to identify errors, confirm clarity of instructions and to develop an indicative completion 

time, with an average of 14 minutes. The final questionnaire was then pilot tested, to 

provide preliminary scale optimisation and item purification and to assure validity and 

reliability prior to the main study. 

 
5.5 Pilot Study Results 

Having considered the details of research design, a pilot study was conducted to provide 

assurance of the soundness of the measurement items and the proposed relationships 

of interest prior to the main study testing. The complexity of multivariate and SEM 

analysis requires a robust assessment of data and scales using reliability and factor 

analysis prior to model and hypothesis assessment (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Finally, 

pilot scale results were assessed using multiple regression analysis, as a preliminary 

confirmatory method of establishing an indicative nomological network. 

 
A non-probability convenience sampling method was used for the pilot, accessing a 

postgraduate university student cohort, where respondents were asked to choose a 

brand they like and use, and then answer questions in relation to that brand. The student 

sample is suitable for the assessment of the overall model, rather than description of a 
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particular population, and is consistent with related research in the domain (De Vries & 

Carlson, 2014; Dwivedi, 2015; Hollebeek et al, 2014; Yi & Gong 2013). A total of 51 

complete responses were collected, representing a 63% response rate. Respondents 

were given the choice to complete the questionnaire using an electronic or  paper-based 

format. Both formats maintained consistent items and consistent question order, with 

33% responding online and 67% completing hard copy surveys. An analysis of the 

sample profile reveals a broad mix of respondent demographics and of brand types 

selected. The sample population of 51 respondents included adults, aged 18 years and 

over, with approximately 65% female and 35% male. Interestingly, respondents selected 

a well-dispersed mix of product brands (54%) and service brands (46%) being 

nominated. These results indicate diversity of brand types and, thus, enable exploration 

of data in a broad brand context, consistent with the aims of the study. Overall, 

descriptive results for the pilot study provide assurance of the suitability of data for further 

multivariate exploration and provide context for the pilot results. 

 
5.5.1 Measurement Scale Assessment Results 

All pilot study questionnaire responses were entered into SPSS and data was screened 

for input error and non-response error and examined for missing data. Items were 

inspected for normality and presence of outliers before scales were inspected. All scales 

were examined to ensure suitable strength of correlation coefficients within the 

measurement scale and the presence of correlation among the variables. Next, scale 

examination considered the factor loadings of each item, using principle component 

analysis, to determine the elimination or retention of items (Clark & Watson, 1995). Items 

below the 0.75 level (appropriate for the sample size) (Hair et al., 1998) were 

investigated, along with items loading across multiple dimensions (cross-loading). While 

items were reviewed, retaining questionable items was deemed useful, based on the 

guideline to “err on the side of overinclusiveness” in this early phase (Clark & Watson, 

1995, p. 311). Therefore, low factor loadings prompted a review of the item, whereby the 

theoretical reasoning for the item was considered in relation to the concept. Where a 

justified case for removal was appropriate, items below the threshold were eliminated 

(Table 5.2). In each analysis, only a single item was removed at one time before the 

analysis was rerun. 

 
Final scales were then reviewed to ensure meaningful item groupings, strong overall 

factor loadings and a strong internal reliability, prior to full data collection. The importance 

of validity in concept development cannot be overstated. Scale validity provides 

assurance that the variable of interest is the actual cause for the statistical fit of the scale 
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(De Vellis, 2012). Thus, the relationship between items is a result of measuring a 

consistent underlying theme. The aforementioned dimension analysis and scale 

purification process provides confidence in the validity of results, as shown in Table 5.3. 

 
Table 5.2 Measurement Scale Adjustment 

Scale Item Justification 

Brand Self- 

Congruity 

Through this brand, I can 

express what I find important 

in my life. 

Measure has implications for self-expression 

rather than strictly measuring alignment between 

self-image and brand image, thus was removed. 
 

Customer 

Perceived Brand 

Value 

Compared to what I had to 

give up, the overall ability of 

this brand to satisfy my 

wants and needs is high. 

Measure shows strong influence from satisfaction 

and as such a simplification of this measure 

replaces this, “the benefits of the brand are high”. 

 

Co-Creation 

Development 

Behaviour 

I would test a new product or 

service for the brand before 

the launch. 

The measure of ‘would’ rather than ‘do’, was not 

consistent with the nature of other items, thus was 

removed. 
 

Co-Creation 

Feedback 

Behaviour 

If the brand asks me to 

participate in market 

research (e.g., complete a 

survey) I do. 

Market research may be too broad, thus 

measuring beyond the evaluative nature, and 

therefore does not align to the concept of 

feedback, thus was removed. 
 

Co-Creation 

Advocacy 

Behaviour 

I share information from the 

brand with my friends and 

family (brochures, emails, 

social media or deals/offers). 

Sharing information cross-loaded into helping 

behaviour and upon review does not necessarily 

relate to active endorsement, thus was removed. 

 

Co-Creation 

Helping 

Behaviour 

I tell others about new things 

with the brand. 

This item was initially measured as an advocacy 

measure but performed in the helping dimension of 

co-creation behaviour. On review, it is deemed 

suitable as a helping behaviour and therefore 

incorporated as part of the helping construct. 
 

Co-Creation 

Helping 

Behaviour 

I provide advice about the 

brand in relevant forums. 

This item cross-loaded with advocacy and upon 

review is somewhat conflated and was therefore 

removed. 
 

Category 

Involvement 

I always stay up-to-date with 

the latest brand category 

trends. 

While relevant to the concept, this item is more 

behavioural, whereas the other items measure the 

psychological state of being interested and 

involved. Therefore, there is some inconsistency 

with this item, thus was removed. 
 

 

 
 

In addition to assuring the validity of each scale independently, it is important to 

determine the independence of each construct. An assessment of discriminant validity 

confirms that each scale is distinguishable from other scales, while still having a 

sufficiently meaningful relationship (MacKenzie et al., 2011). Results of pilot study 

analysis provide confidence in the validity and reliability of all scales. 
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Table 5.3 Scale Validity Results 
 

Scale Factor 

loading 

AVE α 

Brand Engagement (Passion)  0.64 0.81 

I am passionate about the brand. 0.88   

I am a dedicated brand customer 0.80   

I am enthusiastic tow ard the brand. 0.78   

I have a sense of belonging to the brand. 0.75   

Brand Engagement (Immersion)  0.82 0.89 

When interacting w ith the brand, I concentrate entirely on the brand. 0.92   

When dealing w ith the brand, I am deeply engrossed. 0.91   

When involved w ith the brand, my mind is focused on w hat is happening. 0.88   

Brand Interactivity  0.75 0.92 

There is good tw o-way communication w ith the brand. 0.93   

The brand listens to w hat I have to say. 0.88   

The brand w ould respond to me quickly and eff iciently. 0.87   

The brand encourages me to communicate directly w ith it. 0.85   

The brand allow s me to communicate directly w ith it. 0.82   

Brand Self-Congruity  0.80 0.92 

This brand reflects who I am. 0.94   

This brand is exactly how  I see myself. 0.92   

This brand image corresponds to my self -image in many respects. 0.90   

This brand is a lot like me. 0.82   

Customer Perceived Brand Value  0.84 0.81 

Overall, the value of this brand to me is high. 0.84   

Compared to w hat I had to give up, the overall ability of this brand to satisfy my 0.84   

w ants and needs is high.    

Brand Community Membership  0.77 0.88 

I share common values w ith other brand customers 0.89   

I consider myself to be part of a community of brand users. 0.87   

I share common goals w ith other brand customers. 0.86   

I interact w ith other members of the brand community. 0.83   

Category Involvement  0.74 0.94 

I f ind the brand category is very relevant to my life. 0.90   

The brand category is a signif icant part of my life. 0.90   

I am involved w ith the brand category. 0.88   

I think about the brand category a lot. 0.86   

The brand category means a lot to me. 0.83   

I am interested in the brand category. 0.83   

I consider the brand category to be a central part of my life. 0.82   

Development Co-Creation Behaviour  0.80 0.89 

I take photos of myself w ith the brand and share them w ith the brand and 0.91   

others. 0.90   

I create advertising for the brand and share it w ith the brand and others. 0.90   

I develop new  products or services for the brand. 0.90   

I create online content about the brand. 0.88   

I develop ideas for the brand (e.g., w hen participating in competitions).    

Feedback Co-Creation Behaviour  0.72 0.90 

When I have a positive brand experience, I provide them feedback. 0.90   

I provide useful ideas on how  to improve the brand. 0.90   

I tell the brand my ideas for improvement. 0.84   

If  I notice a problem w ith the brand, I tell an employee, even if it doesn't affect 0.81   

me. 0.77   

When I have a negative experience w ith the brand, I provide them feedback.    

Advocacy Co-Creation Behaviour  0.74 0.86 

I recommend the brand to others. 0.94   

I spread the good w ord about the brand. 0.89   

I say positive things about the brand to others. 0.81   

I encourage my friends and relatives to use the brand. 0.78   

Helping Co-Creation Behaviour  0.69 0.72 

I help other customers of the brand if they seem to have problems. 0.85   

I give advice to other customers about the brand. 0.84   

I tell others about new  things w ith the brand. 0.80   
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Some scales contained some particularly interesting results. For example, a two- 

component view of customer-brand engagement is noteworthy as a new 

conceptualisation. The scale was conceived as reflecting the customer’s cognitive and 

affective state and loaded as a two-factor solution, supporting these two dimensions. In 

this early stage of development, the dimensionality and measurement remain 

contestable, worthy of further investigation. As a two-dimensional customer-brand 

engagement scale, the seven factors explain 77% of the total variance and has a strong 

alpha coefficient (α=0.86). 

 
The customer brand co-creation scale was analysed as an overall concept which 

identified four dimensions which stand alone as individual scales. The four dimensions 

of development, feedback, advocacy and helping measured as a single 17-item scale 

which explains 78% of total variance and with a strong alpha co-efficient (α=0.90). 

Development is the highest loading dimension, accounting for 40% of the total variance 

explained, while feedback loaded as the second dimension contributing an additional 

16% to the total variance explained. The third factor (advocacy) accounted for an 

additional 17% of the variance and the final helping dimension accounts for the final 7% 

of total variance explained in CBCB. Each dimension was examined to assure the 

appropriate items loaded on the expected dimensions, providing confidence in 

conceptualisation. A single item loaded as a helping behaviour “I tell others about new 

things with the brand”, rather than advocacy behaviour and was examined and deemed 

to fit suitably within the helping concept. Overall, through a series of rigorous 

examinations, confidence in the scale validity and reliability is established. 

 
5.5.2 Indicative Model Assessment 

The final step in measurement scale verification involves assessment of an indicative 

nomological network. By examining the predicted groups of relationships, erroneous 

measurement can be identified by establishing non-performance of constructs (Mowen 

& Voss, 2008). Regression analysis is used to confirm the relationships between 

variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) and was performed using SPSS. The outcome 

variables of interest included the four co-creation dimensions of development, feedback, 

advocacy and helping, with the antecedent variables of the model nominated as the 

predicted values. Measuring the significance of predictor variables which have sound 

justification for influencing the outcome is a good strategic use of regression analysis 

(Field, 2005). Multiple regression results provided indicative support for the proposed 

relationships, with significant results and sound R2 performance. However, the results 

are indicative only and do not provide conclusive support due to the small sample size. 
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5.6 Conclusion 

Details of the comprehensive research methodology and design have been presented, 

based on guidelines from business and social research literature. A post-positivist 

research perspective was adopted and formed the foundation for enquiry in the 

quantitative descriptive research design, implementing the systematic process of Aaker 

and Day (1990). A self-administered questionnaire was developed, using reliable scales 

and adhering to the principles of effective and robust questionnaire design. The survey 

was administered using a non-probability purposeful convenience sampling approach 

through online and paper-based formats, intercepting customers at retail and service 

stores and on university campus. 

 
A pilot assessment was conducted, providing initial support of the expected performance 

of the main study, in relation to measurement of validity and reliability and the variable 

relationships of potential significance. The pilot indicates that a sound design was 

implemented to provide reliable data for the assessment of the hypothesised 

relationships and theoretical model. The final stage of the research process is the 

implementation, involving the data collection and analysis (Aaker & Day, 1990), which is 

now progressed and discussed in Chapter Six. 
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CHAPTER SIX: RESULTS 
 

6.0 Introduction 

The overall purpose of the research is to better understand the customer perspective of 

co-creation. Therefore, it is useful to determine what customer-brand relational factors 

are influential to CBCB and, in doing so, to better understand co-creation behaviour. As 

discussed in Chapter Five, in order to advance knowledge in the domain, a rigorous 

research approach is necessary. Sound knowledge development relies, firstly, on the 

accurate measurement of the variables of interest, dependent on a thorough 

understanding of the focal concept and the associated knowledge in the domain (Clark 

& Watson, 1995). Chapter Three detailed the central construct and analysed 

contemporary theory to articulate related concepts of interest. Current co-creation and 

branding theory was then applied, resulting in the development of the CBCB Model and 

six related hypotheses (shown in Chapter Four). Following, a sound research design was 

presented in Chapter Five, where the measurement scales were detailed, the survey 

instrument was developed and the data collection method was justified. Next, pilot 

assessment provided initial refinement and confidence in the indicative reliability and 

validity of scales (MacKenzie et al., 2011) in preparation for the final data collection. 

 
This chapter commences with an overview of the data collection process and initial 

screening of data. The final sample characteristics are then described on the basis of 

the demographic information provided by respondents (i.e., sample profile). Next, the 

analytical approach is discussed, which results in partial least squares structural 

equation modelling (PLS-SEM) (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014) being justified as 

the most appropriate method for analysis to address the hypotheses of this study. 

 
6.1 Data Gathering and Screening 

As previously discussed in Chapter Five, data was collected by implementing a 

purposeful convenience approach, using self-administered survey questionnaires in a 

split distribution strategy, in online and paper-based formats. Completed surveys were 

returned to a provided box in-store (and were subsequently collected), while online 

surveys were closed and the datasets were downloaded. The initial number of surveys 

returned totalled 358. However, 32 surveys were incomplete and as such were 

discarded. The resultant data set of 326 surveys was then screened for missing values. 

The seriousness of missing data is dependent on the pattern, amount and reason for 
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missing information (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Data screening identified a missing data 

rate of 1.3%, well below the proposed 5% threshold (Hair, Hult, et al., 2014; Tabachnick 

& Fidell, 2001). In addition, the randomness of missing data was confirmed (e.g., 

MCAR=p>0.05), thus, establishing the suitability of missing data for treatment 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). While it is often common practice to treat missing data by 

deleting missing cases, missing data deletion is not necessarily the most appropriate 

treatment, with improved solutions available (Schafer & Graham, 2002). For example, 

the use of the model-based procedure of maximum likelihood (ML) is widely accepted 

as an efficient treatment of missing data (Hair et al., 1998). On this basis, data was 

treated using the SPSS estimation maximisation (EM) method of ML, resulting in a clean 

data set of 326 responses, exceeding sample size requirements based on 

recommendations of statistical power (Cohen, 1992; Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011). The 

ensuing section examines the underlying demographic characteristics of the resultant 

sample. 

