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Summary

The overarching objective o f this research was to develop and test a model o f 

consumer engagement in a virtual customer environment (VCE) in an attempt to 

advance substantive theory on the key determinants o f this engagement. Discovering 

how the virtual envirormient can be utilised to foster consumer engagement, in order 

to create value for customers and firms alike, has been noted as a critical but 

overlooked area in the contemporary marketing literatures. Web 2.0 technologies and, 

in particular, social media have become a significant impetus for emerging consumer 

environments. From a marketer’s perspective this presents many challenges, 

particularly in relation to learning how to operate within the resulting respective shifts 

in loci o f activity, power, and value creation.

This study investigates the relationships between key components o f consumer 

engagement in a VCE, with major emphasis on establishing cause and effect. This 

theory-testing approach drew from previously specified conceptual relationships to 

derive, and subsequently test, hypotheses related to the consumer engagement 

concept. A deductive approach was undertaken for this research because the fields 

from which this thesis draws conceptual foundations and theoretical arguments are 

comprised o f broad collections o f established, yet evolving, knowledge. The Service 

Dominant Logic (SDL) was used as the theoretical foundation for this research.

To verify the hypotheses, an empirical study was designed which incorporated 

confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modelling. A cross-sectional 

study employing a web-based survey was used as the data collection method for this 

research. In total, three hundred and seven respondents provided fully complete 

surveys, and this number was shown statistically to be sufficient to test the 

hypothesised relationships.

Overall, findings provide empirical support for the extant premise that consumer 

engagement reflects consumers’ interactive experience within the VCE, and value co

creation among community participants. Results confirm the influence consumers’ 

expectations (utilitarian, hedonic, self-enhancement, social and personal integrative 

motives) have on both their cognitive appraisal and participation which, in turn.



influence engagement outcomes (affective commitment to the firm and affective 

commitment to the community).

Findings show that consumers’ participation in value creating activities and affective 

commitment to the firm and/or community is contingent on consumers’ affective 

states, the focus o f their engagement and their online interaction propensity. In 

particular, results show that consumers’ emotional states during their engagement 

experience appear to have a significant impact on consumers’ affective commitment. 

Moreover, findings highlight how customer-to-customer (C2C) interactions can 

enhance the engagement experience and the resulting level o f participation in value 

creation and affective commitment. Results also indicate that community participants 

possess stronger influence in this environment compared to the firm.

The key contributions made by this research are, first, an end-to-end model of 

consumer engagement in a VCE has been provided and verified. Second, this research 

provides support for heretofore conceptual relationships specified in the literature. 

Third, this research provides academics and practitioners with a basis for 

understanding the complexity o f consumer engagement in a VCE.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

1.1 Background to the Research

In recent years, global connectivity and new methods o f communicating and 

exchanging information that build on technological and ideological foundations o f 

Web 2.0, offer firms and consumers new opportunities to engage with each other 

(Gummerus et a l ,  2012; Gallaugher and Ransbotham, 2010; Hennig-Thurau et a!., 

2010; Libai et al., 2010). The dynamic and interactive nature o f  the virtual 

environment also presents many challenges for marketers, particularly in relation to 

harnessing the power o f engaging customers to increase mutual value (Booth and 

Matic, 2011; Nambisan and Watt, 2011; Porter et al., 2 0 II).

Despite its importance, marketing thought remains deficient to fully understand 

consumer engagement (Brodie et al., 2013; Vivek el al., 2012; van Doom el al., 2010; 

Bowden, 2009; Payne et al., 2009, Vargo et al., 2009; Patterson and De Ruyter, 2006) 

and is dominated by a metaphorical view o f value-related processes and value co

creation (Gronroos and Voima, 2013; Berthon el al., 2012; Gustafsson et al., 2012; 

Fuller et a/., 2011; Galluagher and Ransbotham, 2010; Ostrom ei al., 2010). A deficit 

in current knowledge exists in terms o f the drivers, multiple dimensions and 

consequences o f  consumer engagement in a firm-hosted virtual environment (W irtz el 

al., 2013; Brodie el al., 201 la; van Doom, 2011; Nambisan and Watt, 2011).

Identifying this gap in knowledge led to the main goal o f this doctoral study: to 

examine consumer engagement within a virtual customer environment (VCE) so as to 

gain an understanding o f how this environment can be utilised as a platform for value 

co-creation.

The VCE is a term coined by Nambisan and Baron (2007) to represent a platform, 

built on technologies such as Web 2.0, which allows a firm to facilitate the creation o f  

virtual communities. As discussed in Section 2.3, there are three broad categorisations 

o f  virtual communities (Porter el al., 2013; W iertz and de Ruyter, 2007; Porter, 2004): 

member-initiated, third-party managed, and firm-hosted. Based on the knowledge gap 

presented briefly in the following sections, and discussed in Chapter 2, this research
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focuses specifically on consumer engagement in the context of the firm-hosted virtual 

community which resides in the VCE.

This study identifies and examines the relationships between key components of the 

consumer engagement process. A model is presented which delineates and 

empirically tests the causal relationships between consumers’ expectations, cognitive 

appraisals, participation, and affective commitment to the firm and virtual 

community. Furthermore, the model examines the moderating influence of 

consumers’ affective states, online interaction propensity and engagement focus, on 

key relationships in the consumer engagement process.

Based on the literature review, the following working definition o f consumer 

engagement is used for the purposes of this research. Consumer engagement in a VCE 

is defined as a multidimensional concept comprising cognitive, emotional, and/or 

behavioural dimensions. In particular, it denotes the level o f a consumer’s 

participation in a collaborative knowledge exchange, combined with their cognitive 

and affective responses, resulting in a level o f  affective commitment to an active 

relationship, which can be either with the firm  or other customers in the VCE.

The following sections set out the background to this research in terms of the gaps in 

knowledge identified as a result o f the extensive literature review documented in 

Chapters 2 and 3. Section 1.2 outlines how the online environment presents many 

challenges to firms. Section 1.3 provides an overv iew of the consumer engagement 

concept and shows that a comprehensive theoretical model is needed to test the 

relationships between key components of consumer engagement in the VCE. 

Following this, the overall goal and the conceptual background of the current research 

is presented in Section 1.4, and the objectives and research questions are discussed in 

Section 1.5. Section 1.6 sets out the domain of this research. Section 1.7 outlines the 

key research findings, whereas Section 1.8 outlines the contribution of this research. 

Section 1.9 provides an overview o f the managerial implications. The chapter ends 

with a summary of the thesis structure.
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1.2 The New Marketing Environment

The infusion of Web 2.0 technologies in consumer interactions has helped to redefine 

the roles consumers can play, from passive to active collaborators (Berthon et ai, 

2012; Gustafsson el ai, 2012). These collaborative interactions, which can be 

customer-to-firm (C2F) or customer-to-customer (C2C), are central to consumer value 

creation (Porter et ai, 2011; Libai et ai, 2010) and are expected to become key 

criteria for long-term business success (Brodie et ai, 2013; Ostrom et ai, 2010; 

Ramaswamy, 2010). Moreover, significant changes in marketing thought (Vargo and 

Lusch, 2010) and in the marketplace (Brodie et ai, 2013; Ramaswamy, 2010) suggest 

that firms must leam from, and collaborate with, consumers in order to create value 

that meets their needs (Gustafsson et ai, 2012; Chan et ai, 2010).

The literature review presented in Chapter 2, highlights that consumer engagement in 

a VCE provides firms with a deeper understanding of their consumers’ needs and 

wants (Kohler et ai, 2011; Nambisan and Baron, 2009), offers an important 

opportunity to understand consumers’ value creating processes (Gronroos and Voima, 

2013; Mele and Polese, 2011), contributes to firms’ understanding of service 

performance (Bowden, 2009), realises cost reductions for the firm (Gartner Inc., 

2012), and enables the creation of both C2F and C2C relational bonds (Brodie et ai, 

2013; van Doom et ai, 2010; Chan and Li, 2010).

The ability to leverage social media to interact with consumers has increased the 

adoption of the VCE within firms (Barassi and Trere, 2012; Kietzmann et ai, 2012; 

Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010; Ramaswamy, 2010). As discussed in Section 2.3, some 

firms have integrated the VCE into their marketing (Gummerus et ai, 2012; Porter et 

a/., 2011) and customer strategies (van Doom, 2011; Belicove, 2010), in an attempt to 

facilitate the development o f direct and deeper customer relationships (Porter et ai, 

2011), to strengthen their brand (Gummerus et ai, 2012) and/or to involve their 

customers in co-creation activities (Porter, 2011; Ramaswamy, 2010; Bughin et ai, 

2008; Nambisan and Baron, 2009).

However, although VCEs provide firms with an important platform that can facilitate 

consumer engagement in value co-creation (Durkin, 2013; Porter el ai, 2011; Hoyer
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et a!., 2010; Ramaswamy, 2010; van Doorn et at., 2010; Verhoef et al., 2010), many 

firms do not fully understand consumer engagement or attach sufficient importance to 

the nature of customers’ interactions in firm-hosted virtual communities (Wirtz et al., 

2013; Berthon et al., 2012; Divol et al., 2012; Porter et al., 2011). While marketing 

executives agree that their firm’s online presence is important and that the virtual 

environment provides many opportunities (Wirtz et al., 2013; Berthon et al., 2012; 

Divol et al., 2012; Porter et al., 2011), the majority o f firms have treated their use of 

VCEs as a mere ‘side activity’ (Divol et al., 2012:3) and promotional tool and, as a 

result, do not capture the full potential of these virtual ecosystems (Berthon et al., 

2012; Zhang et a/., 2011; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2010).

Many firms fear financial loss and the risk o f destroying value for themselves and 

their customers due to the challenges associated with providing an engaging 

environment (Chui et al., 2013; Porter et al., 2013; Divol et al., 2012; Marketing 

Science Institute, 2012). Empirical findings show that a major challenge for senior 

marketing executives globally, is to discover how social media can be leveraged to 

deliver value to empowered customers, while sustaining consumer loyalty to the firm 

(Chui et al., 2013; IBM, 2011). According to Gallaugher and Ransbotham (2010:197), 

firms are “struggling to navigate the emerging complex, consumer-empowered 

environment” .