 
6.2 Sample Profile 

The demographic profile of the sample confirmed a well-dispersed mix of respondents 

across a range of demographic variables, as outlined in Table 6.1. For example, there 

was a strong representation from each age category, with all respondents 18 years or 

older and the median age of 25 to 34 years. Income was well-dispersed among 

categories with the median income being between $25,000 and $50,000. Importantly, all 

income categories were well represented, including both the lowest and highest income 

levels. To determine any influences from income groups prior to model analysis an 

analysis of variance was conducted, demonstrating no significant influence upon either 

engagement or co-creation behaviour. It was further important to note that the gender 

split was skewed in favour of female (72%), as opposed to male (26%), respondents. 

This was flagged for further consideration in the analytical phase of this study (refer 

Section 6.7). 

 
In addition, the method of survey completion was well distributed between the paper- 

based (62%) and online (38%) platforms. Given the split distribution method, a t-test was 

run and confirmed no statistical difference for all variables within the model. Interestingly, 

respondents selected a well-dispersed mix of brands across goods (39%) and services 

(61%) categories. Service brands in this context include retail services. While retail and 

service brands are often categorised separately, many small service firms are 

incorporating retail elements to the offering and, additionally, retail brands are 

increasingly providing services; making classification challenging. As an example, hair 
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salons incorporate retail of hair and beauty products, while fashion and homeware 

retailers now offer interior design services. Thus, distinction in this environment between 

retail and service is increasingly complex. As such, the retail and service responses were 

grouped in this study, after analysis confirmed no statistical significance between the two 

groups. Overall, the dispersion of brand types allows for empirical examination of the 

proposed model in a broad brand setting, rather than being relative to specific brand 

categories. 

 
A final assessment of the profile relates to the level of engagement of respondents. As 

discussed in Chapter Five, a deliberate over-sampling approach was implemented, to 

increase incidence of customer-brand engagement for examination. By prompting 

respondents to select a brand they know and like, a higher level of customer-brand 

engagement was anticipated, whereby respondents indicated a brand to which they were 

positively disposed. Evaluation of mean engagement scores reveals dispersion from 

very low to very high, with a mean response of 3.7 (on a 5-point scale). Further, 12% of 

 
Table 6.1 Sample Profile 

 

Variable Category Response 

Gender Female 72% 
 Male 26% 
 Missing 2% 

Age 18 - 24 years 20% 
 25 - 34 years 29% 
 35 - 44 years 18% 
 45 - 54 years 14% 
 55 years + 16% 

 Missing 3% 

Income Less than $10,000 19% 
 $10,001 - $25,000 14% 
 $25,001 - $50,000 23% 
 $50, 001 - $100,000 27% 
 More than $100,000 11% 

 Missing 6% 

Response Method Online 38% 
 Paper-based 62% 
 Missing 0% 

Brand Type Product 39% 
 Service 61% 

 Missing 0% 

Engagement Level Very Low (1 - 1.99) 2% 
 Low (2 - 2.99) 10% 
 Medium (3 - 3.99) 48% 
 High (4 - 4.99) 34% 
 Very High (5) 6% 
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respondents had total mean engagement scores in the low and very low levels, thus 

mitigating concerns for extreme positive engagement bias. Additionally, customers 

patronising stores scored a higher engagement score (4.0) than those nominating a 

brand they like (3.6), which is contrary to expectations but validates the method of 

selecting a preferred brand as a way of increasing response rates and interest, without 

skewing results. Overall, the analysis of the sample profile provides assurance of the 

suitability of the sample to address the aim of this study, that is, to empirically test the 

CBCB Model across a variety of brand contexts. 

 
6.3 Analytical Approach 

An important first step, in the testing of hypotheses, is to determine the most appropriate 

analytical approach. Structural equation modelling (SEM) uses a collection of statistical 

analysis techniques run simultaneously to examine relationships between a set of 

variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Ullman, 1996). SEM is a second-generation 

multivariate technique, allowing researchers more precision in hypotheses specification 

and greater exploratory and confirmatory modelling potential (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012) than 

first generation techniques, which assess correlation, regression and differences in 

means (Lowry & Gaskin, 2014). The widespread use of SEM in business research is 

attributed to its versatile nature (Chin, Peterson, & Brown, 2008) and ability to measure 

latent variables while simultaneously testing relationships between variables (Hair, 

Sarstedt, et al., 2014). 

 
Traditional SEM involves covariance-based analysis (CB-SEM) methods to assess 

model fit (Sideridis, Simos, Papanicolaou, & Fletcher, 2014), using programs such as 

LISREL, AMOS and EQS (Chin et al., 2008). CB-SEM uses a range of comparative fit 

indices to examine the covariance matrix (Hoyle, 2012; Reinartz, Haenlein, & Henseler, 

2009). While CB-SEM has a strong tradition, assumptions of the statistical power 

requirement of data create some challenges for complex model analysis (Hair, Hult, et 

al., 2014) which has led to growth in the popularity of partial least squares structural 

equation modelling (PLS-SEM) in business and marketing (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 

2013; Hair, Sarstedt, et al., 2014). PLS-SEM provides an alternative technique to CB- 

SEM, using a consistent set of theoretical equations with an alternative approach for 

model estimation (Reinartz et al., 2009). 

 
PLS-SEM was first developed over four decades ago (Hair et al., 2016) and uses data 

to establish the path relationships between variables within the model, while minimising 

error (Hair, Hult, et al., 2014) and maximising the explained variance of the latent 
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variables (Hair et al., 2011; Hair, Sarstedt, et al., 2014). PLS-SEM uses ordinary least 

squares (OLS) regression, rather than maximum likelihood in CB-SEM, to estimate the 

coefficients which maximise regression (𝑅2) values (Hair, Hult, et al., 2014). PLS uses 

path coefficients and other model parameters to maximise the explained variance of  the 

dependent variable by considering the inner model and outer model effects. Overall, the 

PLS algorithm applies the known elements to estimate the unknown model elements, 

whereby the measured indicators estimate the construct scores which are then examined 

in the assessment of partial regression models within the path model (Hair et al., 2016). 

The final result is an estimate for each relationship in the measurement and structural 

models. Therefore, all PLS-SEM results include two components, the construct scores 

and the model relationship loadings. 

 
There are several widely acknowledged advantages to PLS-SEM which relate to fewer 

assumptions of the data (Chin et al., 2008). PLS-SEM has the ability to manage complex 

models, with less cumbersome sample sizes (Hair et al., 2011). Additionally, PLS-SEM 

has the benefit of being able to test latent constructs with fewer measurement indicators 

(Hair et al., 2011) to effectively manage non-normal data distribution (Hair, Sarstedt, et 

al., 2014; Hair, Sarstedt, Pieper, & Ringle, 2012) and use both reflective and formative 

measures (Hair, Hult, et al., 2014). 

 
Both PLS-SEM and CB-SEM are sound methods for empirical model assessment (Hair, 

Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2012), with the advantages of one method generally reflected as the 

disadvantages of the other (Hair, Sarstedt, et al., 2012). The selection of the most 

suitable method of analysis should be aligned to the research goals, measurement model 

specification, data characteristics and model evaluation (Hair et al., 2011). With this in 

mind, PLS-SEM is adopted in this research because of its ability to effectively assess 

the complex CBCB Model without massive sample size requirements and additionally 

for the suitability of PLS in exploring target constructs in the development of new theory 

(Willaby, Costa, Burns, MacCann, & Roberts, 2015). PLS-SEM can be analysed using a 

variety of available software, with SmartPLS utilised in this research for its 

comprehensive, yet simple, approach and wide acceptance (Hair et al., 2016). The 

parameter settings within SmartPLS allow the user to select the model path loading 

method, the data metric, initial values, stop criterion and maximum iterations (Hair et al., 

2016), with the standard recommended settings applied. 

 
The robust process, recommended by Hair, Hult, et al. (2014), is adopted in this research 

with the relevant results presented in a logical manner, see Figure 6.1. The process 
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begins with the specification of the structural model, followed by detail of the 

measurement model. Next, the data is collected and assessed for suitability in PLS-SEM 

analysis. The measurement model is then examined in order to establish the 

psychometric properties of the scale measures before assessing the structural model, 

during the hypotheses testing phase. 

 

Figure 6.1 Systematic Procedure for PLS-SEM Analysis 

 
 

 
6.4 Structural and Measurement Model Specification 

The first stage of the systematic approach to PLS-SEM analysis involves the preparation 

of a path model diagram which details the research hypotheses and demonstrates the 

relationships for examination (Hair et al., 2016). PLS path models consist of the structural 

model (referred to as the inner model) and the measurement models (outer model) (Hair, 

Hult, et al., 2014). The PLS structural model diagram is consistent with alternative 

structural methods, whereby latent variables are represented by circles/ovals and the 

direction of arrows demonstrates the nature of the relationship between the independent 

(predictor/exogenous) variables on the left, moving to the dependent 

(predicted/endogenous) variables on the right (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Figure 6.2 

provides a graphic depiction of the structural model of this study. 

 
The next step involves the evaluation of the measurement model (i.e., outer model) 

which explores the relationships between latent constructs and their respective 

measures (i.e., indicators) (Hair, Hult, et al., 2014). The quality of measurement is critical 
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as “relationships hypothesised in the inner model are only as valid and reliable as the 

outer models” (Hair, Sarstedt, et al., 2014, p. 111) and, therefore, the outer measurement 

models underpin the integrity of the research findings (Becker, Klein, & Wetzels, 2012). 

The accuracy of measurement items is assured through a rigorous application of 

measurement theory (as discussed in Chapter Five). Measurement model development 

involves determining the measurement specification and confirming the nature of each 

construct. The number of measurement items is a consideration at this point, however, 

the use of summated scores is argued to over-simplify the latent construct and, as such, 

this approach is discouraged (Hair et al., 2016). However, PLS-SEM accommodates the 

 
 

 

Figure 6.2 Structural Model Specification 

 
 

 
use of multiple items per construct in the outer model analyses, thus, circumventing the 

disadvantages of using summated scores. As detailed in Table 6.2, all latent variables 

are multiple-item reflective first-order constructs, with the exception of CBCB which is a 

second-order reflective construct, reflected by four first-order reflective constructs. 
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Table 6.2 Measurement Model Specification 

Construct No. of Items Hierarchy Nature 
 

Category Involvement 7 Items First-Order Reflective 
 

Customer-Brand Engagement 7 items First-Order Reflective 
 

Brand Self-Congruity 4 Items First-Order Reflective 
 

Brand Interactivity 5 Items First-Order Reflective 
 

Brand Community 4 Items First-Order Reflective 
 

Customer Perceived Brand Value 2 Items First-Order Reflective 
 

Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour 

Development 

Feedback 

Advocacy 

Helping 

 

4  Factors 

5  Items 

5 Items 

4 Items 

3 Items 

 

Second-Order 

First-Order 

First-Order 

First-Order 

First-Order 

 

Reflective 

Reflective 

Reflective 

Reflective 

Reflective 

 
 

 
 
 

6.5 Evaluating the Measurement Models 

The complexity of multivariate and SEM analysis requires a robust assessment of data 

and scales prior to model and hypothesis assessment (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). At 

the rudimentary level, all items were, firstly, inspected for normality and the presence of 

outliers. Histograms were visually inspected and no significant issues were identified. 

Analysis of skewness and kurtosis demonstrated values were within acceptable 

parameters i.e., range (± 2) as recommended by (Hair et al., 2016), with the largest 

statistic being 1.69. In addition, the Shapiro-Wilks’ test of normality was significant, 

indicating that data was normally distributed. On this basis, the normality of the data was 

confirmed, even though PLS-SEM does accommodate non-normal data. 

 
Having established the suitability of data for PLS-SEM assessment, the next essential 

step is evaluating the quality of construct measures. The evaluation of the measurement 

model involves a systematic process, which assesses the relationship between 

indicators and their respective construct (measurement model) and the relationship 

between constructs (Hair et al., 2016). Assessment of reflective indicators involves the 

examination of the internal consistency, convergent validity and discriminant validity 

(Hair et al., 2016). As such, these are further discussed. 

 
6.5.1 Internal Consistency 

The assessment of internal consistency assures that items test a consistent construct or 

attribute (Colman, 2015) by assessing the homogeneity within the construct (Cronbach 
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& Meehl, 1955). Traditionally, Cronbach’s alpha has been the most commonly used 

assessment of internal consistency (Peterson & Kim, 2013). However, Cronbach’s alpha 

assumes equal reliability from all indicators which is inconsistent with the approach in 

PLS-SEM, whereby indicators are prioritised based on their individual reliability (Hair et 

al., 2016). In conjunction with the sensitivity of the alpha coefficient to the number of 

scale items, Cronbach’s alpha may be used as a more conservative approach to 

assessment of internal consistency (Peterson & Kim, 2013). Alternatively, composite 

reliability accounts for different outer loadings of indicators and, thus, offers a more 

suitable approach in PLS-SEM (Hair et al., 2016). Composite reliability may provide truer 

estimates of internal consistency representing the upper bound, with Cronbach’s alpha 

representing the lower bound (Peterson & Kim, 2013). True reliability is said to lie 

between both criteria and, as such, reporting both measures is the most rigorous 

approach (Hair et al., 2016). 

 
For both Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability assessments, results of 0.6, and 

greater, represent an acceptable level, while scores greater than 0.70 indicate a 

satisfactory level. When scores exceed 0.90, results begin to suggest that the indicators 

are measuring the same phenomenon, with values exceeding 0.95 determined as 

unsuitable measures (Hair et al., 2016). As Cronbach’s alpha scores ranged from 0.80 

to 0.94, while composite reliability scores ranged from 0.88 to 0.95, strong internal 

consistency was confirmed (see Table 6.3). 

 
6.5.2 Convergent Validity 

The next assessment of the measurement model involves an examination of the validity 

of the construct. Convergent validity, together with discriminant validity, determine that 

the individual items are measuring a consistent concept (Colman, 2015). Convergent 

validity assesses the correlation between items, where constructs with an average 

variance extracted (AVE) greater than 0.50 indicate that the items explain a minimum of 

50% of the construct variance and, as such, convergent validity is evidenced (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2016). The results, shown in Table 6.3, provide evidence of 

convergent validity, with AVEs ranging from 0.57 to 0.83. Additionally, each item within 

the construct needs to provide a significant level of influence to be determined necessary 

in the scale. This information is gleaned from the factor loadings associated with each 

item, with factors loadings greater than 0.70 representing acceptable item performance 

(Hair et al., 2016). The results of factor analysis (conducted through PLS-SEM) 

highlighted that two items did not reach the threshold of 0.70 and these were flagged as 

problematic.  For example,  ENG3 (i.e., I  am  a dedicated brand customer) and COFE3 
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Table 6.3 Psychometric Reflective Measurement Properties 
 

Construct Item Mean (S.D.) Factor (T-Value) C.R. (α) AVE 

Category Involvement 
I find the brand category is very relevant to my life. 

 

CIN1 
 

3.97 (0.85) 
 

0.74 (20.15) 
0.93 (0.92) 0.66 

The brand category is a significant part of my life. CIN2 3.75 (0.95) 0.84 (38.82)   

I am involved with the brand category. CIN3 3.37 (0.97) 0.80 (31.73)   

I think about the brand category a lot. CIN4 3.25 (1.04) 0.84 (41.53)   

The brand category means a lot to me. CIN5 3.42 (1.00) 0.88 (52.22)   

I am interested in the brand category. CIN6 3.77 (0.90) 0.78 (26.54)   

I consider the brand category to be a central part of my life. CIN7 3.20 (1.06) 0.82 (32.22)   

Customer-Brand Engagement 

I am enthusiastic toward the brand. 