Firms are challenged by new levels of interconnectivity and a rising number of 

consumers that are more creative (Berthon et al., 2012), infonned, empowered (van 

Doorn et al., 2010; Ramaswamy, 2010), always-connected and demanding (Gordon 

and Perrey, 2015; Heinemann and Gaiser, 2015). At the “cusp of a new golden age for 

marketing” (Gordon and Perrey, 2015:1), consumers are described as the “dynamos of 

this new media world” (Berthon et al., 2012:263) as they have the potential to 

influence and drive value creating activities (Durkin, 2013; Kaplan and Haenlein, 

2010 ).

Moreover, as highlighted in Section 2.3, recent industry reports, including the 

McKinsey Quarterly (Chui et al., 2013; Bughin et al., 2008), the London School of 

Economics Enterprise report (Roser et al., 2009), the European Union’s Business 

Observatory report (European Union, 2014) and Gartner Inc. (2012) show that the
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majority of firms struggle to engage consumers in the VCE due to serious 

misconceptions about the nature of, and capabilities presented by, this platform and 

the effect of engaging therein on consumer behaviour and firm-related outcomes.

Referring to the Service Dominant Logic (SDL), discussed in Section 2.6, consumers 

should be viewed as proactive co-creators, rather than as passive receivers of value 

(Lusch et ai, 2010; Lusch and Vargo, 2008; Michel et ai, 2008). Ramaswamy (2009) 

describes value co-creation as a paradigm where value is a function of experiences 

other than the product or service itself, such as those experiences provided by 

engagement platforms, which can involve the firm, users of a product/service, and/or 

a community of other users. However, for many firms value is viewed as a function of 

products/serv'ices that are typically seen as the endpoint of an activity (Baron and 

Harris, 2010; Lusch and Vargo, 2009; Ramaswamy, 2009). The traditional 

perspective on consumer engagement implicitly views value creation and innovation 

as a firm-centric activity, with most information flowing in one direction, from the 

customer to the firm (Ramaswamy, 2010; Vargo and Lusch, 2008b; Prahalad and 

Ramaswamy, 2004). As discussed in Section 2.3, empirical research is needed to 

provide a greater understanding o f how to use the engagement experiences of 

consumers as the new basis of value creation (Brodie et ai, 2011a; Ramaswamy, 

2009).

Technology has permeated marketing for decades, however, this new marketing 

environment, and the “always-on and always in touch” consumer (Heinemann and 

Gaiser, 2015:1), presents a number of challenges for scholars and practitioners alike, 

to which this research responds.

1.3 Consumer Engagement in the Virtual Customer Environment

Since 2005, the concept o f consumer engagement has been increasingly used within 

the academic marketing and service literature (Brodie et ai, 2013; Bolton, 2011; 

Bowden, 2009; Sprott et ai,  2009). Consumer engagement is starting to become 

recognised by many theorists as superior to ‘consumer satisfaction’ and ‘repurchase 

behaviour’ when assessing firm performance and predicting relational outcomes 

towards the firm (Jaiswal and Niraj, 2011; Bijmolt et ai, 2010; van Doom et al., 

2010; Bowden, 2009). It is also contended that the consumer engagement concept
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surpasses other relational concepts, such as participation and involvement, by taking 

into account the increasingly experiential and interactive nature of consumer 

relationships (Brodie et ai, 2013; Bolton, 2011; Bijmolt et ai, 2010). This is 

particularly pertinent in today’s highly dynamic and interactive marketing 

environment which is a key enabler o f value co-creation (Brodie et ai, 2011a; 

Ramaswamy, 2010). In addition to theoretical superiority, consumer engagement has 

practical relevance, as engaging consumers in value co-creation is a critical objective 

of marketing professionals (Durkin, 2013; Gronroos and Voima, 2013; Hennig- 

Thurau et a i, 2010; Ramaswamy, 2009; Schau et al., 2009) (as discussed in Section 

2,3.1).

Despite its growth in popularity, very little attention has been paid to the conceptual 

foundations underlying consumer engagement (Brodie et a i, 2013; Heinonen, 2011; 

Bowden, 2009). As such, research is needed which provides clarity regarding the 

consumer engagement concept and its multiple dimensions (Brodie et al., 2013; 

Brodie et ai, 201 la; van Doom et ai, 2010). Moreover, although previous research 

has focused on this concept in relation to brand engagement (Hollebeek, 2010; Sprott 

et al., 2009; Cova and Pace, 2006) or media engagement (Booth and Matic, 2011; 

Calder and Mallhouse, 2008), few authors have examined consumer engagement in a 

VCE context (Brodie et a/., 2013; Porter et a/., 2011; Wagner and Majchrzak, 2007). 

While prior research provides initial conceptual (Hoyer et a i, 2010) and exploratory 

(Brodie et a i, 2013; Porter et ai, 2011; Wagner and Majchrzak, 2007) insights into 

the nature of consumer engagement within a VCE, empirical research is needed which 

confirms the relationships between the various components in the consumer 

engagement process (Brodie et ai, 2013; Gummerus et ai, 2012; Porter et ai, 2011; 

Hoyer et o/., 2010; van Doom et ai ,2010).

Furthermore, as discussed in Sections 2.5.1-2.5.3, although a number of studies have 

focused on consumer behaviour within virtual communities, these studies take a 

narrow perspective in that they explore antecedents of consumer participation (Kohler 

et ai, 2011; Nambisan and Watt, 2011; Porter et ai, 2011; Nambisan and Baron, 

2009) or describe the characteristics of these communities (Heinonen, 2011; Kohler et 

al., 2011; Kozinets et ai, 2010; Dholakia et ai, 2009). Critically, these studies do not 

consider the multi-dimensional consumer engagement concept (Brodie et ai, 201 la;
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Patterson and De Ruyter, 2006), its relationship with other constructs within the 

broader consumer engagement process (Brodie el a l ,  2013; Vivek et a l ,  2012; Hoyer 

et al., 2010; van Doom et al., 2010), or “individual-level and/or contextual variables” 

(Brodie ef al., 201 la:260) that influence the relationships within this process.

Section 2.4 provides a discussion on the consumer engagement concept and its 

conceptual distinctiveness from other, associated relational concepts. In brief, in the 

context o f the VCE, consumer engagement is described as a psychological process 

which occurs by virtue o f interactive customer experiences with the firm or 

consumers in the virtual community (Hoyer el al., 2010). This psychological process 

describes the nature o f participants' specific interactions and/or interactive 

experiences in virtual communities (Brodie el al., 2013). Similarly, consumer 

engagement is defined as a consumer’s intrinsic motivation to interact and co-operate 

with members o f a virtual community (Wirtz el al., 2013). Other definitions of 

consumer engagement point out the dual roles o f cognition and emotions in the 

creation o f a state o f engagement (Hollebeek, 2010; Mollen and Wilson, 2010) or 

adopt a multidimensional view o f consumer engagement which emphasises the 

relative importance o f cognitive, emotional, and behavioural dimensions (Brodie el 

al., 201 la; Patterson and De Ruyter, 2006).

Taking an alternative perspective, Wagner and Majchrzak (2007) suggest that 

consumer engagement is defined as a behavioural construct which measures the level 

o f customer participation in non-transactional behaviour in the virtual environment 

which can occur with the firm and/or with other customers in a collaborative 

knowledge exchange process. This non-transactional behaviour extends purchase 

transactions to encompass a vast array o f behaviours (Gummerus el al., 2012; van 

Doom, 2011; Kumar el al., 2010) including word-of-mouth (WOM) activity, 

customer recommendations, helping other customers, blogging and writing reviews 

(van Doom el al., 2010; Hoyer et a i, 2010).

As discussed in Section 2.4, research is needed which takes a systematic 

conceptualisation o f the antecedents to, and consequences of, consumer engagement 

(Brodie el a i ,  2011a; van Doom et al., 2011). Research is also needed, not only to 

further refine and conceptualise consumer engagement (van Doom, 2011; Brodie and
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Hollebeek, 2011) but to take a more experiential perspective of consumer engagement 

(van Doom et ai, 2010; Demangeot and Broderick, 2010; Tynan and McKechnie, 

2009; Jung el a i, 2009). Given the dynamic nature of consumer engagement, 

examining the causal relationships between related constmcts is a fmitful area for 

research (Wirtz et ai, 2013; van Doom et a!., 2011).

1.4 Purpose o f Research

The overall goal of this research is to advance substantive theory on consumer 

engagement by the identification, examination, and empirical validation, of key 

components of this engagement, and their interrelationships, in the context of VCE. 

To achieve this goal, this research draws fi'om multiple literatures. As discussed in 

Section 2.6, this study uses the SDL as an overarching guiding framework for the 

examination of consumer engagement. According to the SDL, consumer engagement 

is fundamental for value co-creation (Gronroos and Voima, 2013; Vargo and Lusch, 

2010; Maglio and Spohrer, 2008) and therefore, cmcial for firm success (Wirtz et a i, 

2013; Kumar et a i, 2010; Ostrom et a!., 2010; Payne et al., 2008). The following is a 

brief overv iew of the conceptual background of the current research.

As will be discussed in Chapters 2 to 4, in order to understand how the multiple- 

dimensions of consumer engagement are influenced, there is a need to examine its 

antecedents and to confirm the relationships between key variables in the consumer 

engagement process (Gronroos and Voima, 2012; van Doom, 2011; Brodie et al., 

2013; van Doom et al., 2010). This research puts forward the argument that in order 

to gain an understanding o f the nature of consumer engagement, it is important to 

consider the consumer’s purpose when participating in the VCE (Brodie et ai, 2013; 

Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Dholakia et al., 2009; Hsueh-Hua Chen and Duh, 2009). 

This research advances the argument that both intrinsic and extrinsic motives act as 

antecedents to consumer engagement, in terms of having a direct effect on how 

consumers cognitively appraise their engagement experience and on their 

participation in value co-creation.

Moreover, taking the theoretical claims of Hollebeek (2011), Mollen and Wilson 

(2010), and Brodie et a i  (2011b) into account, this research focuses on muhi- 

dimensions (cognitive, behavioural and emotional components) of consumer
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engagement in a C2F or C2C relationship. This approach was also taken due to the 

many calls for research to examine the multiple dimensions o f consumer engagement 

in the firm-hosted virtual environment (Wirtz et al., 2013; Brodie et al., 2011b; 

Bijmolt et al. 2010; Bowden, 2009). First, adopting a similar stance to that o f van 

Doom et al. (2010), V erhoef et al. (2010) and Chan et al. (2010), consumer 

engagement behaviours in this research include behaviours, such as providing ideas or 

making suggestions, fulfilling consumer needs, and/or becoming involved in 

consumer decision-making. Second, acknowledging that consumer engagement is a 

state o f mind that is characterised by cognitive processing o f information (Porter et 

al., 2011; Mollen and Wilson, 2010) and by satisfying experiential value as well as 

instrumental value (Brodie et al., 2011a; Mollen and Wilson, 2010), this research 

measures consumers’ cognitive appraisal o f their engagement experience. Third, 

recognising that consumer engagement involves an emotional connection (Mollen and 

Wilson, 2010) or affective commitment to an active relationship with the firm or 

participants in the firm-hosted virtual community (Patterson and De Ruyter, 2006), 

this research extends extant research through the inclusion o f a measure o f 

consumers’ affective states.

As discussed in Sections 2.5 and 3.3, previous empirical studies have ignored 

emotions as a significant component when studying consumers’ online behaviour, 

although understanding emotional experiences has been posited to influence 

consumers’ level o f  participation in virtual communities (Beaudry and Pinsonneault, 

2010; Fuller et al., 2008; Gregoire et al., 2010) and their relationship with the firm 

(Chan et al., 2010; Viswanathan et al., 2010; Mollen and Wilson, 2010; Bowden, 

2009; Zeelenberg et al., 2008; Patterson and De Ruyter, 2006). Moreover, the valence 

o f consumer engagement is an important consideration as a consumer’s affective state 

may cause this engagement to be negative or positive, depending on the consumer 

experience (van Doom et al., 2010). Accordingly, in this research consumers’ 

affective states are examined to determine their moderating influence on consumer 

engagement in the VCE.

Furthermore, this study investigates the moderating influence that the focus o f 

consumer interactions and consum ers’ online interaction propensity has on key 

relationships within the engagement process. In particular, this research answers the
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call from multiple theorists to empirically test the role C2C interactions, as opposed to 

C2F interactions, play in influencing consumer engagement (Brodie et a l, 2013; 

Baron and Harris, 2010; Mollen and Wilson, 2010; Dholakia et a!., 2009), thereby 

illustrating the role and power of the collective in value co-creation (Durkin, 2013; 

Berthon et al., 2012).

As highlighted in Section 2.5, research is needed which investigates how consumer 

engagement in the VCE can affect relational outcomes towards the firm, including 

affective commitment (Gruner et al., 2014; Brodie et al., 2013; Wirtz et al., 2013; 

Vivek et al., 2012; van Doom 2011; Libai et al., 2010). Accordingly, this research 

brings the aforementioned elements together and examines their influence on affective 

commitment to the firm and its virtual community.

1.5 Research Objectives and Questions

Based on the foregoing discussion, the overarching objectives of this research are to 

develop a model of consumer engagement in the context of the VCE, and to 

empirically test the explanatory power of the model to find support for the proposed 

relationships. These two key objectives lead to the following research question:

• IVhat are the factors contributing to consumer engagement in a VCE?

This research question, in turn, has a number of associated sub-questions, which 

highlight key relationships to be examined:

• Hom,' do the consumer engagement dimensions (cognitive appraisal, affective 

states, participation) relate to each other, and to the broader consumer 

engagement process from antecedents (expectations) through to engagement 

outcomes (affective commitment)?

• How do the proposed moderators (engagement focus, online interaction 

propensity, affective states) influence relationships and outcomes within the 

consumer engagement process?

1.6 The Domain Boundaries o f  the Study

This research is specifically located in the field of service marketing research, a sub- 

disciplinary field within the marketing discipline (Gronroos and Ravald, 2011). 

However, in order to answer this study’s research questions, it is necessary to draw
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from several literature streams including consumer research, consumer psychology, 

services marketing, service research, relationship marketing, virtual communities, 

social media, and technology acceptance research. In particular, as this research 

studies consumer engagement in a VCE context, the literature in relation to service 

research, technology acceptance and virtual communities plays a critical role. The 

following sections describe the dominant approaches to inquiry within the domain 

boundaries.

1.6.1 Service(s) Marketing

Research in services marketing stems from the 1970s (Gummesson, 1978). Despite 

the importance o f the service sector and the role o f the consumer in innovation and 

the production o f services (Gummesson, 2007), most o f the historical thought and 

research in marketing has stemmed from the manufacturing sector where a major 

focus was on the transaction or output, and how firms performing marketing functions 

added value to commodities (Vargo and Lusch, 2008a). Until the 1990s, services were 

largely considered to be tools to facilitate the sale o f tangible goods (Gronroos, 2009).

From the early 2000s, particularly due to the growth o f the service sector in global 

economies and the need for serv'ice innovations to encourage further economic 

growth, a number o f  theorists and practitioners called for research to raise the quality 

and productivity levels o f  services through systematic service innovation to accelerate 

co-creation o f  value (Gronroos and Ravald, 2011; Pie and Chumpitaz Caceres, 2010; 

Maglio and Spohrer, 2008; Spohrer et al., 2007; Chesbrough, 2005). For example, 

since the publication o f  ‘Evolving to a New Dominant Logic for M arketing’ (Vargo 

and Lusch, 2004), the SDL has encouraged new ways o f thinking around various 

theoretical concepts and related managerial issues, discussed in Section 2.6. The SDL 

suggests ‘service’ as the core concept replacing both goods and services (Vargo and 

Lusch, 2004). In tandem with this evolution, the term ‘service’ developed multiple 

and somewhat interrelated meanings, such as how interactions with customers are 

handled or the assistance provided to customers to speed and ease their decision

making processes (Gronroos, 2009).

In particular, the SDL emphasises the importance o f the development o f relationships 

between the consumer and the firm through interaction and dialog (Payne et a i ,  2008)
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where interactive experiences enable value co-creation and cultivate consumer 

engagement (Brodie et a l ,  2013; Mollen and Wilson, 2010). Consumer engagement is 

described as a bridging construct that can be used to elaborate on the nature and 

dynamics characterising service interactions or business relationships (Brodie et a l, 

2011b). However, as discussed in Section 2.6, research to date has focused on 

assessing the accuracy and efficiency o f service delivery, placing little emphasis on 

the consumer experience and, in particular, the affective dimensions o f the interaction 

between the consumer and firm (Rose et al., 2012; van Doom et al., 2010; Payne et 

al., 2008; Grace, 2007) or the consumer with other consumers (Libai et al., 2010; 

Kozinets et al., 2008).

1.6,2 Technology Acceptance

Technology acceptance is described as a user’s willingness to accept and use an 

information technology (IT) system (Davis, 1989). Since 1989, explaining technology 

acceptance and user behaviour in an organisational setting became a central issue in 

infom ation systems (IS) research (Venkatesh et al., 2003). The technology adoption 

models and, in particular, the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis et al., 

1989; Davis, 1989) which integrated diverse theoretical perspectives and built on 

social psychology, has underpinned research into individual-level technology 

acceptance for over two decades (Venkatesh et al., 2007). Although a significant body 

o f literature exists embodying many alternative theories, the consensus in this domain 

is that information systems are viewed as utilitarian tools for enhancing user 

performance (Bagozzi, 2007; Hirschheim, 2007; Davis et al., 1992). Explanations o f 

why users behave in particular ways towards IT have focused predominantly on 

instrumental beliefs (Beaudry and Pinsonneault, 2010; Benbasat and Barki, 2007; 

Davis et al., 1992).

However, as services have ovenaken products as the basis for the predominant 

economic model for companies (Fellenz and Brady, 2008; Maglio and Spohrer, 2008; 

Spohrer et al., 2007) and ICTs have become prominent within the firm-customer 

interface through self-service technologies (SSTs) (Bitner and Brown, 2006), a 

significant body o f empirical research in the services marketing and serv ice research 

relating to TA has focused on discovering ways to increase the use o f SST so that the 

consumer can perform the service task themselves (Ostrom et al., 2010; Curran and
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Meuter, 2007), i.e. to discover the antecedents to the acceptance of technology-based 

services (van Beuningen et a l, 2009; Theotokis et a i, 2008).

Although TAM has provided the framework for understanding user acceptance of 

technology-based products and services, its scope and application in the service 

environment has expanded beyond its original utilitarian objective to also encompass 

non-utilitarian objectives such as enjoyment and social acceptance (Curran and 

Meuter, 2007; Liljandera et a i, 2006). Limitations of this framework are discussed in 

Section 2.7. In brief, traditional services marketing and mformation systems (IS) 

research has tended to view technology as an instrumental means and a passive object 

owned and controlled by the firm where consumers are treated as ‘passive agents’ 

(Cova et a i, 2011:231), and simply recipients of technology-based goods or services 

(Ramaswamy, 2008; Berthon et al., 2005). This perspective tends to focus solely on 

the transactional side, as opposed to the relationship side, of service provision 

(Hopken et a i, 2009; Schoefer and Diamantopoulos, 2008b; Ethier et al., 2006). As 

discussed in Section 2.2, the emergence of Web 2.0 technologies, combined with 

ubiquitous online access (Gummerus et ai, 2012; Hennig-Thurau et a i, 2010, Libai et 

al., 2010) and consumers’ readiness to embrace technology (Barnes and Pressey, 

2012), highlights that the focus of research must move beyond examining users’ 

acceptance of technology toward understanding the influences of consumer 

engagement in a VCE (Gummerus et al., 2012; Brodie et ai, 201 lb; van Doom et ai, 

2010).