 
ENG1 

 
4.26 (0.76) 

 
0.76 (26.66) 

0.91 (0.88) 0.63 

I am passionate about the brand. ENG2 3.83 (0.91) 0.82 (36.01)   

I have a sense of belonging to the brand. ENG4 3.60 (1.03) 0.80 (38.54)   

When dealing with the brand, I am deeply engrossed. ENG5 3.52 (0.94) 0.84 (31.97)   

When interacting with the brand, I concentrate entirely on the brand. ENG6 3.35 (1.03) 0.76 (27.40)   

When involved with the brand, my mind is focused on what is happening. ENG7 3.65 (0.96) 0.76 (24.64)   

Brand Self-Congruity 
This brand reflects who I am. 

 
CON1 

 
3.37 (0.97) 

 
0.88 (42.72) 

0.94 (0.91) 0.79 

This brand image corresponds to my self-image in many respects. CON2 3.39 (0.99) 0.91 (84.68)   

This brand is exactly how I see myself. CON3 3.03 (0.98) 0.90 (69.16)   

This brand is a lot like me. CON4 3.19 (0.97) 0.88 (48.97)   

Brand Community 
I share common values with other brand customers. 

 
COM1 

 
3.59 (0.87) 

 
0.83 (44.40) 

0.92 (0.88) 0.74 

I interact with other members of the brand community. COM2 3.27 (1.07) 0.86 (38.40)   

I consider myself to be part of a community of brand users. COM3 3.28 (1.04) 0.89 (68.50)   

I share common goals with other brand customers. COM4 3.24 (0.95) 0.86 (44.44)   

Brand Interactivity 
The brand allows me to communicate directly with it. 

 
INT1 

 
3.80 (0.97) 

 
0.86 (48.89) 

0.95 (0.94) 0.81 

The brand listens to what I have to say. INT2 3.62 (1.10) 0.92 (88.14)   

There is good two-way communication with the brand. INT3 3.61 (1.14) 0.93 (109.32)   

The brand encourages me to communicate directly with it. INT4 3.71 (1.05) 0.90 (69.28)   

The brand would respond to me quickly and efficiently. INT5 3.81 (1.01) 0.87 (48.96)   
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Construct Item Mean (S.D.) Factor (T-Value) C.R. (α) AVE 

 

Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour (CBCB) 
     

0.57 
Development   0.75 (24.42) 0.90 (0.87) 0.65 
I take photos of myself with the brand and share them with the brand and others. CODE1 2.53 (1.22) 0.71 (19.19)   

I create advertising for the brand and share it with the brand and others. CODE2 2.45 (1.18) 0.83 (38.71)   

I develop new products or services for the brand. CODE3 1.97 (0.94) 0.85 (39.72)   

I create online content about the brand. CODE4 2.22 (1.09) 0.80 (25.96)   

I develop ideas for the brand (e.g., when participating in competitions). CODE5 2.15 (1.11) 0.84 (46.08)   

Feedback 
  

0.73 (19.71) 0.88 (0.82) 0.65 
When I have a positive brand experience, I provide them feedback. COFE1 3.52 (1.12) 0.78 (29.82)   

I provide useful ideas on how to improve the brand. COFE2 2.64 (1.04) 0.85 (34.67)   

If I notice a problem with the brand, I tell an employee, even if it doesn't affect me. COFE4 3.10 (1.05) 0.72 (15.41)   

I tell the brand my ideas for improvement. COFE5 2.66 (1.07) 0.86 (38.44)   

Advocacy 
  

0.78 (36.35) 0.95 (0.93) 0.83 
I recommend the brand to others. COAD1 4.37 (0.69) 0.89 (50.87)   

I say positive things about the brand to others. COAD2 4.40 (0.64) 0.92 (86.46)   

I spread the good word about the brand. COAD3 4.30 (0.75) 0.93 (90.27)   

I encourage my friends and relatives to use the brand. COAD4 4.23 (0.81) 0.90 (57.65)   

Helping 
  

0.77 (27.50) 0.89 (0.81) 0.73 
I help other customers of the brand if they seem to have problems. COHE1 3.22 (0.99) 0.86 (35.24)   

I give advice to other customers about the brand. COHE2 3.32 (0.99) 0.88 (47.59)   

I tell others about new things with the brand. COHE3 3.70 (1.01) 0.83 (39.62)   

Customer Perceived Brand Value 
Overall, the value of this brand to me is high. 

 
VAL1 

 
4.09 (0.75) 

 
0.91 (93.44) 

0.91 (0.80) 0.84 

The benefits of the brand are high. VAL2 4.12 (0.71) 0.92 (56.73)   
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(i.e., When I have a negative experience with the brand, I provide them feedback) both 

exhibited factors loadings of 0.69. On this basis, both items were deleted and the outer 

models were re-evaluated. As internal reliability was improved through their deletion, 

they were excluded from further analysis. 

 
6.5.3 Discriminant Validity 

The final assessment of the reflective measurement models involves examination of 

discriminant validity to ensure there is a suitable level of variation between the constructs 

of measurement and, thus, that they are independent (Hair et al., 1998). Discriminant 

validity assessment confirms that each scale is distinguishable from other scales, while 

still having sufficiently meaningful relationships (MacKenzie et al., 2011). In order to test 

for discriminant validity, Fornell-Larcker’s discriminant validity test is performed, to 

ensure correlations do not exceed the square root of the average variance extracted for 

the constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As shown in Table 6.4, the results demonstrate 

independence of constructs, and in conjunction with convergent validity assessments, 

lend additional support for the validity and reliability of the construct and their measures. 

 
Table 6.4 CBCB Model Discriminant Validity (Fornell-Larcker Criterion) 

ADV CAT COM CON DEV ENG FEED HELP INT VAL 
 

ADV 0.91      

CAT 0.30 0.81    

COM 0.42 0.35 0.86   

CON 0.47 0.41 0.47 0.89  

DEV 0.37 0.36 0.47 0.44 0.81 

ENG 0.58 0.38 0.49 0.64 0.43 0.79     

FEED 0.36 0.24 0.41 0.33 0.52 0.32 0.81    

HELP 0.48 0.28 0.51 0.31 0.43 0.41 0.42 0.85   

INT 0.47 0.25 0.43 0.41 0.33 0.52 0.45 0.27 0.90  

VAL 0.60 0.36 0.49 0.54 0.40 0.58 0.36 0.45 0.50 0.91 

 
 

 
Although these traditional measures of discriminant validity are the most common in 

marketing research, an emerging method of analysis, known as Heterotrait-Monotrait 

(HTMT) ratio of correlations, is gaining momentum as a more accurate indicator (Hair  et 

al., 2016) of discriminant validity. HTMT uses monotrait-heteromethod correlation to 

quantify the relationship between measures of the same construct and hetrerotrait- 

heteromethod correlation to quantify the relationships of measures of different constructs 

(Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015). HTMT can be used as a criterion, whereby values 

of less than 0.85 represent a conservative indication of discriminant validity (Hair et al., 
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2016). Results, see Table 6.5, provide additional confidence in the discriminant nature 

of all first-order constructs. 

 
Table 6.5 CBCB Model Discriminant Validity (HTMT85) 

 

 ADV CAT COM CON DEV ENG FEED HELP INT VAL 

ADV          

CAT 0.33         

COM 0.46 0.39        

CON 0.51 0.44 0.52       

DEV 0.41 0.41 0.53 0.49      

ENG 0.63 0.42 0.55 0.72 0.48     

FEED 0.40 0.27 0.48 0.37 0.60 0.36    

HELP 0.55 0.33 0.60 0.36 0.51 0.48 0.51   

INT 0.50 0.27 0.47 0.44 0.36 0.56 0.50 0.30  

VAL 0.69 0.42 0.58 0.62 0.47 0.69 0.43 0.55 0.58 

 
 

6.5.4 Collinearity Results 

As PLS-SEM modelling is based on OLS regression, it is necessary to assure suitable 

levels of collinearity among the predictor variables (Hair et al., 2016). Accordingly, the 

predictor variables are assessed for critical levels of collinearity, with tolerance levels 

below 0.20 (Inner VIF < 5) deemed acceptable (Hair et al., 2016), see Table 6.6, 

confirming the suitability of the predictor variables for further analysis. 

 
Table 6.6 Collinearity Results (VIF) 

 

 ADV CAT COM CON DEV ENG FEED HELP INT VAL 

ADV          1.39 

CAT    1.00  1.00     

COM 1.47    1.47  1.47 1.47   

CON 1.82  1.71  1.82  1.82 1.82 1.71  

DEV          1.50 

ENG 2.04  1.71  2.04  2.04 2.04 1.71  

FEED          1.49 

HELP          1.50 

INT 1.45    1.45  1.45 1.45   

VAL           

 
 

6.5.5 Common Method Bias 

A final assessment of the quality of measures relates to examination of common method 

bias.  A carefully considered research design,  using a dual mode administration of  the 
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survey with a consistent self-report method, assisted in circumventing common method 

bias (MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012). However, it is necessary to conduct a statistical 

assessment to ensure data is not contaminated by common method bias. Therefore, the 

Harmon’s one factor test was conducted (Igbaria, Zinatelli, Cragg, & Angele, 1997), 

whereby all measurement items were subjected to a single factor analysis, which 

produced 9 factors (i.e., eigenvalues > 1), explaining 71.1% of the total variance. The 

first factor accounted for 10.7% of the total variance and all remaining factors reported 

less than 10%. The results demonstrated that no single factor contributed to the majority 

of the variance (>50%) and, therefore, there was no evidence of common method bias 

in the data. 

 
6.6 Hypotheses Testing 

After establishing the validity and reliability of the outer measurement models, the data 

was ready for hypotheses testing. For the purpose of clarity, Table 6.7 re-iterates the 

hypotheses of this study and the ensuing sections describe the systematic process of 

hypotheses testing. 

 
Table 6.7 Summary of Hypotheses 

H1: The CBCB construct will be represented (reflected) by: 
(a) Co-creation development 
(b) Co-creation feedback 
(c) Co-creation advocacy 
(d) Co-creation helping. 

 

H2: Category involvement will have a significant positive effect on: 

(a) Customer-brand engagement 
(b) Brand self-congruity. 

 

H3: Customer-brand engagement will have a significant positive effect on CBCB. 

H4: Brand self-congruity will have a significant positive effect on CBCB. 

H5: Brand interactivity will positively mediate the relationship between overall CBCB 
and: 

(a) Customer-brand engagement 
(b) Brand self-congruity. 

 

Brand community will positively mediate the relationship between overall CBCB and 

(c) Customer-brand engagement 
(d) Brand self-congruity. 

 

H6: CBCB will have a significant positive effect on customer perceived brand value. 
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6.6.1 Testing Hypothesis One 

In order to address H1, the properties of the second-order reflective construct, CBCB, 

required evaluation to determine if the four first-order reflective factors did, indeed, reflect 

the proposed second-order construct (i.e., CBCB). In order to do this, a two-stage 

approach was adopted which, firstly, involved the computation of latent variable scores 

of the four first-order constructs, estimated without the second-order variable present in 

the model (Amaro & Duarte, 2016; Wilson & Henseler, 2007). These latent variable 

scores are then used, as reflective indicators of the second-order variable, in subsequent 

structural model analysis (i.e., stage two of the process) (Wilson & Henseler, 2007). In 

relation to the first stage, the psychometric properties of the four first-order variables 

have already been reported in the previous section (i.e., evaluation of measure models) 

and these results are depicted in Figure 6.3. 

 

 

 

Figure 6.3 Psychometric Properties of CBCB Second-Order Construct 

 

 

 
In addition, convergent validity and discriminant validity is also established in the 

previous section. In the second stage, it is important to evaluate the second-order 

measurement model in the same manner as was previously done with the first-order 

measurement models. As shown in Figure 6.3, all four indicators of CBCB (i.e., co- 

creation development, feedback, advocacy and helping) exhibited significant factor 

loadings ranging from 0.73 to 0.78, with t-values ranging from 19.71 to 36.35. Further, 
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internal consistency was established via a composite reliability of 0.84 and the AVE, of 

0.57, demonstrated convergent validity (see Figure 6.3). Finally, as all of the first-order 

reflective variables (i.e., those used as reflective indicators of CBCB) discriminated from 

the other structural model variables (see Section 6.5.3), discriminant validity of the 

second-order variable is evidenced. In addition, acceptable levels of collinearity were 

also established in previous analyses (refer Section 6.5.4). On this basis, H1 is fully 

supported. 

 
6.6.2 Testing Hypotheses Two to Six (Direct Effects Only) 

The next step was to assess the structural model in order to test the direct relationships 

hypothesised in this study (H2 – H6). Assessment of the PLS-SEM structural model 

involves a systematic process to determine the models predictive capabilities and the 

relationships between constructs (Hair et al., 2016). 

 
Structural model assessment in PLS-SEM uses heuristics criteria, rather than goodness- 

of-fit (as in CB-SEM). The structural model assessment examines the hypothesised 

model (refer Figure 6.2) through exploration of the path coefficients. Specifically, path 

model analysis establishes a path coefficient between -1 and +1, where results close to 

1 indicate strong relationships and scores closer to 0 indicate weak relationships. 

Generally, standardised coefficients can be interpreted in a consistent manner to 

standardised beta coefficients in the OLS regression, where indicators greater than 0.20 

suggest significant relationships, while scores below 0.10 suggest lack of significance 

(Hair et al., 2016). Path coefficients are assessed relative to other predictor variables, 

thus, the larger the coefficient, the stronger the influence on the endogenous variable 

(Hair et al., 2016). While path coefficients provide useful insight into the relative strength 

of influence, it is necessary to examine the significance of the path coefficients with 

consideration to the standard error, which is obtained by bootstrap analysis in PLS-SEM 

(Hair, Sarstedt, et al., 2014). Bootstrapping is a resampling technique, which measures 

subsamples of the original data to estimate a large number of models (5000) and results 

in obtaining standard error parameters, which is necessary in PLS-SEM as normal 

distribution is not assumed (Hair et al., 2016; Hair, Sarstedt, et al., 2014). Results of 

bootstrapping provide a t-value for assessment, where t-values greater than 1.96 are 

deemed significant, at a 95% confidence level (Field, 2005; Hair et al., 2016). 

 
Hypothesis Two: H2 proposed that category involvement (CAT) would have a significant 

positive effect on (a) customer-brand engagement (ENG) and brand self-congruity 

(CON). As shown in Table 6.8, results indicate that the exogenous variable CAT has a 
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strong significant positive effect on both ENG (0.38, t = 7.00) and CON (0.41, t = 7.64), 

therefore H2(a) and H2(b) are supported. 