1.6.3 Virtual Communities

Graham and Karlsson (1987) note that online communities have existed since the late 

1970s, for example, USENET and PLATO were amongst the first computer-to- 

computer communication networks. These communities were small, technical, and 

insular, developed to facilitate communication between researchers (Preece et a i, 

2002). However, the emergence of the social media phenomenon, Web 2.0 and related 

applications, and the manner in which these technologies serve as a platfonn for 

facilitating engagement with, and among consumers, has given rise to multiple new 

types o f virtual communities, which are partially and/or fully supported by technology 

(Nambisan and Baron, 2009).
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The term ‘virtual community’ has been used since the mid-nineties when spontaneous 

social events on electronic netw^orks, or the early internet, influenced people to gather 

and communicate relative to common interests, topics or goals (Hagel, 1999:55). Over 

the past decade, the technology supporting virtual communities has changed 

tremendously. However, due in part to the rise of virtual communities in online 

networks, an unprecedented shift in power fi-om the firm to the consumer has occurred 

(Durkin, 2013; Berthon et ai, 2012; Mahr and Lievens, 2012; Achrol and Kotler, 

2011). It is only since the advent o f new “technologically enabled forms of creative 

collaboration” such as the ‘wiki’ and collaborative models like ‘open source’ that 

consumers have been recognised as “full-fledged collective creative forces in their 

own right” (Kozinets et ai, 2008:340). Section 2.3 discusses the various instantiations 

of the virtual community, and defines the firm-hosted virtual community in the VCE 

as the context of this research.

/. 7 Overview o f  Key Research Findings

While this study produced a number of important findings relating to the multiple 

relationships within the research model, as discussed in Chapter 7, this section 

presents a brief overview' of the major findings.

Firstly, this research highlights the pivotal role that C2C interactions play in value co

creation within the VCE. Findings validate that although both C2C and C2F 

interactions moderate the relationship between consumers’ cognitive appraisal and 

their participation in value creating activities, and between participation and their 

subsequent affective commitment, interactions that include peer-to-peer 

communication have the strongest influence. This supports the contention that the 

locus of power and value creation has shifted from the firm to the consumer and the 

collective (Durkin, 2013; Berthon et ai, 2012).

Secondly, findings indicate that consumers’ participation in value creating activities 

in the VCE and their affective commitment to the firm and virtual community is 

contingent on their affective states during their engagement experience. Results show 

that consumers’ emotions moderate the relationship between their cognitive appraisal 

of the engagement experience, their participation, and the resulting affective 

commitment, with higher levels o f positive emotions playing a more significant
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influential role. Results also indicate that the moderating effect o f negative emotions 

on the relationship between cognitive appraisal and participation declines 

significantly in cases o f higher cognitive appraisal. In general, these findings indicate 

the importance o f identifying custom ers’ affective states before and during the 

engagement experience in order to influence value co-creation. While extant research 

has shown that emotions influence online consumer behaviour (Flavian-Blanco el al., 

2011; Xie et al., 2008; Curran and Meuter, 2007; Kulviwat el al., 2007; Dabholkar 

and Bagozzi, 2006) as discussed in Section 7.3, these findings are the first to provide 

statistical evidence supporting Brodie et a l .’s (2013) contention that a consumer’s 

emotional state resulting from an interactive experience can lead to greater or lesser 

perceived value and positive or negative expressions o f consumer engagement in the 

VCE context.

Thirdly, this research confirms that the influence o f consum ers’ participation on their 

affective commitment is stronger for those consumers that have a higher online 

interaction propensity. This suggests these consumers are more likely to develop an 

emotional attachment to the firm or virtual community, if they have a positive 

engagement experience. This verifies Heinonen’s (2011) and Li et a l .’s (2007) 

proposition that consumers’ online interaction propensity influences their affective 

commitment.

Finally, this study identified five key antecedents o f consumer engagement in the 

VCE (social integrative and personal self-enhancement values, hedonic, utilitarian 

and psychological needs) and empirically verified that consumers’ cognitive appraisal 

o f  the engagement experience, and their participation, is directly influenced by these 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. In particular, findings show that consumers do not 

participate in the VCE purely on the basis o f ‘altruistic’ or ‘hedonic’ motives, rather 

they expect to attain significant benefits from such participation.

1.8 Overview o f Research Contributions

The major contribution o f this research is the provision o f a contemporary, integrated, 

theoretical model o f consumer engagement, set in the context o f  the VCE. This 

contribution comprises five key elements.
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First, this research adds to the body o f knowledge in the emerging area o f consumer 

engagement (Brodie et al., 2013) by drawing on a number o f literature streams to 

produce an integrated model that captures important factors that contribute to 

consumer engagement in the context o f the VCE. This research responds to the many 

calls in the extant literature for empirical research to provide academics and firms 

with a greater understanding o f how to leverage VCEs to engage consumers (Gruner 

et al., 2014; Brodie et al., 2013; Chui et al., 2013; Gartner Inc., 2012; Ostrom et al., 

2010; Schau et al., 2009). Furthermore, this study responds to the need for research to 

discover factors that influence consumer engagement in value co-creation (Brodie et 

al., 2013; Heinonen, 2011; Nambisan and Watt, 2011).

Second, this research makes an original contribution by taking a positivist approach, 

which provides more objective and generalisable findings than extant research. Until 

now, very little is known about the inter-relationships or proximal constructs that 

constitute the consumer engagement process in a VCE (Brodie et al., 2013; Porter et 

al., 2011; Heinonen, 2011; van Doom et al., 2010).

Third, previous research in the physical environment indicates that consumers’ 

cognitive appraisal o f their engagement experience is dependent on their perception of 

the value received during this experience (Gallan et al., 2012; Chan et al., 2010; 

W oodruff and Flint, 2006; Cronin et al., 2000), as discussed in Section 3.3. Although 

consumers’ motivational drivers o f participation in virtual communities are well 

understood (Fuller, 2010; Hsueh-Hua Chen and Duh, 2009; Nambisan and Baron, 

2009), until now, the influence o f these on consum ers’ cognitive appraisal has not 

been empirically verified in the VCE context (Brodie et al., 2013; Gronroos and 

Voima, 2012; van Doom, 2011; van Doom et a i ,  2010).

Fourth, this research advances current knowledge by identifying and validating three 

moderators, namely the focus o f consumer engagement (C2C and C2F), consumers’ 

affective states, and consumers’ online interaction propensity, which dynamically 

influence key relationships (the relationship between cognitive appraisal o f the 

engagement experience, participation, and the resulting affective commitment) within 

the consumer engagement process, as discussed in Sections 7.3-7.5, Although these 

relationships have been conceptualised separately in previous literature (Brodie et a i .
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2013; Vivek et al., 2012; Heinonen, 2011; Libai ef a i ,  2010), this is the first time they 

have been tested in a research model. Sections 3.3 and 3.5 provide the rationale for 

selection o f these moderators. Accordingly, this study makes a contribution to 

knowledge by answering calls for research to investigate factors that influence 

consumers during their engagement experience (Gronroos and Voima, 2013; Fuller et 

al., 2011; Mele and Polese, 2011; Nambisan and Watt, 2011; Pie and Chumpitaz 

Caceres, 2010), their participation in value creating activities (Heinonen, 2011; 

Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Wasko and Faraj, 2005), and their affective commitment 

towards the firm (Nambisan and Watt, 2011; Brodie et al., 2011a; Bowden, 2009; 

Hsueh-Hua Chen and Duh, 2009).

Fifth, this research provides empirical evidence in support of aspects of the SDL, a 

conceptually dominant literature (Chan and Li, 2010; Mele, 2010; Vargo and Akaka, 

2009; Xie et al., 2008; Hunt and Madhavaram, 2006). For example, as discussed in 

Section 8.3, findings support the propositions that consumers’ interactive experiences 

provide opportunities for influencing consumer engagement and value co-creation 

(Brodie et al., 2011b; Gronroos, 2010a:245) or that consumers must be viewed as 

collaborative partners in value co-creation (Lusch et al., 2007).

in addition to the theoretical contributions outlined above, this thesis presents a 

number of managerial implications based on its research findings, as discussed in 

Section 8.4, and introduced briefly in Section 1.9.

1.9 Managerial Implications

From a managerial perspective, the research findings demonstrate the importance of 

understanding how consumers engage in the VCE, and the consequences of this 

engagement for the firm. In line with SDL thinking, findings confirm that value 

creation is not limited to customer-firm interactions but concerns a network of actors 

involving the consumer (Vargo and Lusch, 2008a). Firms need to take proactive 

efforts to encourage consumer engagement and to move beyond the current view that 

these peer-to-peer communities require no encouragement or moderation by the firm 

(Chui et al., 2013; Gartner Inc., 2012; Dholakia et al., 2009). Critically results show 

the importance of facilitating peer-to-peer interactions among consumers and
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harnessing collective engagement, but that it is essential for a C2F component to 

remain as part o f the engagement process.

Firms should also endeavour to identify, understand, and manage consumers’ 

distinctive affective states within the context o f the VCE. At an operational level, this 

implies that marketers need to view the VCE as a proactive platform that is 

subservient to the emotional needs o f their consumers, rather than as a purely 

functional means and a passive object, controlled by the firm.

Marketers must also be cognisant o f consumers’ online interaction propensity, as this 

allows them to identify key users within the VCE. Findings underline the benefits 

marketers could achieve if they facilitate those who actively contribute knowledge 

and support others in the VCE. It is also important for firms to realise that those who 

have a low online interaction propensity may never become active contributing 

participants o f the VCE, unless stimulated directly.

The final implication for managers relates to the need to go beyond implementing a 

purely informational support infrastructure in the VCE. Results show that, in contrast 

to customer-initiated virtual communities that can emerge organically, practitioners 

must adopt proactive measures to create and sustain the VCE so as to fiilfil multiple 

consumer expectations, in particular those aimed at fostering relational ties between 

participants o f the VCE.

1.10 Thesis Structure and Summary o f  Chapters

This section outlines the structure o f this dissertation. Chapter 2 presents a 

comprehensive review o f the theoretical perspectives that inform the consumer 

engagement debate. The dynamic online marketplace and the impact o f  Web 2.0 and 

Social Media on consumer behaviour are discussed, with a particular focus on VCEs 

and their importance. The conceptual roots o f consumer engagement are examined 

and differentiated from other relational constructs. Consumer engagement in the VCE 

context is defined using SDL as the underpinning theoretical framework.

Three extant literature streams are discussed, each o f which views consumer 

behaviour in the virtual environment from a different perspective; motivations for
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participation, influences on participation levels, and the nature o f online communities 

and their effect on consumer behaviour. Accordingly, a number o f shortcomings in 

this field are identified, which this research addresses. In particular, this chapter 

highlights that an integrated model confirming the relationships between the various 

components in the consumer engagement process is needed.

Chapter 3 presents a discussion on the components o f the consumer engagement 

process, documenting the gaps in the current literature relative to each. It begins by 

discussing the antecedents to consumer engagement in terms o f consumers’ intrinsic 

and extrinsic motivations. Next, it examines the relationships between the cognitive, 

affective and behavioural dimensions o f  consumer engagement. Following this, the 

chapter discusses outcomes o f consumer engagement, and identifies a number o f 

additional influences on consumer engagement.

The next chapter, Chapter 4, draws on the literature review findings and presents the 

conceptual model and proposed hypotheses for this study. This includes the 

presentation o f a concise explanation for each dependence relationship, alongside the 

proposed formal hypotheses.

Chapter 5 outlines the principal methodological issues and argues for the logic 

guiding the choice o f a positivistic philosophy and deductive research approach 

adopted in this research. This includes the research design and selected method of 

data analysis. The chapter also discusses the changes made to the methodology as a 

result o f  the extensive pre-testing stage and forms o f  data analysis used. Each 

construct included in the research model is also reviewed in terms o f  previous 

relevant studies that justify the development o f  the hypotheses within the research 

model. This includes consumer expectations, consumer cognitive appraisal, positive 

and negative emotions, consumer participation, affective commitment to the firm and 

affective commitment to the virtual community. The chapter also incorporates a 

detailed analytical plan for the statistical analysis to be carried out. Accordingly, 

statistical techniques including structural equation modelling using IBM Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) AMOS 21.0.0 and descriptive statistical data 

analysis using SPSS version 17.0, are also discussed
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Following this. Chapter 6 presents the statistical analysis carried out in this research. 

This includes reports on the assessment and validity o f the measurement items for 

each construct used within the study’s measurement model. Findings from the 

estimation for the overall measurement model and the testing o f the structural model, 

nested models, and competing models are also detailed. In particular, a detailed 

analysis is provided which verifies the hypotheses constructed in Chapter 4.

Chapter 7 provides a discussion o f the research findings. The literature discussed in 

Chapter 2 and 3 is revisited in light o f the analytical results documented in Chapter 6, 

with the purpose o f identifying the key contributions this research makes to the larger 

body of knowledge.

The final chapter brings together the m.ajor points o f the thesis and presents the key 

substantive contributions, implications and limitations o f the study and concludes 

with an agenda for future research.
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Chapter 2 -  Consumer Engagement in the Virtual 
Customer Environment: Theoretical Perspectives

2.1 Introduction

The focus o f  this chapter is to present the underlying theoretical approach to this 

thesis and to identify gaps in the literature which this research addresses. The chapter 

begins, in Section 2.2, with an overview o f the dynamic online marketplace and key 

technologies, such as social media, which enable new means o f consumer 

engagement. Following this, in Section 2.3, virtual communities, brand communities, 

and VCEs are discussed and differentiated in order to specify the context for this 

research. This section highlights the importance o f consumer engagement in the VCE 

for firm success.

Section 2.4 presents the theoretical roots o f consumer engagement and provides a 

review o f extant consumer engagement research in the virtual community context. 

This section details related constructs, such as consumer participation and 

involvement, with a view to further clarifying the concept o f consumer engagement 

and differentiating it from other relational concepts.

Section 2.5 focuses on three key research streams: the motivational drivers o f 

consumer participation in online communities, the influences on consumers’ 

contributions and participation levels in online communities, and brand communities 

and their effects on consumer behaviour. Accordingly, a number o f knowledge gaps 

are identified therein.

Section 2.6 sets out the foundational theory for this research, the SDL, which 

highlights new opportunities for co-opting consumers as a means to co-create value 

through their engagement. This represents a major shift from a goods-centred to a 

service-centred logic for marketing. This section also presents a discussion on the 

extant theoretical and empirical work relating to value co-creation/co-destruction and 

demonstrates, in particular, the importance o f  firms building relationships and taking 

an experience-based view o f co-creative engagement with their consumers. A review 

o f  the literature indicates that most evidence pertaining to value co-creation has been 

theoretical. Consequentially, many gaps in substantive theory exist and therefore, this

21



field presents a critical area for research. Finally, Section 2.7 discusses alterative 

frameworks considered for this research.

2.2 The Dynamic Online Marketplace

ICTs have become an integral part o f modem life and the world economy (Kulviwat 

et a i,  2009:706), Bruneau and Lacroix (2001) define ICT as all activities which 

contribute to the display, processing, storing and transmission of information through 

electronic means. In particular, ICTs such as social media (Porter et al., 2011; 

Hennig-Thurau et al., 2010), and their ability to create virtual communities 

(Gummerus et al., 2012), have transformed the consumer marketplace over the past 

decade (Kohler et a i,  2011). While Graham and Karlsson (1987) note that virtual 

communities have existed since the late 1970s (for example, USENET and PLATO 

which were amongst the first computer-to-computer communication networks), the 

emergence of Web 2.0 and social media in the early 2000s, combined with ubiquitous 

online access, has provided constant connectivity among consumers where they can 

share their thoughts and information (Muller-Seitz et a i,  2009).

2.2.1 Web 2.0

The term Web 2.0 describes the second-generation use of web applications, sites and 

attached services, that accents openness, community and interaction (Millard and 

Ross, 2006). Web 2.0 depicts a transformation from the traditional internet model 

(O'Reilly, 2007) whereby users were primarily consumers of content, to one where 

any user can act as a content creator or provider (Cormode and Krishnamurthy, 2008). 

Kaplan and Haenlein (2010:61) expand on this explanation by describing Web 2.0 as 

a new way in which the World Wide Web (WWW) acts as a platform whereby 

individuals continuously modify content in a “participatory and collaborative 

fashion”. Barassi and Trere (2012:3) posit that:

“in contrast to Web 1.0, Web 2.0 is no longer based on a network o f  

hypertexts, but is defined by a new architecture o f  participation, which 

facilitates the co-production o f information, social networking and rich user 

experiences
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More recently, the term Web 3.0 has emerged (Hendler, 2009) which has been 

defined and discussed as representing a move towards “high-quality content and 

services produced by gifted individuals using Web 2.0 technology as an enabling 

platform” (Ostrom et a l,  2010; 26). Web 3.0 is described as encapsulating the 

technologies that are emerging which harness the multitude of online user-generated 

content and extract meaning from this content on behalf of users (Roussaki el a l, 

2012). Consequently, this may lead to more personalised, context aware services 

based on existing rich data (Doolin et al., 2012; Roussaki el al., 2012).

2.2.2 Social Media

The terms ‘Social Media’ and ‘Web 2.0’ are often used interchangeably within the 

current literature (Barassi and Trere, 2012, Kietzmann el al., 2012; Kaplan and 

Haenlein, 2010). Social media is defined as:

“a group o f Inlernel-hased applicalions lhal build on ihe ideological and

technological foundations o f  Web 2.0, and allow the creation and exchange o f

User Generated Content". (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010:61)

As social media have evolved from Web 2.0 and the creation of the user-generated 

Web, referring to Web 2.0 simply as social media is incorrect “because it ignores all 

its less social aspects, such as blogs, YouTube, and so on” (Beattie, 2011:1). Social 

media is described as “fundamentally scalable communications technologies that turn 

internet-based communications (for example, smart phones, PCs and tablet 

computers) into an interactive dialogue platform” (Montalvo, 2011:91). Social media 

encompasses a wide range of applications including blogs, wikis, company-sponsored 

discussion boards and chat rooms (Verhoef et al., 2010), consumer product or service 

ratings websites, internet discussion fora and social netw'orking websites (Vigoroso, 

2010). As highlighted in Figure 2.1, Kaplan and Haenlein (2010:62) classify social 

media as the degree to which it can enable social presence in the form of “acoustic, 

visual and physical contact” between individuals. This includes the amount of 

information the social media can transmit at any given time (media richness). They 

also classify social media by its ability to allow individuals to create and design their 

own profiles (self-presentation), which they suggest can control the impression 

individuals form during a social interaction.
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Figure 2.1: Social Media Classification

Social Presence/Media Richness
Low Medium High

Self-presentation/
Self-disclosure

High Blogs Social networking 
sites (e.g., Facebook)

Virtual social 
worlds (e.g., 
Sccond Life)

Low
Collaborative 
projects (e.g., 

Wikipedia)

Content communities 
(e.g., YouTube)

Virtual game 
worlds (e.g.. 