 
Table 6.8 Hypotheses Results (Direct Effects) 

Dependent Variable Independent Variable Hypothesis Path t-value R2
 

 

 

Customer Perceived 
Brand Value 

Customer Brand 
Co-Creation Behaviour 

H6 .61 17.56 .37 

Customer Brand Co- Brand Interactivity H5 .18 3.67 .51 
Creation Behaviour Brand Community H5 .34 6.82  

 Customer-Brand Engagement H3 .25 3.99  

 Brand Self-Congruity H4 .13 2.41  

 

Brand Interactivity 
 

Customer-Brand Engagement 
 

H5 
 

.43 
 

6.75 
 

.28 

 Brand Self-Congruity H5 .14 2.30  

 

Brand Community 
 

Customer-Brand Engagement 
 

H5 
 

.32 
 

5.57 
 

.29 

 Brand Self-Congruity H5 .27 4.44  

 

Customer-Brand 
Engagement 

 

Category Involvement 
 

H2a 
 

.39 
 

7.00 
 

.15 

Brand Self-Congruity Category Involvement H2b .41 7.64 .17 
 

Average Variance accounted for in the model = .295 

 

 

 

Hypothesis Three: H3 proposed that customer-brand engagement (ENG) would have a 

significant positive effect on customer brand co-creation behaviour (CBCB). This 

relationship was supported with the path coefficient (0.25) being positive and significant 

(t = 3.99). Thus, as shown in Table 6.8, H3 is also supported. 

 
Hypothesis Four: H4 proposed that brand self-congruity (CON) would have a significant 

positive effect on customer brand co-creation behaviour (CBCB). Results of PLS-SEM 

testing show that the path coefficient is positive at 0.13 and significant (i.e., t = 2.41). 

Therefore, H4 is supported (refer Table 6.8). 

 
Hypothesis Five: H5 related to the mediating effects of brand interactivity (INT) and brand 

community (COM) within the path model. While the results of mediation analysis are 

presented in the next section, it is important to, firstly, establish that the prerequisite 

directs effects were confirmed. As shown in Table 6.8, ENG and CON both have 

significant positive effects on INT and, in turn, INT has a significant positive effect on 

CBCB. Similarly, ENG and CON both have significant positive effects on COM and, in 
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turn, COM has a significant positive effect on CBCB. On this basis, the foundation for 

further mediation analysis, as outlined in Section 6.6.3, is laid. 

 
Hypothesis Six: H6 proposed that customer brand co-creation behaviour (CBCB) would 

have a significant positive effect on customer perceived brand value (VAL). This 

hypothesis was strongly supported with results indicating a path coefficient of 0.61 and 

associated t-value of 17.56. 

 
6.6.3 Testing Mediation Effects: Hypothesis Five 

H5 related to the mediating effects of brand interactivity (INT) and brand community 

(COM) within the overall structural model (as depicted in Figure 6.2). Mediation involves 

the influence of additional variables upon the relationship between the predictor and 

predicted constructs of interest. Mediation occurs when a change in the exogenous 

variable triggers a change in the mediating variable, which subsequently effectuates a 

change in the endogenous variable (Hair et al., 2016). The most common assessment 

of mediation involves the Baron and Kenny (1986) method, as implemented in PLS by 

Preacher and Hayes (2008). While the common Sobel Test has traditionally been 

popular for mediation assessment, it has limitations in PLS-SEM due to requirements of 

large sample sizes and normal distribution (Hair et al., 2016). Therefore, the most 

suitable form of mediation analysis involves bootstrapping the sample of the indirect 

effect (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). However, this simple mediation analysis is not 

appropriate for assessments where there is more than one mediating variable. In such 

situations, multiple mediation analysis is necessary to avoid parameter bias in results 

and involves assessing all mediating effects at one time (Hair et al., 2016; Preacher & 

Hayes, 2008). By analysing the mediators simultaneously in a single model, a more 

complete view of the exogenous variable influence on the endogenous variable is 

apparent, allowing the relative influence to be determined (Hair et al., 2016; Preacher & 

Hayes, 2008). 

 
Multiple mediation begins with the exploration of the significance of the mediation paths. 

Recall, in Section 6.6.2, the direct effects pertaining to the mediators (INT and COM) 

were confirmed. The nature of the mediation is then considered, with the product of the 

direct and indirect effect confirming a complementary partial mediation. Complementary 

mediation refers to the situation when the indirect and direct effect are both significant 

and point in the same direction (Hair et al., 2016). Examination of the direct and indirect 

effects, in relation to H5, confirms partial mediation in all cases, see Table 6.9. On this 

basis, H5 is partially supported. 
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Table 6.9 Indirect Mediation Path Effects 
 

 Path 
coefficient 

T Value P 
Values 

ENG > COM 0.32 5.57 0.00 

ENG > INT 0.43 6.75 0.00 

CON > COM 0.27 4.44 0.00 

CON > INT 0.14 2.30 0.02 

INT > CBCB 0.61 3.67 0.00 

COM > CBCB 0.34 6.82 0.00 

 
 

6.6.4 Overall Model Evaluation 

The previous sections present the results of hypotheses testing, with all hypotheses 

being supported (H1, H2, H3, H4 and H6) and partially supported (H5), the results of 

which are graphically depicted in Figure 6.4. However, it is important to also evaluate the 

hypothesised model, as a whole, to determine its predictive power and relevance. On 

this basis, coefficients of determinations, effect sizes, blindfolding and predictive 

relevance are further discussed. 

 

Figure 6.4 CBCB Model SEM Results 
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6.6.5 Coefficient of Determination (𝑹𝟐) 

Integral to comprehensive model development is the performance of the coefficient of 

determination (𝑅2 value). PLS-SEM adopts the 𝑅2 value to determine the models 

predictive power. That is, the 𝑅2 value indicates how much of the endogenous latent 

variable is explained by the hypothesised exogenous variables (Hair et al., 2016). 𝑅2 

values range from 0 to 1, where 1 represents complete predictive ability and, as such, 

measures close to 1 are desirable (Hair, Sarstedt, et al., 2014). The general rule of thumb 

for the 𝑅2 value is that 0.75, 0.50 and 0.25 are respectively described as substantial, 

moderate and weak in their ability to predict endogenous variables (Hair et al., 2016). 

However, assessment of 𝑅2 values requires critical analysis, as 𝑅2 values can be 

improved simply by increasing the number of indicator variables, without improving the 

overall theoretical and practical offerings of the model (Hair, Sarstedt, et al., 2014). 

Therefore, a balance between strong explanation of indicator variables, with few 

indicators applied, is useful in determining model parsimony (Hair et al., 2016). Results 

of 𝑅2 analysis of the CBCB Model shows moderate performance of the endogenous 

variables of ENG (0.15), CON (0.17), INT (0.28), COM (0.29), CBCB (0.51) and VAL 

(0.37). 

 
 

6.6.6 Effect Size 𝒇𝟐 

In addition to examination of the endogenous 𝑅2 values, it is also necessary to consider 

the change in 𝑅2 when specific exogenous variables are omitted from the analysis, 

known as the 𝑓2 effect size (Hair et al., 2016). Results of 𝑓2 analysis are categorised as 

having a small (0.02), medium (0.15), or large (0.35) effect on the 𝑅2 values, with scores 

of  less  than  0.02  indicating  no  effect  (Hair,  Sarstedt,  et  al.,  2014).  Results  of 

𝑓2 examination support the previously discussed relationships, highlighting the small 

influence of congruity upon CBCB and brand interactivity, see Table 6.10. 

 
Table 6.10 Effect Size 𝒇𝟐 Results 

CAT COM CON ENG INT CBCB VAL 

CAT  0.20 0.17 

COM 0.16 

CON 0.06 0.02 0.02 

ENG 0.09 0.15 0.06 

INT 0.05 

CBCB 0.60 

VAL 
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6.6.7 Blindfolding and Predictive Relevance 𝑸2
 

To determine the models predictive relevance, beyond the 𝑅2, blindfolding is used to 

obtain cross-validated redundancy measures for each variable (Hair et al., 2016). By 

using the predictive sample reuse method, a 𝑄2 score is attained to indicate how well the 

observed variables predict the endogenous variables when the analysis is blindfolded in 

the model estimation (Geisser, 1975; Hair et al., 2016). Blindfolding involves using a 

specified omission distance (D) and then omitting every dth data point from the analysis 

to determine how well the model is reconstructed (Hair et al., 2016). The resulting 𝑄2 

value indicates the predictive relevance when greater than zero and confirms predictive 

accuracy when 𝑄2 scores do not differ substantially from 𝑅2 values (Hair et al., 2016). 

Results of the CBCB Model show all values exceeding zero, thus supporting predictive 

relevance regarding the models endogenous variables, see Table 6.11. 

 
Table 6.11 Predictive Relevance 

𝑸2 
 

COM 0.21 

CON 0.13 

ENG 0.09 

INT 0.22 

CBCB 0.28 

VAL 0.31 

 
 
 

A systematic and thorough examination of hypotheses and overall model results 

provides empirical confidence in the performance of the CBCB Model. The following 

summary of hypotheses, see Table 6.12, presents the final results. 
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Table 6.12 Summary of Hypotheses Testing 

Hypothesis Result 
 

 

H1: The CBCB construct will be represented (reflected) by: 

(a) Co-creation development 
(b) Co-creation feedback 
(c) Co-creation advocacy 
(d) Co-creation helping. 

 
Supported 
Supported 
Supported 
Supported 

 

H2: Category involvement will have a significant positive effect on: 

(a) Customer-brand engagement 
(b) Brand self-congruity. 

 
Supported 
Supported 

 

H3: Customer-brand engagement will have a significant positive 
effect on CBCB. 

Supported 

 

H4: Brand self-congruity will have a significant positive effect on 
CBCB. 

Supported 

 

H5: Brand interactivity will positively mediate the relationship 
between overall CBCB and: 

(a) Customer-brand engagement 
(b) Brand self-congruity. 

 

 
Partially Supported 
Partially Supported 

 

Brand community will positively mediate the relationship 
between overall CBCB and 

(c) Customer-brand engagement 
(d) Brand self-congruity. 

 

 
Partially Supported 
Partially Supported 

 

H6: CBCB will have a significant positive effect on customer Supported 
  perceived brand value.  

 

 
 

6.7 Supplementary Analysis 

Recall in Section 6.2, which outlines the demographic characteristics of the sample, the 

skewed nature of gender was flagged for further investigation. While not forming the 

basis of any hypothesis, it was deemed appropriate to further examine if, indeed, gender 

had a significant impact on the structural model. Therefore, two groups were formed from 

the overall sample with females comprising the first group (n = 235) and males 

comprising the second group (n = 84), prior to conducting multi-group analysis. Please 

note, seven cases were excluded, at this point, as these respondents did not disclose 

their gender. 

 
Investigation of the group effect first begins with a comparison of the CBCB Model path 

results, before more formal multigroup analysis is explored. The preceding sections have 

detailed the results of the overall sample in relation to the CBCB Model and the 

hypothesised relationships. A rigorous analysis is now conducted to explore the path 

model results between the male and female response cases, see Table 6.13. The 

analysis first involves a visual inspection of the CBCB Model results between the groups, 
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before assurances of measurement invariance are established and multigroup 

assessment is performed. 

 
Table 6.13 Supplementary CBCB Model Group Results (Male and Female) 

 

Dependent Variable Independent Variable Path t-value Path 
Performance 

Male Response Group (n=84) 

Customer Perceived Customer Brand .62 14.46 Supported 
Brand Value Co-Creation Behaviour    

Customer Brand Co- Brand Interactivity .17 1.62 Not Supported* 
Creation Behaviour Brand Community .22 2.18 Supported 

 Customer-Brand Engagement .42 3.29 Supported 
 Brand Self-Congruity .08 0.16 Not Supported* 

 

Brand Interactivity 
 

Customer-Brand Engagement 
 

.38 
 

3.08 
 

Supported 
 Brand Self-Congruity .06 0.50 Not Supported* 

 

Brand Community 
 

Customer-Brand Engagement 
 

.38 
 

3.25 
 

Supported 
 Brand Self-Congruity .25 2.44 Supported 

 

Customer-Brand 
 

Category Involvement 
 

.48 
 

4.16 
 

Supported 
Engagement     

Brand Self-Congruity Category Involvement .25 2.44 Supported 
 

Female Response Group (n=235) 

Customer Perceived Customer Brand .61 17.56 Supported 
Brand Value Co-Creation Behaviour    

Customer Brand Co- Brand Interactivity .15 2.71 Supported 
Creation Behaviour Brand Community .37 6.49 Supported 

 Customer-Brand Engagement .35 2.68 Supported 
 Brand Self-Congruity .33 3.07 Supported 

 

Brand Interactivity 
 

Customer-Brand Engagement 
 

.40 
 

5.38 
 

Supported 
 Brand Self-Congruity .20 2.84 Supported 

 

Brand Community 
 

Customer-Brand Engagement 
 

.24 
 

4.16 
 

Supported 
 Brand Self-Congruity .28 3.85 Supported 

 

Customer-Brand 
 

Category Involvement 
 

.34 
 

5.51 
 

Supported 
Engagement     

Brand Self-Congruity Category Involvement .41 7.26 Supported 
 

*Indicates a variation in path performance 

 
 

 

Examination of the path results indicate consistently significant relationships for majority 

of the path relationships (H2, H3, H5 partially, and H6) between the male and female 

sample. Notably, the relationship between brand self-congruity and customer brand co- 
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creation behaviour (H3) is not significant in the male sample, while remaining significant 

in the female group. Further, the influence of brand self-congruity upon brand interactivity 

(H5), and the relationship between interactivity and customer brand co-creation 

behaviour (H5), both demonstrate a non-significant result for the male sample, in contrast 

to a significant result for the female, as visually depicted in Figure 6.5 and 6.6. 

 
 

Figure 6.5 Male CBCB Model SEM Results 

 
 

 
Comparison of the male and female CBCB Model results identifies a strong difference in 

the behaviour of brand self-congruity between the groups, as demonstrated by the non- 

significant performance for most of the related hypotheses. The smaller size of the male 

sample (although meeting PLS requirements) will weaken path relationships. However, 

the change in the relative performance of congruity is identified for further investigation. 

Additionally, with the decrease in the relative influence of congruity, there is a notable 

increase in the relative influence of engagement for the male sample, in comparison to 

the female sample. This initial examination highlights some potential variance between 

the groups, requiring further formal multigroup analysis to determine the significance of 

the effect. 
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Figure 6.6 Female CBCB Model SEM Results 

 
 

 
6.7.1 Measurement Invariance 

Given the variation identified in the visual inspection of model results between groups, it 

is next useful to consider the influence of measurement invariance to assure that the 

same construct is measured and interpreted consistently between the two groups 

(Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2016). Measurement equivalence must be established 

between groups prior to multigroup analysis or potential measurement error may be 

perpetuated (Hair et al., 2016). Measurement invariance is most accurately established 

in PLS by conducting an assessment of measurement invariance of composite models 

(MICOM) as detailed by Henseler et al. (2016). The CBCB Model is a common factor 

model, represented by reflective measures. However, all varianced-based SEM analysis 

involves the creation of proxy indicator variables, known as composites, which require a 

unique process of assessment for measurement invariance (Henseler et al., 2016). A 

two-stage assessment begins with examination of the configural invariance, which 

involves a qualitative assessment to ensure that identical indicators were used between 

the groups, and further than the data treatment and algorithm settings were applied 

consistently (Hair et al., 2016). A thorough investigation of the dimensions of configural 

invariance is conducted, confirming configural invariance for the CBCB Model. 
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Compositional invariance is next assessed, noting the fixed indicator weights for all 

variables across both male and female samples. Therefore, compositional invariance is 

assured by design. Additionally, compositional invariance is confirmed by statistically 

analysis, using the non-parametric permutation test (Henseler et al., 2016), see Table 

6.14. Non-significant performance of composite factors confirms the compositional 

invariance between male and female groups. 