World of 
Warcraft)

Source: Kaplan and Haenlein (2010)

For example, blogs are described as the social media equivalent of personal web 

pages in that they vary in multitude, from personal diaries to summaries of 

information in one specific content area (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010:63). Social 

networking sites (SNS) are categorised as web-based services that allow individuals 

to construct a public or semi-public profile within a ‘bounded system’ (Boyd and 

Ellison, 2007). Campbell and Park (2008) highlight how SNSs have moved from 

within the bounds of websites, to the mobile services space, with millions of users 

accessing SNSs through dedicated applications or services on their smart mobile 

devices.

Collaborative projects, such as Wikipedia, are described as supporting simultaneous 

content creation by multiple users (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010). In particular, 

collaborative projects are becoming the key source o f information for many 

consumers (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010:62). Content Communities are described as 

those that support the sharing o f media content between users (Kietzmann et al., 

2012). They exist for a wide range of different media types, including “text (e.g., 

BookCrossing), photos (e.g., Flickr), videos (e.g., YouTube), and PowerPoint 

presentations (e.g., Slideshare)” (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010:63).

Websites that provide user-generated reviews o f products and services are described 

as crossing the boundary between collaborative and content commimities, in that they 

support collaboration in providing advice to fellow users, as well as facilitating 

inclusion of media such as photographs (Kietzmann el al., 2012). Interestingly, 

“social advisory sites” such as Tripadvisor (which provides travel reviews), or 

Amazon (which provides product reviews) are moving beyond the purely social
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media arena, with users generating content for the consumption o f others, into the 

social networking space in that users are forming bonds with other users through 

discussion forums around specific user reviews (O ’Connor, 2008:47). According to 

Kaufer (2009:1), the community aspect o f sites such as Tripadvisor is driving user 

engagement. He notes that “people are simply compelled to give back to a community 

that has given to them ”.

2.2.3 Changing Consumer Behaviour

This rich online environment acts as a platform facilitating interaction both with and 

among consumers (Brodie et ah, 2013) and has led to fundamental changes in 

consumer behaviour (Ostrom et al., 2010). This too has influenced how consumers 

comprehend the marketing environment (van Doom  et al., 2010). Consumers operate 

within a networked, interactive and globalised marketplace (W estjohn ei al., 2009) 

which enables them to rapidly access unlimited amounts o f information (Hoyer et al., 

2010; Libai el al., 2010), to engage directly with firms, and to “share their 

experiences, voice their ideas, and learn about other brands” (van Doom et al., 2010: 

258).

A rising number o f consumers use social media to express and disseminate their 

knowledge, experiences, and opinions about products and services, rather than being 

mere recipients o f information (de Valck et al., 2009). Social media, for example, 

allows consumers to engage in behaviours that can be “consumed by other consumers 

both in real-time and long afterwards regardless o f their spatial location” (Hennig- 

Thurau et al., 2010:312). Consequently, the consum er’s role has changed from a 

passive receiver o f controlled information ft’om the firm, to an active participant in 

knowledge creation (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010). Consumers are described as being 

‘tech -saw y’ (Makarem et al., 2009) and better informed, capable and empowered 

than in the past (Berthon el al., 2012; Macdonald and Uncles, 2007).

Many firms are increasingly challenged by customers who demand higher quality 

interactions and experiences (Fuller et al., 2011; Ramaswamy, 2010). In essence, 

social media has “democratized influence” , whereby consumers have changed their 

behaviours to wield greater influence on the purchasing decisions o f their peers 

(Gummems et al. 2013:5). As highlighted by Mollen and W ilson (2010:219):

25



‘‘The online experience, where competitors are a mouse-click away and peer-to- 

peer communication suhjecis brands to forensic scrutiny, has to he skilful enough 

to sway an empowered, informed, and increasingly sceptical consumer”.

The sense of empowerment many consumers gain from being able to easily 

communicate their ideas online has fuelled their desire to play a greater role in the 

process of value creation (Ernst et a i ,  2010; Hoyer et a i ,  2010). According to 

Edelman (2010:66), during the decision-making journey many consumers go directly 

to “Amazon.com and other retail sites that, with their rich and expanding array o f 

product-comparison information, consumer and expert ratings, and visuals, are 

becoming the most important influencers”. Conversely, these platforms also provide 

consumers with a convenient means for articulating complaints, v/hich in turn can 

lead to value destruction (Pie and Chumpitaz Caceres, 2010; Kuo and Yen, 2009; 

Woodruff and Flint, 2006) (as discussed in Section 2.5). Edelman (2010:64) posits 

that:

“After a purchase these consumers may remain aggressively engaged, publicly 

promoting or assailing the products they have bought, collaborating in the 

brand’s development, and challenging and shaping their meaning

This highlights that marketers need to recognize that value co-creation is not an 

automatic consumer situation, but may be a conscious decision by consumers to 

engage (Etgar, 2008) or disengage (Pie and Chumpitaz Caceres, 2010; Kumar et a l,  

2010) in such activities. Thus, as discussed in Section 2.6, understanding consumers’ 

engagement experiences is a prerequisite for value co-creation (Ramaswamy, 2009).

The following section provides a discussion on virtual communities, brand 

communities, and ultimately the VCE in order to define the context for this research.

2.3 The Virtual Customer Environment

Throughout the literature there are multiple references to groups of individuals 

engaging together, and in some cases engaging with firms, facilitated by the internet 

and social media platforms (Brodie et a i ,  201 lb; Schau et a i ,  2009; Wiertz et a i.
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2007). Terminology such as online communities, virtual communities, and virtual 

brand communities exists in many scholarly articles yet there appears to be no 

consensus on the precise meaning underlying these terms (Gruner et al., 2014). The 

nature o f these communities in terms o f the organisation hosting or establishing them 

further adds to the terminology confusion. For example, Brodie ef al. (2013) refer to 

the ‘virtual brand comm unity’ yet define it in terms o f the ‘online community’, 

whereas in their associated work (Brodie et al., 201 la) they refer exclusively to the 

‘online com m unity’. In contrast, W iertz and de Ruyter (2007) differentiate between 

‘firm-hosted commercial online comm unities’ and ‘online brand comm unities’. 

Furthermore, Porter el al. (2013) describe various virtual communities based on their 

point o f origin, for example, firm-hosted versus consumer-initiated communities.

According to Muniz and O ’Guinn (2001), the term ‘comm unity’ was historically used 

to denote a geographically bound group o f  individuals, with three core attributes:

• consciousness o f kind, which represents an intrinsic connection that members 

feel toward each other;

• the presence o f shared rituals and traditions, which perpetuate the 

comm unity’s shared history, consciousness and culture; and

• a sense o f moral responsibility, embodied as a sense o f duty to the community 

and its members.

Muniz and O ’Guinn (2001) note that throughout the twentieth century, advances in 

communication technologies removed the geographic delineation within communities. 

Building on this foundation, scholars such as Hagel and Armstrong (2000) and 

Wenger (2011) define a number o f sub-community types including ‘Communities o f 

Transaction’ which focus on buying and selling goods, ‘Communities o f Interest’ 

which bring together participants with a common interest, ‘Communities o f Fantasy’ 

which allow for the creation o f new personalities and role playing, and ‘Communities 

o f  Practice’ which facilitate networking within expert groups. Kozinets (1999:252) 

adds to this typology with the introduction o f ‘Communities o f Consum ption’ which 

he defines as an affiliate group whose “interactions are based upon shared enthusiasm 

for, and knowledge of, a specific activity or group o f activities” .
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Each o f these community types can have two forms, specifically the offline 

community or the online/virtual community' (Brodie et al., 2013; Schau et a l, 2009). 

Offline communities exist within the corporeal or physical world, and are typically 

represented by individuals meeting face-to-face to share a common interest (Schau et 

al., 2009), for example, physical meetings of European car enthusiasts (Brodie et a l, 

2013). In contrast, virtual communities are typically viewed as an internet-based 

space for socialisation (Sun et al., 2011), for example, ‘IKE Ah ackers’.

As shown in the table below, the most heavily cited definition for virtual communities 

is that of Rheingold (1993). More recently. Porter’s (2004) definition has also become 

widely accepted for the current online environment (Gummerus et al., 2012; Muller et 

al., 2012; Seraj, 2012; Brodie el al., 2013; Sun et al., 2011; Schau et al., 2009; 

Verhoef et al., 2009). However, to-date, relatively few attempts have been made to 

systematically define the term ‘virtual community’. Current definitions are 

problematic in that they do not consider the characteristics, the initiator/founder, or 

purpose of virtual community types, and so do not lend themselves to definitional 

clarity.

Table 2.1: Virtual Community Definitions

(Rheingold, 1993) Social aggregations that emerge from the Net when 
enough people carry out public discussions long enough, 
with sufficient human feelings, to form webs o f personal 
relationships in cyberspace.

7167

(Armstrong and 
Hagcl, 2000)

Computer-mediated spaces where there is a potential for 
an integration o f  contcnt and communication with an 
emphasis on member-generated content.

2182

(Jones and Rafacli, 
2000)

Symbolically delineated computer-mcdiatcd spaces... 
allow groups o f  individuals to attend and contribute to a 
similar set o f  computer-mediated interpersonal 
interactions.

128

(Porter, 2004:11) An aggregation o f individuals or business partners who 
interact around a shared interest, where the interaction is 
at least partially supported and/or mediated by 
technology and guided by some protocols or norms.