 
Table 6.14 Permutation Compositional Variance Results 

 

 Original 
Correlation 

Correlation 
Permutation 

Mean 

5.0% Permutation 
p-Values 

CAT 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.58 

COM 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 

CON 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.19 

ENG 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.14 

INT 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.64 

CBCB 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.26 

VAL 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.58 

 

 

Examination of the configural and compositional invariance measures provides evidence 

of partial measurement invariance, which is sufficient evidence of model equivalence to 

conduct multigroup analysis without significant concerns for measurement error (Hair et 

al., 2016), see Table 6.15. 

 

Table 6.15 Measurement Invariance 

Variable Configural 
Invariance 

 
 

Compositional 
Invariance 

 

 

Category Involvement Supported Supported 

Brand Community Supported Supported 

Brand Self-Congruity Supported Supported 

Customer-Brand Engagement Supported Supported 

Brand Interactivity Supported Supported 

Customer Brand Co-Creation Behaviour         Supported Supported 

Customer Perceived Brand Value Supported Supported 
 

 

 
 

6.7.2 Multigroup Analysis 

Various forms of multigroup analysis are available, with the parametric approach being 

the most common and producing the most liberal results of significance (Sarstedt, 

Henseler, & Ringle, 2011). However, the parametric approach requires assumptions  of 
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normality to be met, therefore, conflicting with PLS-SEM data requirements (Hair et al., 

2016). Permutation addresses the non-parametric issues, yet requires data groups to be 

of similar sizes for multigroup analysis (Hair et al., 2016), so was also inappropriate in 

this case. However, PLS Multi Group Analysis (PLS-MGA) is an effective analytical 

approach, which accommodates non-normal data and uneven group sizes, the latter of 

which is of particular concern here. PLS-MGA analyses group subsamples using 

bootstrap analysis and then applies the results to assess the robustness of the group 

parameters with the observed distributions (Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009; 

Sarstedt et al., 2011). 

 
The previous visual inspection and measurement invariance analysis highlight some 

overall differences between the groups which are now examined using PLS-MGA to 

determine if these variations are significantly different between the groups (i.e., p-values 

<0.05 or >0.95), see Table 6.16. 

 
 

Overall, the model shows nonsignificant differences for all path relationships between 

male and female groups, with the exception of the influence of customer-brand 

engagement upon co-creation behaviour. This result contrasts somewhat with previous 

analysis, with brand self-congruity not demonstrating a significant difference. However, 

 
Table 6.16 CBCB Model Multigroup Analysis (Male/Female) 

 

 Path Coefficient differences 

(Female - Male) 

p-Value 

(Female vs Male) 
CAT > CON 0.04 0.38 

CAT > ENG 0.14 0.86 

COM > CBCB 0.15 0.09 

CON > COM 0.03 0.42 

CON > INT 0.14 0.17 

CON > CBCB 0.18 0.08 

ENG > COM 0.10 0.77 

ENG > INT 0.02 0.45 

ENG > CBCB 0.24 0.95 

INT > CBCB 0.02 0.58 

CBCB > VAL 0.07 0.19 

 

 

variation in the performance of congruity may influence the relative effect of engagement 

in the CBCB Model, which is highlighted for further discussion in Chapter Seven. 
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6.8 Summary of Results 

The preceding analysis demonstrates a robust assessment of the overall CBCB Model 

and the related hypotheses. Overall, the rigorous analysis of the CBCB Model 

measurements and structural relationships, demonstrates a strong CBCB construct and 

robust CBCB Model which provides new evidence of the antecedents and consequence 

of CBCB, as demonstrated in the Figure 6.7 (reproduced here). 

 
 

 

Figure 6.7 CBCB Model SEM Results 

 

 

 
6.9 Conclusion 

Chapter Six first detailed the results of questionnaire administration, with 326 surveys 

completed for analysis. The final data represented a mix of respondents across brand 

types in goods and services, allowing assessment of the CBCB Model in a diverse brand 

context. PLS-SEM analysis was adopted for its ability to assess complex models without 

onerous sample size requirements. The systematic PLS-SEM procedure developed by 

Hair et al. (2016) was adopted, where the first stages involved specifying the structural 

and measurement models and confirming the appropriateness of data collection. Next, 

the reflective measurement models were then assessed and refined to ensure the 

integrity of measurement scales, confirming the first hypothesis, of the four-dimensional 

conceptualisation of customer brand co-creation behaviour. Following, the assessment 

of the structural model was conducted to examine the hypothesised path  relationships, 
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supporting the CBCB Model, and demonstrating overall support for the related 

hypotheses. Finally, the chapter concluded with a supplementary analysis, to address 

concerns for the skew to female respondents in the sample profile. Results of 

supplementary analysis provide additional insight to the applicability of CBCB across 

gender types, for exploration. 

 
This chapter has presented the results of a robust analysis and confirmed the quality of 

construct measurement, and the soundness of the CBCB Model and related hypotheses. 

The results of analysis are next discussed in Chapter Seven, where the findings will be 

interpreted and explored. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 

7.0 Introduction 

The increasing presence of the active customer has been discussed as an emerging 

force in the contemporary branding and marketing environment (Ind, 2014; Merz et al., 

2009). With this revolutionary shift, there comes a need to understand the nature of 

consumer activism and the resultant implications for the brand. While there is a growing 

body of research exploring implications for organisational value (Payne et al., 2009; 

Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013), consideration of the 

implications for those customers participating in co-creation is under-researched. 

Therefore, the research objective of this study was centred around understanding the 

customer perspective of participation in brand co-creation behaviour. In particular, the 

research sought to ascertain the nature of customer brand co-creation behaviour and to 

operationalise the concept, before then considering the driving forces and consequence 

of CBCB. On this basis, and with application from related theory, the CBCB concept was 

articulated and the CBCB Model was developed. 

 
Results, presented in Chapter Six, indicate empirical support for both the CBCB concept 

and model and, therefore, lead to this discussion of the interpretation of results. While all 

stages of research are important, the interpretation of the results into findings which have 

meaning for both theory and practice, is critical to the success of the research (Balnaves 

& Caputi, 2001). This chapter, therefore, examines the results and makes valid 

interpretations which lead to important theoretical and managerial implications and future 

research. 

 
7.1 CBCB Construct 

The first research question in this study related to the nature of the co-creation construct. 

Therefore, the co-creation construct was conceptualised and operationalised as a critical 

priority, in previous chapters. The current state of co-creation knowledge emerges from 

the service-dominant logic perspective of the market (Vargo & Lusch, 2004) which 

highlights the active role of the customer (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Yet, the concept of 

value co-creation is considered in a relatively abstract fashion and, as such, the notion 

of brand co-creation is not explicitly detailed (Ballantyne et al., 2011; Grönroos, 2008, 

2011). When building broad general theory, an abstract view of co-creation is suitable 

(Brodie, Saren, et al., 2011). However, when the co-creation principles are applied at a 
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less abstract level of branding, further articulation is required to enable progress. This 

research contributes to the domain by offering a detailed conceptualisation of the nature 

of CBCB and a thorough operationalisation of the concept as a four-dimensional 

construct, which is empirically verified in the customer brand context. 

 
7.1.1 Nature of CBCB 

The co-creation concept developed in this research builds from the managerial process 

view of the co-creation network (Hatch & Schultz, 2010; Helm & Jones, 2010; Payne et 

al., 2008; Wong et al., 2016). However, a major difference in this study, is that the nature 

of co-creation is approached from an individual perspective, that of the customer. While 

some initial measurement and dimensionality of co-creation is established (Yi & Gong, 

2013), the discussions around an overarching definition and clear articulation of co- 

creation is underdeveloped. As such, conceptual clarity is lacking. In this study CBCB is 

explicitly developed and defined from an application and extension of co-creation 

research (France et al., 2015; Ind et al., 2012; Ind et al., 2013; Pongsakornrungsilp & 

Schroeder, 2011; Roser et al., 2013; Yi & Gong, 2013; Zwass, 2010). As a result, 

customer brand co-creation behaviour is defined as the voluntary, active and interactive 

customer actions associated with the customer-brand relationship. This 

conceptualisation provides a clear articulation of CBCB, explaining the nature of the 

concept and, additionally, noting the important characteristics. The customer context is 

highlighted, rather than a broader co-creation perspective, which allows precision in the 

conceptualisation. 

 
By viewing the co-creation concept through the behavioural customer lens the active, 

participatory, voluntary, interactive and relational influences are emphasised as 

significant to the CBCB concept. A critical distinction in the CBCB concept is the 

behavioural nature. CBCB is distinguished from the psychological state and is 

conceptualised as a purely behavioural phenomenon (France et al., 2015). The 

characteristics of CBCB reflect service-dominant logic in the participatory nature of co- 

creation behaviour, whereby value is co-created with the customer and not solely 

controlled by the brand (Ballantyne et al., 2011; Grönroos, 2008; Ind et al., 2012; 

Pongsakornrungsilp & Schroeder, 2011; Roser et al., 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2004; 

Zwass, 2010). Further, the definition specifies that participation must be active. CBCB 

emphasises the deliberate effort exerted by the customer in co-creating the brand. This 

is an important distinction, differentiating co-creation from passive behaviours which 

have no inherent influence on the brand, such as tolerating bad service, as an example. 

Active behaviours involve a direct customer  effort  which has potential to influence  the 
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brand. While active nature is recognised in some co-creation discussions (Hoyer et al., 

2010; Ind et al., 2013; Minkiewicz et al., 2014), it is not widely acknowledged. Yet, the 

active nature of CBCB is an important parameter in the conceptualisation worthy of 

highlighting. 

 
Active participation creates a reciprocal exchange between the co-creator and the brand 

(Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2004), drawing attention to the interaction of 

the players involved. It is broadly accepted that co-creation is interactive by nature, as 

‘co’ alludes to the joint or mutual essence of the concept. However, with the exception of 

a few studies (France et al., 2015; Grönroos & Voima, 2013), the direct or indirect nature 

of the interaction is less commonly considered. This research recognises that the 

interaction may involve direct or indirect co-creation. Thus, the customer may co-create 

directly with the brand, for instance, by providing direct feedback to the brand. On the 

other hand, the customer may indirectly involve the brand in co-creation by 

recommending the brand to others, as an example. In this latter case, the brand is not 

directly interacting in co-creation but is indirectly involved when the customer 

recommends the brand. Thus, CBCB highlights that the customer and the brand are 

always interacting (whether directly or indirectly) in the customer brand co-creation 

exchange. 

 
A further characteristic which is emphasised in the CBCB definition, is that co-creation 

can be initiated by the brand or the customer, although the co-creating customer always 

volunteers. However, co-creation is not a requirement of brand consumption because 

the customer decides whether or not to participate. Thus, brand co-creation is 

distinguished from brand participation, where the customer is required to participate to 

successful purchase or consume the brand. Therefore, the voluntary nature becomes 

critical to the co-creation conceptualisation in this study. While there are interpretations 

of co-creation within the literature which incorporate brand participation (Grönroos &  

Voima, 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2008), the view of this study aligns with the voluntary 

nature of participation which increasingly recognised in the customer co-creation context 

(Groth, 2005; Ind et al., 2013; van Doorn et al., 2010). 

 
A final noteworthy characteristic of the CBCB concept is the relational emphasis. This 

idea builds from the assertion that all interaction with the brand has potential to influence 

the brand relationship (Payne & Frow, 2005; Payne et al., 2009). Thus, the co-creation 

experience provides a new perspective in the relationship between the customer and the 

brand. Therefore, the CBCB concept accentuates that co-creation does not just involve 
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adjustment to the brand but, additionally, can involve adjustment to customer perceptions 

and the customer-brand relationship. 

 
Overall, a comprehensive articulation of the nature of CBCB is detailed as the as the 

voluntary, active and interactive customer actions associated with the customer-brand 

relationship. A significant contribution lies in bringing together characteristics from 

existing research to form a thorough understanding of the nature of CBCB which is 

empirically supported in a network of theoretically meaningful relationships. 

 
7.1.2 Dimensionality of CBCB 

The aforementioned characteristics of CBCB provide important parameters for the 

operationalisation of the construct. The active, voluntary and interactive nature of 

participation in co-creation within the customer-brand relationship context provides 

criterion for the dimensions of CBCB. In this study, the existing empirically verified value 

co-creation dimensionality of Yi and Gong (2013) was evaluated against the CBCB 

criteria. Three, of the proposed four, dimensions of co-creation were deemed to align 

with the nature of CBCB. However, the fourth dimension of tolerance, does not fulfil the 

active requirements of the CBCB concept and, as such, was removed. Therefore, three 

dimensions (i.e., feedback, advocacy and helping) were applied in the CBCB concept. 

Additionally, a fourth dimension of development was proposed. As one of the most 

commonly discussed forms of co-creation (Hoyer et al., 2010; Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 

2010b; Thompson & Malaviya, 2013), development involves the voluntary generation of 

new ideas and resources for the brand, which aligns theoretically to the characteristics 

of CBCB. 

 
The four dimensions encapsulate a broad mix of active customer behaviours which co- 

create the brand. For example, more active customers might develop new product 

innovations or create a new advertisement for the brand. Additionally, customers may be 

involved in the provision of solicited or unsolicited evaluations of brand experiences, by 

way of feedback behaviour (Celuch et al., 2015; Yi & Gong, 2013). Some customers may 

co-create by voluntarily mentioning how good the brand is to a friend, as a form of 

advocacy. Further, a customer might help a fellow customer by providing product usage 

advice via social media. There are many different ways in which the customer is able to 

co-create and, in all cases, the behaviours align to the nature of the overall CBCB 

concept and can be classified against a dimension of CBCB. 
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Empirical evidence supports the operationalisation of CBCB as a valid construct with four 

valid dimensions (see Figure 7.1). A series of tests confirm strong reliability and construct 

validity, while the nomological network provides additional support to the nature of the 

construct by situating CBCB within a valid network of relationships which confirm the 

underlying meaning of CBCB. Further, results show that each dimension maintains 

independence to the other dimensions, while demonstrating a significant relationship 

between the dimensions to support the overall CBCB construct. All dimensions provide 

a strong contribution to the overall CBCB concept, with factor loadings showing co- 

creation advocacy to be most influential, explaining 36% of the total variance of the 

CBCB concept. Co-creation helping and development explained 27% and 24% 

respectively, and feedback explained 19% of the CBCB concept. The strong contribution 

of each dimension, along with the sound performance of reliability, provides confidence 

in the quality of the items in measuring a consistent and representative concept of CBCB. 

 
 

 

Figure 7.1 CBCB Construct Dimensionality 

Source: Developed for this research. 

 
 

 
The results demonstrate strong support for the operationalisation of the CBCB concept, 

as a purely behavioural concept, which is a refined contribution of this study. Further, 

three of the dimensions proposed by Yi and Gong (2013) are substantiated as valid 

dimensions of CBCB and the additional dimension of development is also supported. 

The four-dimensional view of CBCB broadens the scope of the concept to incorporate a 

wide variety of behaviours, which relate to the requirements of CBCB. This research 

refines the CBCB concept, operationalising the four-dimensional view in the customer- 

brand context. 



Brand Co-Creation: Exploring Active Customer Participation 

132 Chapter Seven: Discussion 

 

 

 
 

Few known studies consider both the definitional nature of the co-creation concept and 

its dimensionality. This research addresses both issues, providing a clear and detailed 

understanding of CBCB. The CBCB construct is then placed in a network of relationships 

which precede and follow CBCB, demonstrating support for the underlying meaning of 

the concept. This refined conceptualisation and operationalisation is applicable at a 

broad brand level and adaptable to diverse brand types. Overall, the CBCB construct 

provides confidence in the research findings of this study and, additionally, provides a 

clear concept to support future research in this area. 

 
7.2 CBCB Model 

After establishing a clear understanding of the CBCB concept, the research progressed 

the development of the CBCB Model. The CBCB Model addresses research questions 

two and three by detailing both the antecedents and consequence of CBCB. The results 

of analysis provide empirical validation of the CBCB Model. In order to facilitate 

understanding of the overall model findings, the model is discussed in stages, see Figure 

7.2. Firstly, the customer-level antecedents are discussed, which includes category 

involvement, customer-brand engagement and brand self-congruity. Next, the brand- 

level antecedents of brand interactivity and brand community are discussed as enablers 

of CBCB. Finally, the consequence of CBCB is considered with empirical support 

showing the co-creation of brand value. 

 
 

Figure 7.2 CBCB Model Stages 

Source: Developed for this research. 
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7.2.1 Customer-Level Antecedents 

The CBCB Model identifies customer-level antecedents of co-creation which can be 

separated into two groups, category and relational drivers. At the fundamental level, the 

CBCB Model argues that the customer’s interest is first piqued in the brand category. 

The category level involvement then leads to customer-brand relational variables which 

drive CBCB. The discussion following considers this progression as the impetus for co- 

creation. 

 
Category involvement is introduced as a catalyst to engagement and congruity, as a 

result of the heightened interest the consumer has within the category. Established 

research shows that category involvement leads customers to behave differently 

(Bowden, 2009; Dwivedi, 2015; O'Cass, 2004; Warrington & Shim, 2000) and form 

stronger relationships with brands in the category (Fetscherin et al., 2014; Kressmann et 

al., 2006). Along these lines, the CBCB Model contextualises category involvement in a 

new environment, that of co-creation, introducing category involvement as an indirect 

antecedent to co-creation. 

 
In contrast to earlier conceptual co-creation research which supports category 

involvement as a direct driver of co-creation (France et al., 2015), the findings of this 

study support the theoretical reasoning that category interest triggers brand 

relationships, before activation of co-creation behaviour occurs. Results of CBCB Model 

examination provide empirical support for the influence of category involvement, initiating 

the customer’s deep connection with specific brands within the category. While 

involvement is connected with brand relationship literature, the specific identification of 

category involvement as an antecedent of influence is surprisingly understated in the co- 

creation context. 

 
The indirect influence of category involvement is a new and important acknowledgment 

within the CBCB Model. While category involvement does not, in itself, drive co-creation 

behaviour, evoking a customer’s interest in the category stimulates a flow-on effect with 

positive outcomes for both the customer and the brand. Therefore, these findings bring 

attention to category involvement as a highly important variable in the CBCB context. 

Furthermore, beyond the indirect influence of category involvement, the findings of this 

study empirically verify the direct influence as an antecedent to brand relational drivers, 

in particular customer-brand engagement and brand self-congruity. 
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The CBCB Model supports the influence of engagement upon co-creation, which is 

consistent to the emerging literature where the psychological state of engagement is 

entwined with the behavioural elements of co-creation (Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 2011; 

Dessart et al., 2016; Dwivedi, 2015; Hollebeek, 2011a, 2011b; Hollebeek et al., 2014; 

Patterson et al., 2006). However, the precise nature of the relationship between the two 

variables is still uncertain (France et al., 2015). The CBCB Model offers a new 

perspective in this regard, acknowledging the strong relationship between engagement 

and co-creation behaviour but highlighting that co-creation is a behavioural concept, 

distinct to engagement (France et al., 2015). Previous empirical research has identified 

a behavioural component of engagement (Dwivedi, 2015; Hollebeek et al., 2014), which 

is interpreted in some instances as co-creation behaviour (Fernandes & Remelhe, 2016; 

Groeger, Moroko, & Hollebeek, 2016; Leckie et al., 2016). However, the behavioural 

dimensions of engagement relate more closely with brand usage (Dwivedi, 2015; 

Hollebeek et al., 2014), rather than the voluntary active types of co-creation discussed 

in this research. Thus, the findings here do not contradict the emerging empirical 

research, but rather clarify the distinction between the two concepts. In separating these 

concepts, the model highlights a critical finding, that not all engaged customers will co- 

create in all instances. However, engagement is identified as a necessary precondition 

for CBCB. Therefore, the theoretical relationship in the CBCB Model enhances 

understanding of co-creation behaviour and, additionally, offers a refined distinction 

between customer-brand engagement and co-creation. 

 
Furthermore, the CBCB Model demonstrates the significant influence of engagement on 

the customer’s propensity to co-create. When the customer is emotionally passionate 

about the brand and immersed deeply in brand experiences, they are more likely to 

participate in co-creation behaviour. In this regard, the model has strong alignment with 

existing research, which purports the influence of engagement upon customer behaviour 

(Dessart et al., 2016; Hollebeek et al., 2014; Leckie et al., 2016). While existing research 

links engagement with various co-creation behaviours relating to development (Brodie, 

Hollebeek, et al., 2011; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a), feedback (Bijmolt et al., 2010; 

van Doorn et al., 2010), advocacy (Bolton, 2011; Dwivedi, 2015; Vivek et al., 2012) and 

helping (Black et al., 2014), the CBCB Model brings these behaviours together to 

demonstrate the overall effect of engagement in the broader CBCB context. Therefore, 

this study clearly differentiates engagement from co-creation and, in doing so, highlights 

the very powerful role engagement has in driving overall CBCB. 
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The findings of this study also support a second brand relational antecedent, brand self- 

congruity. Results indicate that a customer who perceives alignment between their self- 

image and the image of the brand will be more likely to actively participate in voluntary 

co-creation behaviours for the brand. The results support previous conceptualisations, 

showing that customers who identify with brands are motivated to co-create to express 

and maintain their self-image (Dretsch & Kirmani, 2014; Escalas & Bettman, 2005; 

France et al., 2015; Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013; Ind et al., 2012; Ind et al., 2013; 

Shamim & Ghazali, 2014). While results indicate that congruity has less of an influence 

than engagement upon CBCB, the customer’s level of identification with the brand still 

has a strong significant influence and, therefore, is a valuable antecedent to CBCB. The 

empirical results of this study provide new evidence of the importance of brand self- 

congruity to behavioural activation in the customer brand co-creation context. 

 
Overall, the findings of this study support the notion that brand relational drivers will be 

influential in the activation of co-creation behaviour. These results go beyond the 

acknowledgement of particular variables and add a new relational emphasis to the co- 

creation literature. Therefore, while some similarities can be drawn to the existing 

literature, a new insight is offered by the CBCB Model, with co-creation behaviour being 

driven by relational factors, rather than solely linked to engagement. The separation of 

engagement and co-creation, and the addition of congruity as a driving force to CBCB, 

clarifies the nature of these concepts and exemplifies that at least two customer-brand 

relationship influences are drivers of CBCB. 

 
7.2.2 Brand-Level Antecedents 

Beyond the customer-level drivers, the findings of this study demonstrate that a range of 

brand-level antecedents play an enabling role in driving co-creation behaviour. Two 

particular variables, brand interactivity and brand community, provide a platform for 

consumers to participate in co-creation behaviour. 

 
Results of CBCB Model assessment support the growing notion that brand 

communities influence active customer participation (Cova & Pace, 2006; Dessart et 

al., 2016; Jaakkola & Alexander, 2014). Indeed, the nature of brand community 

participation involves active environments (Muñiz & O’Guinn, 2001). Along similar lines, 

brand community membership is shown to influence customer co-creation. However, this 

research took a different approach to the measurement of community. Many studies 

assume brand community membership as part of an online social media network 

(Baldus, Voorhees, & Calantone, 2015; Dessart et al., 2016; Shao et al., 2015), thus,  if 
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a customer ‘likes’ a particular brand on Facebook, they are part of that community. Yet, 

this study takes more of a relational approach to community, where a customer identifies 

as a member of a shared and like-minded brand community. In this relational 

environment, community is supported as a valid enabler of CBCB. This study shows that 

when customers perceive themselves to be a part of a valuable brand community, they 

are more likely to participate in a range of co-creation behaviours. 

 
Findings support a second brand-level antecedent of co-creation, brand interactivity. 

The brands technical facilitation of interaction and their demonstration of a genuine 

desire for connectedness (France et al., 2016) encourages, and enables, the customer 

to co-create (France et al., 2015). Existing interactivity research deals mostly with 

technical facilitation (Deighton & Kornfeld, 2009; Wirtz et al., 2013), but, additionally as 

shown here, the authentic desire for interaction (Ilicic & Webster, 2014) has an influence 

on the customer’s perception of brand interactivity. This is a novel concept, bringing 

together the technical and relational influences of interactivity to highlight their role in the 

CBCB context. These new findings identify that the brand plays an influential role as an 

enabler of co-creation, encouraging customer participation and providing the means by 

which to participate in co-creation behaviour. 

 
Thus, a range of brand-level relational antecedents are identified as facilitating customer 

participation in co-creation by providing increased opportunity to participate and 

increased encouragement. While previous co-creation research has suggested that 

brands may offer incentives and rewards to increase co-creation participation (Black et 

al., 2014; Jaakkola & Alexander, 2014; Kumar et al., 2010; Yi & Gong, 2013), this study 

identifies a range of relational influences and interactions between the customer, the firm 

and the community which will drive customers to actively co-create. The identification of 

the brand-level antecedents highlights an implied element of co-creation, that co-creation 

does not occur in isolation. Rather, co-creation behaviour is influenced by a range of 

relationships including the customer, the brand and the community. Measurement of this 

phenomenon is an important offering of the holistic CBCB Model. 

 
7.2.3 Brand Value Consequence 

The final stage of the CBCB Model addresses the consequence of customer brand co- 

creation behaviour for those customers who co-create. An abundance of co-creation 

literature is built upon the assumption that co-creation leads to enhanced value for the 

brand (Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 2011; Grönroos, 2008; Kumar et al., 2010; Ramaswamy 

& Ozcan, 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008). In a consistent manner, the findings of the 
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CBCB Model assessment provide empirical support of the direct positive influence of co- 

creation behaviour on customer perceived brand value. The model measures the impact 

of co-creation behaviour upon the “customer’s overall assessment of the utility of a 

product based on perceptions of what is received and what is given” (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 

14). Previously, value has been explored in relation to the value for the firm (Kumar et 

al., 2010; Merz et al., 2009; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Vernette 

& Hamdi-Kidar, 2013). However, the findings of this study differ in that they offer a 

customer-centric perspective, demonstrating an increase in brand value perceptions for 

the customer who co-creates. This new empirical evidence supports the existing thought 

in the domain, that co-creation behaviour provides enhanced value. However, the 

findings relate to the consequence for the co-creating customer rather than the firm, and 

as such, add a valuable new perspective to understanding value co-creation. 

 
7.3 Supplementary Gender Effects in the CBCB Model 

The findings of the supplementary analysis provide some indication of variation in the 

performance of the CBCB Model between gender groups. Investigation of a gender 

influence is uncommon in the co-creation and brand relationship domains, despite the 

potential influence gender may have on consumer behaviour (Das, 2014; Lee, Workman, 

& Jung, 2016). Research indicates that women are more likely to pass along information 

about a deal and are more likely to adopt technologies (Crosby & Darroch, 2014), which 

may facilitate co-creation. However, no known empirical co-creation studies identify any 

influence from gender. Gender is shown to influence the nature of the brands in which 

customers perceive congruity (Dolich, 1969) and may also influence customer buying 

behaviour (Das, 2014). Yet, gender is shown to have no influence on the customer’s 

propensity to engage with brands (Flynn, Goldsmith, & Korzenny, 2011; Goldsmith, 

Flynn, & Clark, 2011; Lee et al., 2016). Overall, investigation of gender effects is limited 

in the brand-relationship context, with mixed findings. In the co-creation context, there 

appears to be no known research on gender influence. Therefore, further examination of 

the gender influence may be valuable. 

 
The findings of this study, firstly confirm the consistent measurement and interpretation 

of the concepts between the gender groups. Secondly, the results of CBCB Model 

assessment between gender groups identified some inconsistencies. The female sample 

results were consistent with the full mixed-gender sample performance. Given the heavy 

weight of the female group in the overall findings, this result is not surprising. The 

examination of the CBCB Model with the male sample identified weaker pathways 

overall, which is expected given the reduced sample size. However, in addition to these 
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anticipated results from the uneven sample sizes, some additional variation in model 

performance was noted. Two particular variables, brand self-congruity and customer- 

brand engagement, demonstrated inconsistencies in the male sample. Brand self- 

congruity had a non-significant influence as a direct and indirect driver of co-creation 

behaviour, minimising the mediating significance of brand interactivity. Additionally, 

customer-brand engagement performed more strongly within the model for the male 

sample. Findings, therefore, demonstrate some variation in the performance of the 

CBCB Model between the male and female groups. 

 
A final examination of the group variation involved statistical multigroup analysis. The 

findings revealed no significant difference in the performance of brand self-congruity 

between the male and female groups. However, there was a significantly increased 

influence of engagement upon co-creation for the male sample. These findings allude to 

two potential scenarios. Firstly, the minimised effect of congruity in the male sample may 

impact upon the performance of engagement, increasing the relative influence within the 

model. Alternatively, the significance of engagement for the male sample may be 

relatively more powerful and, thus, may minimise the relative influence of brand self- 

congruity within the CBCB Model. Thus, two potential causes of the variation are 

proposed. While there is uncertainty in the meaning of the inconsistency, the findings 

clearly demonstrate that customer-brand engagement performs differently for the male 

and female groups in the CBCB Model. The findings of this study, therefore, demonstrate 

a much stronger effect of engagement upon co-creation for the male population, in 

relation to the CBCB Model. 

 
The results indicate some variation between the gender groups, particularly in 

consideration to the brand relationship variables. However, research findings 

demonstrate the consistent co-creation of brand value, by both male and females who 

participate in co-creation behaviour. The results of this study indicate the potential 

influence of gender in the brand relationship context and highlight this as an area of 

possible contention, in need of further examination. 

 
7.4 Contributions and Implications 

This customer brand co-creation behaviour research contributes to both theoretical and 

practical domains by presenting a customer-centred view of co-creation in the branding 

environment. Although there has been significant growth in co-creation research, the 

area of branding has remained relatively neglected (Brodie et al., 2006). In this 

environment,  specific  gaps  emerge  in  understanding  the  nature  of  the co-creation 
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construct and in modelling a network of relationships which identify the antecedents to, 

and consequence of, co-creation. This research addresses these gaps by developing 

the CBCB Model. The model offers new and precise insight into customer brand co- 

creation behaviour in a customer-centred branding context. By providing clarity to the co- 

creation concept and building a sound network of relationships of influence, the model 

provides new practical and theoretical insight for application in the co-creation domain. 

As such, these are further discussed. 