405

In an attempt to provide definitional clarity, Porter (2004) provides a typology o f 

virtual communities which describes ‘member-initiated communities’ as those that are 

either socially or professionally oriented, whereas ‘organisation-sponsored/firm-

' The terms virtual community and online community are used interchangeably in the literature (Brodie 
el al., 201 lb, Wiertz and de Ruyter, 2(K)7, Kozinets, 1999).
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hosted’ communities are divided into commercial, non-profit, and governmental 

communities. Based on this typology, an example of a member-initiated virtual 

community is ‘IKEAhackers’ (ikeahackers.net) which was created by fans of the 

IKEA brand, while an example of a firm-hosted virtual community is ‘IKEA Family 

Hej!’ which is the official IKEA firm-hosted consumer forum (Grabber and Ibert, 

2013). In a later publication, Porter et al. (2013) provide an additional classification of 

the ‘third-party managed virtual community’, which refers to a community 

established by a third-party to facilitate the exchange of products, services and 

information. Examples include: eBay, Tripadvisor or Epinions. The diagram below 

brings these classifications together in a common typology:

Figure 2.2: Porter's Typology of Virtual Communities

Virtual Community

Firm/organisation-
sponsored/hosted

Member/customer
initiated Third-party-managed

Adapted from Porter (2013, 2004)

A particular instance o f the consumption community is the ‘brand community’ (Schau 

et al., 2009a; Muniz and O ’Guinn, 2001), which Muniz and O’Guinn (2001:412) 

define as “a specialized, non-geographically bound community, based on a structured 

set of social relationships among admirers o f a brand”. Kozinets (1999) posits that 

these communities are specialised because at their centre is a branded good or service, 

and are therefore the same as communities of interest. This implies that the brand 

community can exist in a firm-hosted or customer-initiated context. As noted by 

Almeida et al. (2013:197), “popular brands often have many established brand 

communities, some organized and managed by the firm’s professional marketing
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managers, and others that are grassroots organizations founded and run independently 

by customer enthusiasts”. According to Woisetschlager et al. (2008:238);

‘‘Unlike the much broader concept o f  communities o f  consumption, the centre 

o f  a brand community is the brand itself; therefore, consumers join these 

communities to exchange experiences with other like-minded people 

fascinated by a specific brand”.

Wiertz and de Ruyter (2007:349) make a specific differentiation between the firm- 

hosted virtual community and the virtual brand community noting that the main 

purpose of virtual brand communities is the “celebration of the brand and the 

affiliation with other brand enthusiasts” while the firm-hosted virtual community 

focuses on enabling peer-to-peer problem solving and information exchange in 

relation to a product or service. They define virtual communities in the firm-hosted 

context as:

“Firm-hosted online aggregations o f  customers who collectively co-produce 

and consume content about a commercial activity that is central to their 

interest by exchanging intangible resources. These intangible resources can 

take the form  o f  information, knowledge, socio-emotional support, and the 

like” (Wiertz and de Ruyter, 2007 : 349).

Similarly, Gruner et al. (2014:32) indicate that the firm-hosted virtual community is 

initiated and maintained by the firm and is primarily concerned with providing 

customer support for the products or services associated with a particular firm’s brand 

through peer-to-peer interactions. This involves engaging their customers in co

creation activities, such as assisting consumers with product-related decisions, 

problem solving or learning about product uses. In contrast, they note that virtual 

brand communities are usually member initiated by those who feel a strong 

connection with the focal brand. Nambisan and Baron (2007) concur with this 

definitional separation, and note that members o f firm-hosted virtual communities 

take over service fijnctions traditionally provided by the host firm, often times without 

getting any monetary compensation or other direct rewards. Critically, as noted in 

Section 2.3.1, many firms are unsuccessful in leveraging communities as a basis for
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value co-creation due to the misconception that such communities will automatically 

attract participation, and require no administration or intervention by the firm itself 

(Gartner Inc., 2012; Nambisan and Baron, 2009).

Porter et al. (2013: 266) suggest that consumer-initiated virtual brand communities 

“signify organic interest in a firm that could be important [for firms] to leverage 

strategically because information sourced fi'om other customers is often perceived to 

be more credible than information produced by the firm itself’. However, as discussed 

in the following section, they argue that the firm-hosted virtual community, while 

being more costly and resource intensive, offers firms more control over the discourse 

in this environment, and the opportunity to create direct relational bonds with 

customers. Wirtz ei al. (2013: 229) also suggest that consumers who join, actively 

engage in, and gain positive experiences within, firm-hosted virtual communities may 

develop strong relationships with the firm which translates into brand loyalty and 

customer advocacy. However, they posit that “firms tend to put corporate interests 

over those of the community” creating a situation whereby “highly involved but 

disillusioned members (e.g. members who oppose product changes) could at any point 

decide to build a parallel online brand community that is beyond the reach of the 

firm”.

Furthermore, Verhoef et al. (2009) state that although member-initiated communities 

can enrich the customer experience and help build customer loyalty, the focus of 

engagement tends to be with members of the community and not the associated 

firm(s) and, therefore, firms need to be cautious when approaching these communities 

as their presence can be perceived as obtrusive. Similarly, Lee el al. (2011) suggest 

that in member-initiated communities participants are often more interested in 

developing social links with other members of the community rather than building 

relationships with the associated firm or brands. Therefore, firms need to consider 

strategically creating environments which facilitate the formation of virtual 

communities in order to foster consumer engagement (Kumar et a!., 2010; Nambisan 

and Baron, 2009). In particular, as discussed below, the nature o f firm-hosted virtual 

communities and how these online environments can affect user motivations or 

relational orientations toward the firm remains nebulous to-date. Accordingly,
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consumer engagement in a firm-hosted virtual environment presents an ongoing 

challenge for firms (Gruner et al., 2014; Dholakia et al., 2009).

A final concept which needs to be included in this contextual specification is that o f 

the VCE. Simply stated, the evolution o f ICTs, particularly Web 2.0 and social media, 

has enabled and simplified the establishment o f platforms, such as the VCE, which 

support the creation o f virtual communities (Porter et al., 2011). As Nambisan 

(2002:392) notes, “it is the emergence o f new ICTs which has allowed broad 

communities o f interest (e.g. customers) to coalesce around specific products and 

services”. As described in Section 1.1, Nambisan and Baron (2007:43) coined the 

term ‘virtual customer environm ent’ where they differentiate VCEs from other online 

customer fora/websites, in that they are “owned and operated by the product vendor, 

provide a direct connection with customers, and are focused specifically on value co

creation related to one or more o f  its products” . Essentially, the VCE is the firm- 

hosted platform, which can be enabled by social media and Web 2.0, in which the 

virtual community and/or virtual brand community exists.

According to Nambisan and Baron (2009:389), VCEs are described as those which 

provide services ranging from online discussion forums to “virtual design and 

prototyping centers” which enable the firm to involve their customers in value co

creation. Examples include Dell, HP, Adobe and Apple’s user communities for 

technical support (Wiertz and de Ruyter, 2007), StarBucks’ consumer forum for 

product idea generation (Gallaugher and Ransbotham, 2010), LEGO’s new model 

ideas community (Bughin et al., 2008), Procter and Gam ble’s ‘Connect and Develop’ 

community (Ramaswamy, 2010; Sawhney et al., 2005), BMW  ‘M Division’ for car 

customisation (Gloor and Cooper, 2012), Ducati’s Tech Cafe for product 

conceptualisation (Sawhney et al., 2005), Eli L ily’s pharma customer innovation 

platform (Sawhney et al., 2005), IBM ’s worldwide partner innovation centres 

(Blazevic and Lievens, 2008), IKEA’s interactive kitchen design centre (Wikstrom, 

1996), Samsung’s virtual product launch centre (Nambisan and Nambisan, 2008), and 

Unilever’s co-creation environment for packaging, advertising and product design 

(Medeiros and Needham, 2008).

32



Based on the foregoing, and drawing on definitions from Porter et al. (2013), Brodie 

et al. (2013), Wirtz and de Ruyter (2009), Nambisan and Baron (2007), Verhoef et at. 

(2007), Muniz and O ’Guinn (2001), Hagel and Armstrong (2000), and Kozinets 

(1999), Figure 2.3 presents a diagrammatic overview o f these concepts relative to 

communities in general. Based on the knowledge gap identified, this research focuses 

specifically on consumer engagement in the context o f the firm-hosted virtual 

community which resides in the VCE.

Figure 2.3: Typology of Virtual Communities
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2.3.1 The Importance of Consumer Engagement in the VCE

As discussed in Section 2.6, at a theoretical level, the roots o f consumer engagement 

lie within the SDL and the expanded domain o f relationship marketing (Brodie et al., 

2013), which views consumers as proactive co-creators o f  value during the service 

process (Chan et al., 2010), where value is not embedded in a firm ’s output but 

defined by, and co-created with, customers (Vargo and Akaka, 2009; Lusch et al., 

2008). Building on this premise, there has been various calls from academics that 

more research is needed to help firms think o f themselves as part o f  an innovation 

network in which they exchange and generate ideas with various actors in their 

environment, such as consumers (Vargo et al., 2009; Kristensson el al., 2008; 

M atthing et al., 2006; Edvardsson et al., 2005; Matthing et al., 2004).

In an increasingly networked society, the importance o f  firms exploiting the virtual 

community phenomenon to encourage consumer engagement is stressed by a number 

o f  theorists (Porter et al. 2011; Brodie et al., 2013; Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010;
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Ramaswamy, 2010; Kumar et a i ,  2010; Schau et al., 2009; W iertz and de Ruyter,

2007) although it is argued that few firms are comfortable with this new environment 

(Brodie et al., 2013; IBM, 2011; Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010; W oisetschlager et al.,

2008). The growing recognition that the consumer can co-create value (Lusch et a i ,  

2010), collaborate in the firm’s innovation process (Ramaswamy, 2010), and become 

endogenous to the firm (Bijmolt et al., 2010), highlights that consumer engagement is 

a critical online process (Durkin, 2013; Gronroos and Voima, 2013; Hennig-Thurau et 

a i ,  2010; Ramaswamy, 2009; Schau et al., 2009). As discussed in Section 3.4, 

consumer engagement has emerged in the serv'ice literature as a key concept affecting 

consumer contributions which ensures loyalty-related outcomes for the firm, 

including affective commitment, loyalty and trust (Brodie et al., 2011a), in specific 

customer/firm relationships (Bowden, 2009; Porter el al. 2011; Hollebeek, 2010). 

These consequences may also act as antecedents to subsequent interactive, co-creative 

experiences between the consumer and firm (Brodie et al., 201 lb; Bowden, 2009).