 
7.4.1 Theoretical Contributions and Implications 

The theoretical contributions of this study are threefold. Firstly, the conceptualisation of 

co-creation offers a clear definition of co-creation as a behavioural concept, highlighting 

the active, voluntary and interactive nature of the concept. Secondly, the CBCB concept 

is operationalised, providing a valid measure for further exploration of co-creation 

behaviour. Thirdly, CBCB is placed in a proposed network of relationships that support 

the meaning of CBCB and provide insight into what drives the behaviour and what results 

from the behaviour. 

 
7.4.1.1 CBCB Conceptualisation 

From a theoretical standpoint, this study offers a new and detailed conceptualisation of 

co-creation as a behavioural concept. While co-creation is a widely discussed (Galvagno 

& Dalli, 2014), an abstract conceptual approach dominates the domain, resulting in a 

vague notion of the co-creation concept. As a result, brand co-creation research provides 

broad insight into the influence of co-creation and the role of the customer (Gyrd-Jones 

& Kornum, 2013; Hatch & Schultz, 2010; Ind et al., 2012). However, uncertainty remains 

around the nature of the construct (Ind et al., 2013). This uncertainty is addressed in this 

study by articulating a detailed conceptualisation of the customer brand co-creation 

behaviour concept. CBCB is conceptualised as the voluntary, active and interactive 

customer actions associated with the customer-brand relationship. Thus, this research 

focuses on the active behavioural nature of co-creation in the customer brand context, 

providing an exacting definition of the concept. In conceptualising CBCB, this study 

provides clarity to the domain and establishes a sound theoretical conceptual co-creation 

concept for further examination. 

 
In conceptualising CBCB, the study not only provides conceptual clarity to this study but, 

additionally, highlights the importance of conceptual clarity moving forward in the co- 

creation context. While broad macro theory provides value to the overall domain, 

exacting micro theory also plays an important role. Thus, this research highlights the 
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value of exacting conceptualisations, which allow comparison of results between studies 

and provide a clearer link between theory and practice (Churchill, 1979; Corcoran, 2007). 

The research identifies that there are many applications of co-creation, and as the 

research grows, there is an increasing need to identify the parameters in which the 

concept is contained. By doing so, more direct findings can be generated and research 

comparison and extension is progressed with certainty of applicability. Thus, a clear and 

valid conceptualisation of CBCB provides a valuable theoretical contribution for future 

research and, additionally, highlights the need for conceptual clarity for future co-creation 

theory. 

 
7.4.1.2 CBCB Operationalisation 

Beyond articulating the nature of the CBCB concept, the operationalisation of CBCB is 

an important theoretical contribution of the research. The findings of the study confirm 

an empirically valid four-dimensional CBCB concept. The research operationalised 

CBCB under the clear parameters set in the conceptualisation of co-creation. This 

refined criterion for co-creation allowed the previous operationalisation of Yi and Gong 

(2013) to be critically refined. As such, the study adopted three behaviours (feedback, 

advocacy and helping) which aligned to the CBCB concept. A fourth CBCB dimension 

(development) was identified from the literature and demonstrated as a valid dimension 

of CBCB. The four-dimensional CBCB construct shows strong reliability and validity, with 

all dimensions contributing to the overall CBCB concept. Thus, this research contributes 

a new operationalisation of the CBCB construct for future research. 

 
Furthermore, in clarifying the operationalisation of CBCB, the concept is distinguished 

from the related concept of customer-brand engagement. The articulation of the nature 

of both concepts builds from initial engagement research (Brodie, Hollebeek, et al., 2011; 

Dwivedi, 2015; France et al., 2015, 2016; Hollebeek et al., 2014) by distinguishing 

between the engagement state and active co-creation behaviour. This is an important 

distinction in the emerging literature where the concepts are at time confounded, 

providing a new level of clarity moving forward. 

 
7.4.1.3 CBCB Contextualised 

The third major theoretical contribution of the research lies in identifying a strong network 

of relationships which drive co-creation behaviour, and arise from co-creation behaviour. 

The CBCB Model contextualises co-creation within a customer-brand relationship 

network, enhancing understanding of the relational influences and outcomes of CBCB. 

Existing theory has a tendency to focus on the gains for the firm which result from co- 
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creation (Kumar et al., 2010; Merz et al., 2009; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2013; Vargo & 

Lusch, 2004; Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013). However, these studies do not consider 

the implications for the customers who co-create. The CBCB Model takes a customer- 

centred view of co-creation, demonstrating enhanced brand value perceptions for the co- 

creator. In doing so, this research offers a valuable theoretical contribution and 

empirically validates the co-creation of value. 

 
Further, the CBCB Model identifies the role of brand relational drivers in initiating co- 

creation behaviour. The way in which the customer chooses to participate and interact 

with the brand is directly influenced by their relationship with the brand. In particular, 

engagement and congruity are identified as customer-level relational antecedents with 

direct impact upon a customer’s propensity to co-create. A theoretical contribution lies in 

the identification of these two variables and, additionally, in the notion that brand 

relationships may be influential in the co-creation context. This opens the door to other 

customer-level relational variables potentially influencing co-creation. 

 
Furthermore, two brand-level relational variables, brand interactivity and brand 

community, were highlighted as enabling co-creation. Theoretical merit lies in the 

verification of these influencers which are not directly controlled by the customer. Further, 

there is potential for other brand-level relational influences to be exposed. Thus, the 

empirically verified antecedents provide significant theoretical contributions but also 

illuminate the possibility of other relational influences of co-creation. 

 
Overall, by maintaining a customer centric view, the research provides new insight by 

highlighting the positive influence of the customer-brand relationship in creation of brand 

value. As such, the results of the study are considerable and make a meaningful 

contribution to the theoretical understanding of brand co-creation. Furthermore, in 

comparison to previous co-creation studies, this research contributes a new level of 

specificity in theoretical development, which is hoped to generate further discussions of 

the co-creation construct and its application in model development. Through the 

development of a sound conceptualisation, operationalisation and contextualisation of 

CBCB, the research uncovers valuable insights and provides strong ground for future 

research. 

 
7.4.2 Managerial Contributions and Implications 

The approach to research in this study has maintained a commitment to the development 

of strong theory with practical application. In this sense, the CBCB Model becomes a 
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valuable tool for marketers and brand managers, introducing a host of variables which 

can be influenced for strategic benefit. However, three implications are highlighted as of 

particular value in the strategic branding domain, as discussed following. 

 
7.4.2.1 Value Co-Creation 

The CBCB Model shows that when customers participate in co-creation behaviour, they 

increase their perceptions of brand value. Brand value is important to brand success in 

all categories and brand types (Zeithaml, 1988). Yet, arguably, in particular contexts, 

such as the luxury brand context, as an example, brand value becomes a critical 

imperative to success. The high prices charged in the luxury brand environment 

increases the need for realisation of brand value (Tynan et al., 2010). In such settings, 

co-creation may become a strategic tool for enhancing value. Understandably, 

advocating the brand to others may allow customers to increase the symbolic value of 

the brand. So, for astute brand managers, in all brand settings, the introduction of co- 

creation programs may become a useful mechanism for enhancing value perceptions 

among customers. 

 
Brand managers may consider encouraging co-creation as a method to directly 

enhanced value for the customer who co-creates. For example, global brands such as 

McDonalds, are increasingly embracing customer development, running competitions for 

new burger designs, where customers develop the product ideas and McDonalds adopt 

desired products for sale. Potentially, these brands realise value in co-creation 

strategies, based on evidence of the growing incidence in practice. However, until now, 

there has been little understanding of the impact upon the co-creating customer. Findings 

from this study show that the customer who participates will benefit from enhanced brand 

value. Thus, the CBCB Model confirms that the effect on the customer is not detrimental, 

but rather, is beneficial in the enhancement of brand value. 

 
Further, the CBCB concept includes four types of co-creation behaviour which may be 

potentially useful in value creation. Brand managers may encourage participation in co- 

creation development, feedback, advocacy or helping behaviour as a method to generate 

increased brand value for the customer who performs the behaviour. Development is 

seemingly popular in practice, yet it is also useful to highlight that feedback, advocacy 

and helping behaviour may be just as effective in increasing brand value for the co- 

creator. Thus, the customer need not expend considerable effort in the co-creation, as 

is often the case in development. For example, by emailing feedback to the brand the 

customer may perceive enhance brand value. Therefore, the CBCB concept identifies a 
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range of high and low investment co-creation behaviours that the brand may encourage 

for strategic gain. 

 
7.4.2.2 Brand-Level Drivers 

Implementation of a co-creation strategy is noted above as a potential mechanism to 

grow brand value. If a brand chooses to adopt a co-creation strategy, the findings of this 

study provide further practical contributions, by equipping brand managers with methods 

to increase customer brand co-creation behaviour. Two brand-level relational drivers, 

brand interactivity and brand communities, may be manipulated as a method of 

facilitating and encouraging co-creation behaviour. The CBCB Model demonstrates that 

these two variables play an important role in activating co-creation behaviour. 

 
Managers who wish to increase co-creation may consider adopting a more interactive 

stance for their brand. It appears that brands who demonstrate a genuine interest in two- 

way communication, and who facilitate interaction with the customer, are more likely to 

successfully increase co-creation. A strong example of a brand which openly encourages 

and facilitates co-creation behaviour is Lego. Lego provide a vast range of ways for 

customers to be involved in co-creation (Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013; Hatch & Schultz, 

2010). As an example, Lego Ideas (www.legoideas.com) encourages customers to 

create new Lego set concepts (Antorini et al., 2012). When a concept receives 10,000 

votes, the idea is considered by Lego for production. This is a strong example of a brand 

showing an interest in customer ideas and providing strong technical facilitation to 

support contributions. Other brands may send an email to a customer, seeking feedback 

on their recent brand experience. This may seem to be an effective way of increasing 

customer co-creation. However, if the email includes a link which is broken, or directs a 

customer to a 30-page survey, the technical facilitation of the interaction will fail. 

Alternatively, the brand may have sent this same email four times over the past year and 

the customer is yet to see evidence that their feedback is implemented. Thus, the 

genuine interest in the customer’s contribution is not demonstrated. By considering these 

examples, the role of brand interactivity is evident in encouraging co-creation behaviour. 

In conjunction with the CBCB Model, it is demonstrated that brands may take an active 

stance in driving co-creation behaviour by increasing brand interactivity. 

 
The CBCB Model also shows that membership in brand communities can encourage 

and facilitate co-creation behaviour. When customers perceive themselves to be part of 

a supportive and interesting brand community, they are more inclined to participate in 

co-creation. Therefore, the firm may be able to take a proactive stance in building and 
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supporting a strong brand community as a method for empowering the customer to co- 

create. For example, the brand may financially support a brand community event or may 

work closely with community leaders to maintain a close relationship of mutual benefit. 

By supporting a strong brand community, members may be encouraged to co-create. 

 
Furthermore, the CBCB Model identifies two customer-level drivers of co-creation. While 

the brand does not directly control these variables, there is potential to influence the level 

of engagement and congruity and, ultimately, enhance participation in co-creation. For 

example, implementation of strategies to create interest and involvement in the brand 

may act as a mechanism to drive engagement (Dwivedi, 2015; France et al., 2016; 

Hollebeek et al., 2014). Additionally, a promotional campaign may highlight some 

essential variables to enhance perceptions of brand congruity (Zinkhan & Hong, 1991) 

as an indirect method to drive co-creation. Thus, the firm can actively pursue co-creation 

through strategic decisions to drive engagement and congruity. 

 
Overall, a firm seeking to implement a brand co-creation strategy is able to increase 

customer co-creation by increasing their interactive stance, supporting brand 

communities or by working to intensify engagement and congruity. Thus, this research 

contributes to practice by not only identifying the value in adopting a co-creation strategy 

but, additionally, by highlighting a range of brand management tools for executing the 

strategy. 

 
7.4.2.3 Category Involvement 

Category involvement is identified in the CBCB Model as a driver of co-creation. While 

the ability of the brand manager to control the customers level of interest in the category 

is minimal, it is noteworthy to consider the implications of involvement in implementation 

of co-creation strategies. Findings suggest that co-creating customers require a strong 

interest in the brand category. This is unsurprising given that some co-creation 

behaviours require a significant investment of time, effort, emotion, and resources. For 

example, a customer who has a strong interest in new technology is more likely to 

participate in a customer trial or a focus group relating to a new computer. Time and 

effort thinking about and engaging in new technology may provide genuine value to 

someone interested in the category. In contrast, a customer with no interest in computing 

is less likely to expend the effort to co-create in this capacity. Therefore, the interested 

and involved customer will be more likely to co-create. 
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For brand managers, it is useful to acknowledge that the co-creator is not necessarily a 

representative of the entire target population. Indeed, the co-creator may be more expert 

that the average user and, as such, in the case of trial or focus groups, may offer a 

perspective which does not represent the less knowledgeable or interested user. Brand 

managers should maintain a target market focus in brand adjustments, strategically 

evaluating the co-creator against the target profile. Therefore, understanding the 

influence of category involvement provides an important perspective for managerial 

application. 

 
Furthermore, in some categories, such as computing, there will be a customer base who 

has strong interest in the category. While, in other categories, such as paper towels, 

there is unlikely to be sufficient interest at the category level to drive co-creation. Paper 

towels are a common grocery purchase, where involvement is expected to be low due 

to the low interest, low emotion, low risk and low cost nature. In such environments, 

interest in the category is likely to be insufficient to drive co-creation behaviour. 

Therefore, customers will be unlikely to spend half of a day in a focus group discussing 

paper towels. Here, the category acts as a barrier to co-creation which becomes a 

challenge for the brand to overcome. Thus, in low involvement categories where there is 

low risk, little personality or identification with the brand, low importance, and a utilitarian 

brand nature (Quester & Lim, 2003), the adoption of a co-creation strategy to enhance 

brand value may prove to be ineffective. The influence of category involvement draws 

attention to an important consideration for brand managers. Co-creation is not the 

solution for all crises of brand value. Rather, brand managers must consider both the 

benefits and constraints of co-creation, in conjunction with other long-term brand 

management strategies. 

 
Overall, the research offers valuable contributions to the practical domain by clearly 

identifying and empirically verifying the co-creation of brand value through development, 

feedback, advocacy and helping behaviour. Brand managers may choose to adopt a co- 

creation strategy to generate new value for the brand. A host of influential tools are 

identified in aid of this. Therefore, the use of co-creation strategies, as a method to 

enhance customer perceptions of value, emerges as a worthwhile opportunity for brand 

managers. 

 
7.5 Limitations 

As with all research, it is important to acknowledge the potential limitations. In particular, 

two main limitations are identified, relating to the nature of the survey research and the 
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generalisability of results. All research design decisions were considered in relation to 

the research goals. However, in making strategic choices, there are potential limitations 

which arise. Thus, the research limitations represent the boundaries of the research, 

rather than negating the quality of the findings. Furthermore, strategic research methods 

are employed to mitigate the influence of research limitations, as discussed following. 

 
7.5.1 Survey Research 

The research approach in this study adopted a survey research method as the most 

suitable for acquiring quantifiable data for analysis. While survey data collection is 

common in marketing (Tull & Hawkins, 1987), there are some relevant limitations which 

should be acknowledged. Firstly, item-measurement is an important issue in survey 

research, where good research results rely on good measurement (Gray & Guppy, 

2003). Therefore, all constructs included multi-item measures which were either 

replicated or adapted from established research to increase reliabili ty and validity 

(Cronbach, 1951; De Vellis, 2012; Neuman, 2006). A second issue of survey design may 

be inaccurate completion in self-administration (Wilson, 2006). To address this concern, 

all respondents were provided clear instructions for survey completion, with a simple and 

consistent questionnaire design allowing for ease of use. Further, pre- and pilot tests 

confirmed ease of completion. A third potential limitation of survey research is the 

concern for common method variance. A dual-distribution approach was adopted in the 

research administration, where respondents complete the survey via online and paper- 

based methods, thus, minimising the potential for common method bias. 

 
The convenience approach to the survey administration is a fourth limitation which arises 

from the survey approach. The use of multi-location intercept allowed access to a wide 

customer base covering a strong mix of age, income and gender. A statistically viable 

number of male respondents participated in the research, yet results indicated a skew to 

a female dominant response base. While this creates potential limitations for the 

research, the finding also highlighted an underexplored area of research in co-creation, 

that of gender influence. Examination of results between groups mitigated concerns for 

applicability of the model but is noteworthy as a possible limitation. 

 
A final limitation for the survey approach relates to the analysis of findings. A rigorous 

approach was taken in data analysis, assuring the appropriate statistical methods were 

employed, following the guidelines set out by Hair et al. (2016). On this basis, there is 

confidence in the integrity of the results in terms of both reliability and validity. 
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7.5.2 Generalisability 

A second potential limitation of the research lies in the generalisability of results due to 

the cross-sectional nature of the study. Research is commonly constrained by the 

geographic boundaries in which it is conducted. The cross-sectional approach was 

selected in this research due to the desire to examine model performance, rather than 

to describe the prevalence of co-creation within a population. Therefore, the research 

was conducted within Australia. While generalisability may be interpreted as being 

limited to the Australian population, in fact, Australia represents a typically developed 

Western culture. As such, there is strong similarities between Australian customers and 

customers in the United States and the United Kingdom. Thus, similar characteristics in 

other Western cultures allows the generalisability of results with some confidence. 

However, it is important to note that the generalisability of results is limited in Eastern 

cultures, and in less developed cultures. In such environments, there may be potential 

nuances that arise from cultural and/or economic attributes which may influence the 

customer’s propensity to participate in brand relationships and in co-creation behaviour. 

 
An additional consideration for generalizability relates to the sample size used in the 

research. While the sample size exceeds requirements for PLS-SEM analysis, the small 

number of male respondents within the sample may limit the generalisability. 

 
Furthermore, the generalisability of results between brand types should be noted as a 

common limitation in branding studies. However, in this research a broad brand 

approach was taken, with a strong mix of goods and service brands represented in the 

study. Therefore, it is expected that the results can be generalised across different brand 

categories. 

 
Potential limitations have been outlined to acknowledge the boundaries of the study and 

to identify potential areas for consideration in future research. However, every effort is 

made within the research to mitigate any limiting factors. On this basis, findings of this 

study are offered with confidence in their reliability, validity and integrity. 

 
7.6 Future Research 

In the process of incremental knowledge development, this research addresses 

significant gaps in the current domain. In doing so, the findings of this study highlight a 

range of future opportunities for research. In particular, future research can be 

categorised into five meaningful areas of exploration, discussed following. 
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7.6.1 Gender Investigation 

It is suggested that future co-creation research pay particular attention to the influence 

of gender. The variation between gender groups was an unexpected finding which 

resulted from supplementary analysis in this research. While there was no initial 

expectation that gender would play a significant role in co-creation, the skewed sample 

prompted further investigation. Little branding research in the customer-brand 

relationship and co-creation contexts seems to examine gender influences. However, 

findings highlight that there is potential for gender to be an influential factor in brand 

relationships. More particularly, gender may play a significant role in the activation of co- 

creation behaviour. Certainly, future research investigating equal sample sizes across 

gender would be advantageous in exploring this phenomenon. Further, gender 

investigation in co-creation could provide a valuable contribution by identifying what role, 

if any, gender plays in a customer’s propensity to co-create. 

 
7.6.2 Brand Types 

Future research may explore the performance of the CBCB Model in alternative brand 

settings. The approach to research was to develop and test the CBCB Model in a broad 

brand setting and, as such, a vast mix of brands were examined. While this approach is 

valuable in this study, future research may be conducted in specific brand settings to 

isolate nuances within these environments. For instance, research of a particular brand 

type or category group may identify differences in the relative influence of the 

antecedents. Potentially, the influence of engagement may be investigated in service 

settings where interaction with employees may influence the nature of engagement. In 

other setting, such as in fashion, brands are highly visible to our peer network and often 

adopted as symbols of self. In this environment, the influence of brand self-congruity may 

become more influential. Alternatively, in fast moving consumer goods (FMCG), the 

relational focus of the model may be less relevant and, therefore, could warrant particular 

attention. While this current research included a mix of goods and services, including 

fashion and FMCG brands, future research could use alternative research design 

strategies to examine the CBCB Model results in specific brand contexts. 

 
7.6.3 Cultural Contexts 

The findings of this research may be used to contrast co-creation in various cultural 

contexts. In particular, findings of this research are relevant in developed Western 

cultures. However, it may prove insightful to consider the adaptability of the model in less 

developed economies and/or Eastern cultures. In these environments, cultural and 

economic  influences  may  impact  on  the  active  participation  of  the  customer.  For 
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example, in less economically developed nations, the influence of brand-relationships 

may potentially be less significant. Rather, rewards may play a more influential role in 

driving customer co-creation. In considering the socio-economic influences, it may be 

useful to explore the household income, rather than the individual income, of 

respondents. This may provide a more accurate reflection of the socio-economic 

situation, where individuals may not earn an income themselves but may be part of a 

household with a very high disposable income. Further, in cultures with greater power 

distance, the contributions of the customer to the brand may be perceived differently, 

and, thus, co-creation may be considered a cultural faux pas. Therefore, the examination 

of customer-brand relationships and customer brand co-creation behaviour in diverse 

cultural and economic settings may provide additional understanding. 

 
7.6.4 Stakeholder Groups 

The research in this study has maintained a central focus on the customer and 

understanding their experience of co-creation. However, the influence of multiple 

stakeholders in the co-creation context could provide further insight into the broader co- 

creation phenomenon. A diverse range of stakeholders are acknowledged as influencing 

the brand, including employees, suppliers, distributors, and shareholders (Payne et al., 

2009). Thus, a potential research opportunity may involve isolating the co-creation 

experience of each group, to enhance both theoretical and managerial understanding of 

co-creation behaviour. It may be possible to identify the different ways to drive co- 

creation in each group and to consider how each stakeholder can influence the brand. 

 
7.6.5 Other Influential Variables 

A final opportunity for future research involves broadening the scope of antecedents, 

beyond relational drivers. A range of relational drivers were identified in this study in 

considering the influence of the customer-brand relationship upon co-creation behaviour. 

However, in addition to the relational drivers, a range of other variables may influence 

co-creation. In particular, incentives, demonstration of expertise, or enjoyment may also 

influence customer participation (Berthon et al., 2008; Füller, 2010). Therefore, future 

research could bring together a broader range of influences to determine if relational or 

non-relational drivers differ. Importantly, if a broader range of influences are considered, 

it may be worthwhile to monitor the impact upon brand value. Outside of the relationship 

context of this research, co-creation of value may perform differently. For example, if an 

incentive is provided for participation in CBCB, will this influence the customer’s 

perception of brand value in the same way? Certainly, this presents some new and 

exciting opportunities for future investigation. 
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7.7 Conclusion 

The active participation of the customer in the contemporary marketing environment is 

widely acknowledged as an area of critical importance to theory and practice (O'Hern & 

Rindfleisch, 2010). This study began with a justified need to address an important gap in 

this context: improving understanding of co-creation from the customer perspective. In 

addressing this need, a theoretically sound articulation of customer brand co-creation 

behaviour was conceptualised, operationalised and contextualised with support from 

empirical validation. The findings of this research are significant as they directly address 

the important research gap. 

 
Furthermore, the results of this study provide three meaningful contributions to the 

theoretical domain. The research offers a clear conceptualisation of customer co- 

creation as a behavioural concept. The nature of co-creation is highlighted as an active, 

voluntary, interactive behaviour related to the brand relationship. Additionally, the CBCB 

concept is operationalised through development, feedback, advocacy and helping 

behaviours which are strongly supported by the empirical findings of this study. Also, the 

CBCB concept is contextualised in a valid network of meaningful relationships which 

support the underlying meaning of the concept and enhance understanding of the drivers 

and consequence of co-creation. 

 
Finally, the findings of this research offer a range of practical applications for brand 

managers and marketers. In particular, the potential use of a co-creation strategy is 

identified to enhance brand value in the marketplace, with tools for managing co-creation 

also acknowledged. Importantly, the findings of this research provide a solid foundation 

for further exploration in this critical research area of branding. Overall, the research has 

adopted a rigorous approach in drawing from the established knowledge in the branding 

and co-creation domains, and building upon that knowledge, to present a comprehensive 

model of customer brand co-creation behaviour. In achieving empirical validation of the 

CBCB Model, a number of theoretical and practical contributions are made in relation to 

the customer perspective of co-creation. In particular, the CBCB Model identifies 

customer-level and brand-level drivers of co-creation and highlights the consequence of 

brand value enhancement for the co-creating customer. The customer emphasis 

provides a new viewpoint for co-creation theory and opens the door for future 

investigation in this critical research area. 
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APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

How do customers co-create brands? 
 

 

Please name a brand you LIKE and that you USE:    
 

 

 

 

The following questions relate to how you engage with the brand. 
 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree/disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

1.   I am enthusiastic toward the brand. 1 2 3 4 5 

2.   I am passionate about the brand. 1 2 3 4 5 

3.   I am a dedicated brand customer. 1 2 3 4 5 

4.   I have a sense of belonging to the 
brand. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.   When dealing with the brand, I am 
deeply engrossed. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.   When interacting with the brand, I 
concentrate entirely on the brand. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7.   When involved with the brand, my 1 2 3 4 5 

  mind is focused on what is happening.  

This research is exploring your relationship with a favourite brand. Think of a brand that you 

like and that you use. This can be any company brand that you like and that you use. For 

example, a retailer brand such as Woolworths, Kmart, Zara or JB HiFi; a corporate brand such as 

Apple, Coke, Honda, Sony, Samsung, Ford or Disney; or a service brand such as Virgin, 

Commonwealth Bank, Amazon or Event Cinemas. It doesn't have to be an Australian brand but 

should be a brand you connect with. 

Thinking about the brand you have noted, please answer the following questions about 
your opinion of the brand. 

 

Please CIRCLE ONE NUMBER that best indicates the extent to which you agree with 
the statements in relation to the brand you selected. 

 

The more you agree, the higher the number. 
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The following questions relate to how you see the brand and yourself. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree  Neither 
agree/disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

1.  This brand reflects who I am. 1 2 3 4 5 

2.  This brand image corresponds to my 
self-image in many respects. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  This brand is exactly how I see myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

4.  This brand is a lot like me. 1 2 3 4 5 
 

 

 

 

The following questions relate to how the brand interacts with you. 
 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree/disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

1.   The brand allows me to communicate 
directly with it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.   The brand listens to what I have to say. 1 2 3 4 5 

3.   There is good two-way communication 
with the brand. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.   The brand encourages me to 
communicate directly with it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.   The brand would respond to me quickly 1 2 3 4 5 
  and efficiently.  
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The following questions relate to how you co-create the brand. 
 
 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree/disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

1.   I take photos of myself with the brand 
and share them with the brand and 

others. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.   I create advertising for the brand and 
share it with the brand and others. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.   I develop new products or services for 
the brand. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.   I create online content about the brand. 1 2 3 4 5 

5.   I develop ideas for the brand (e.g., when 
participating in competitions). 

1 2 3 4 5 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree/disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

6.   When I have a positive brand 
experience, I provide them feedback. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7.   I provide useful ideas on how to 
improve the brand. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8.   When I have a negative experience with 
the brand, I provide them feedback. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. If I notice a problem with the brand, I 
tell an employee, even if it doesn’t 

affect me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. I tell the brand my ideas for 1 2 3 4 5 
improvement.      

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree/disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

11. I recommend the brand to others. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. I say positive things about the brand to 1 2 3 4 5 

others.      

13. I spread the good word about the brand. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. I encourage my friends and relatives to 1 2 3 4 5 
  use the brand.  

Thinking about the brand you have noted, please answer the following questions about 
your opinion of the brand. 

 

Please CIRCLE ONE NUMBER that best indicates the extent to which you agree with 

the statements in relation to the brand you selected. 
 

The more you agree, the higher the number. 
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Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree  Neither 

agree/disagree 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

15.  I help other customers of the brand if 

they seem to have problems. 
16.  I give advice to other customers about 

the brand. 

17.  I tell others about new things with the 
brand. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree  Neither 

agree/disagree 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

18.  Overall, I invest a lot of time in doing 

things for the brand 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. I do a lot of extra things for the brand. 1 2 3 4 5 

20. I put a lot of effort into the brand. 1 2 3 4 5 
 

 

The following questions relate to how you value the brand. 

Please CIRCLE ONE NUMBER that best indicates your opinion of the brand. 

The more positive your opinion is, the higher the number. 
 

 
Strongly 

disagree 

 
Disagree  Neither 

agree/disagree 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

1. Overall, the value of this brand to me is 
high. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. The benefits of the brand are high. 1 2 3 4 5 

The following questions relate to your nominated brand and how you participate in 

brand communities (a network of people actively connected with the brand). 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree  Neither 

agree/disagree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

1. I share common values with other brand 

customers. 

2. I interact with other members of the 
brand community. 

3. I consider myself to be part of a 

community of brand users. 
4. I share common goals with other brand 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

  customers.  
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Please name the brand category:    
 

 

 

 

The following questions relate to how you are involved in the brand category. 
 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree/disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

1.   I find the brand category is very 
relevant to my life. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.   The brand category is a significant part 
of my life. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.   I am involved with the brand category. 1 2 3 4 5 

4.   I think about the brand category a lot. 1 2 3 4 5 

5.   The brand category means a lot to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

6.   I am interested in the brand category. 1 2 3 4 5 

7.   I consider the brand category to be a 1 2 3 4 5 

  central part of my life.  

Brand Category 

 

Thinking about the brand you have noted, please answer the following questions about 

the brand category/industry. For example, Ford’s brand category would be cars and 

Zara’s would be fashion. 

Please CIRCLE ONE NUMBER that best indicates the extent to which you agree with 

the statements in relation to the brand category you have selected. 

 

The more you agree, the higher the number. 
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1. Gender: □ Male □ Female 
 

 
2. What is your age? 

□ 18 – 24 years □  25 – 34 years □  35 – 44 years □ 45 – 54 years □ 55 

  years +  
 

 

3. What is your income: 

□  Less than $10,000 □ $10,001 - $25,000 □ $25,001 - $50,000 

  □ $50, 001 - $100,000 □ More than $100,000  
 

 

  4.   What is your residential postcode?  
 

 

Please add any other comments here about the survey or the brand. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for participating. We appreciate your input. 

 

To enter the prize draw to win a $50 gift voucher please turn over 

and complete the details. 

The following questions relate to you. 

 
Please tick one option for each question. 
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