Ramaswamy’s (2010) case study research, for example, reveals how two firms -  the 

French telecom firm Orange and the California-based global networking firm Cisco, 

have gained competitive advantage through co-creating experience environments with 

their customers through social media. Findings suggest that consumer engagement in 

a VCE enables the firm to develop long-term relationships with its customers. 

Similarly, Galluagher and Ransbotham ’s (2010) case study research on Starbucks 

discusses how firm-hosted virtual communities can increase the ability o f firms to 

intensify firm-to-customer, customer-to-firm and customer-to-customer relationships, 

while creating new variations on conventional relationships. Moreover, 

Ramaswamy’s (2009) findings show how Procter and Gamble have also harnessed the 

power o f engaging their consumers online by providing an engagement platform that 

allows consumers to share experiences, advice, support, questions and knowledge 

with other consumers which has provided the firm with a direct engagement tool with 

consumers that are sometimes elusive. As a result, the firm has benefited by increased 

knowledge, profits and creating a long-term relationship with their customers. 

Ramaswamy (2009:36) argues that firms must become co-creative by creating an 

online environment where consumer engagement is encouraged, which they refer to 

as “the creation o f a deeper, more meaningful connection between the company and 

the customer”.
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According to Edelman (2010), consumer engagement is a crucial source of knowledge 

for the firm which can help them gain an understanding of consumers’ activities at 

pre- and post-purchase stages. As highlighted in Figure 2.4, Edelman (2010:64) 

contends that consumers embark on a “consumer decision journey” where often after 

the purchase stage they enter an ‘open relationship’ with a product or brand, sharing 

their experiences online with other consumers. His research indicates that firms need 

to focus on developing online community initiatives so as to directly engage 

consumers and build on-going post-purchase relationships.

Figure 2.4: Consumer Decision Journey

CONSIDER ............

................................................................  EVALUATE

: THE LOYALTY LOOP ;
' '
BOND

A D V O C A T E ,.,, _ _ENJOY ,„ rn T i i.

Consider & Buy
Marketers often overem
phasize the  “consider” and 

“buy” stages of the journey, 
allocating more resources 
than they should to build
ing awareness through 
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ing purchase with retail 
promotions.

Evaluate & Advocate
New media mai(e the 

"evaluate" and "advocate" 
stages increasingly relevant. 
Marketing investm ents tha t 
help consum ers navigate 
the  evaluation process 
and then spread positive 
word o f mouth about the  
brands they choose can be 
as im portant as building 
aw areness and driving 
purchase.

Bond
If consum ers’ bond with 
a brand is strong enougn. 
they repurchase it without 

vciing through the earlier 
decision'iourney stages

Source: Edelman (2010)

Kumar et al. (2010) suggests that increasing consumer engagement leads to four 

interrelated elements which encompass future profits, these include customer 

retention, value generated fi'om customer referrals, information sharing, and 

knowledge development. In contrast, a low level of this engagement is described as 

being detrimental to a firm’s success due to lost opportunities (Porter et al., 2011; 

Kumar et al., 2010). Prior studies, discussed in Section 2.5, show that consumers 

participating in online communities provide useful feedback and referrals (Borle et 

al., 2010; Bagozzi and Dholakia, 2006). This suggests that consumer engagement 

plays a key role in viral marketing activity which can influence corporate performance
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(Brodie et a i, 2011a) including sales growth (Gummerus et al., 2013) profitability, 

competitive advantage (van Doom, 2011) and purchase behaviour (Brodie et a!., 

2011 a; van Doom et a i ,  2010),

Specifically, consumer engagement in a VCE can contribute to all parts of the value- 

creation process, ranging from what is described as ‘superficial articulation’ such as 

reviews on retail websites (Hennig-Thurau et a i ,  2010), to extensive co-creation at 

the product or service development stage (Hoyer et a i, 2010; Krishnamurthy, 2009). 

For example, this permits firms to support open innovation, which Chesbrough et al. 

(2006:2) define as “the use o f purposive inflows and outflows of knowledge to 

accelerate internal innovation, and expand the markets for extemal use of innovation, 

respectively” . Virtual communities, for example, have an unparalleled ability to 

facilitate the collective action of knowledge contribution, as evidenced in the open 

source movement (von Hippel and von Krogh, 2006; Wasko and Faraj, 2005). This is 

particularly important for organisations that are receptive to customer collaboration in 

the design of services as many of these collaborations take place in “high-technology 

environments” using Web 2.0 as an enabling platform (Ostrom et al., 2010; 25).

A number of studies have used LEGO as a case example to highlight the importance 

of firms hosting virtual communities to hamess customer innovation by encouraging 

consumers to contribute feedback, information, knowledge and to help amplify 

positive word of mouth (Hatch and Schultz, 2010; Bughin et a l,  2008; Zwick et al., 

2008). For example, Bughin et al. ’s (2008) case study research shows that highly 

engaged customers, in terms of their levels of participation and commitment to the 

firm^lDrand and community, of LEGO are the most important source of new product 

ideas for the brand. Ahhough focusing their attention on a small group of passionate 

enthusiasts, LEGO empowered their consumers to share designs online by actively 

encouraging this group to create communities and exchange ideas.

Recent business practice discourse, including the McKinsey Quarterly (Chui et a i,  

2013; Bughin et al., 2008), Price-Waterhouse-Cooper (2013), LSE Enterprise report 

(Roser et al., 2009) and the European Union’s Business Observatory report (European 

Union, 2014), portray consumer engagement in a firm-hosted virtual environment as a 

strategic imperative for firms as it enables them to create consumer relationships.
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understand consumer value perceptions, and establish and sustain a competitive 

advantage in the marketplace. According to Price-W aterhouse-Cooper (PWC, 2013), 

firms need to leverage online platforms to engage consumers across multiple 

company processes, for example, those processes relating service/product support and 

product/brand involvement. They suggest consumer engagement enables firms to 

“build customer loyalty, promote direct two-way interaction and help spread key 

messages” (PWC, 2013:6). As shown in the table below, the McKinsey Quarterly 

indicates that between $900 Billion and $1.3 Trillion in annual value can be created 

through successfully engaging consumers in value co-creation through virtual 

platforms (Chui et a i ,  2013). O f this, they estimated $345B related to production 

development and operations; $500B from marketing, sales and after-sales support; 

and $230B from improvements in business support activities.

Table 2.2: The Value Creation Potential o f Consumer Engagement

Social technolugies today__

>1.5 billion Number o f  social networkina users globally.
80% Proportion o f total online users who interact with social networks regularly.
70% Proportion o f companies usuig social technologies.

90%
Proportion o f companies using social technologies that report some business 
benefit from them.

... and the ir untapped potential

S900 Billion - 
$1.3 Trillion

Annual value that could be unlocked by social technologies in four sectors.

30% Share o f consumer spending that could be inllucnced by social shopping.

2x
Potential value from better enterprise communication and collaboration compared 
with other social technology benefits.

3%
Share of companies that derive substantial bencfil from social technologies across 
all stakeholders: customers, employees and business partners (i.e. fully 
networked companies).

20-25% Potential improvement possible in knowledge worker productivity.

Source: Chui et al.{ 2013:vii)

Moreover, according to the EU Business Observatory report (2014), the total market 

value for online platforms supporting co-creation (based on gross revenues) was 

€283.32M in 2011, constituting a growth o f 74.7% compared to 2010 (European 

Union, 2014). Their findings indicate that this value relates to both short-term 

(increasing the speed o f products/services to market, lowering costs (relating to, for 

example, production, research, and development), greater consumer satisfaction) and 

long-term outcomes (customer loyalty, improving perceived value of, and likelihood
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o f  consumer participation in future value co-creation, and increasing positive WOM 

communication).

However, despite the role consumer engagement plays in value co-creation, the 

McKinsey Quarterly (2013) indicates that most firms do not fully understand 

consumer engagement or attach sufficient importance to the nature o f custom ers’ 

interactions in VCEs and as a result do not capture the full potential o f  these virtual 

ecosystems. The report reveals that, in 2011, only 31% o f US SMEs were using social 

media effectively as a co-creation tool, a view which is reflected in a report from the 

EU Business Observatory (European Union, 2014). Moreover, many firms struggle to 

engage consumers as they do not understand the consumer engagement process (Chui 

et a i ,  2013; Divol et al., 2012; Marketing Science Institute, 2012). According to 

Gruner et al. (2014), firms miss or mishandle up to 80% of consumer engagement 

opportunities as they fail to understand the nature o f virtual communities and their 

effect on consumer behaviour and firm-related outcomes. Moreover, as a Gartner Inc. 

(2012) study revealed, companies that host virtual communities may destroy value for 

both themselves and their customers due to serious misconceptions about the nature 

of, and capabilities presented by technologies such as social media. Additionally, 

while organisations that successfully integrate communities into customer support, for 

example, can realise cost reductions o f up to 50 percent, many o f these firms are 

unsuccessful in their community deployments due to the misguided perception that 

peer-to-peer communities require no administration or moderation (Gartner Inc., 

2012) and that consumers are motivated to participate simply by the ‘kindness o f 

strangers’ phenomenon, as discussed in Section 2.5.1.

Furthermore, firms continue to rely on consumer satisfaction with their products or 

services as a metric to predict firm performance and customer loyalty (Bijmolt et al., 

2010; Bowden, 2009). As discussed in Section 3.3.1, the most common approach used 

to assess customer satisfaction is the confirmation-disconfirmation o f  expectations 

approach which conceptualises satisfaction as a cognitive evaluation o f  product or 

service attributes (Bowden, 2009; Bitner and Brown, 2006; Parasuraman et al., 2005). 

This approach fails to account for the depth o f customer responses to service 

performance and fails to consider the consumer as a creative actor in the value 

creating process (Baron and Harris, 2010; Lusch and Vargo, 2009; Ramaswamy,
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2009). Thus, consistent with the GDL (discussed in Section 2.6), firms have 

traditionally focused on value that is built into a product or service during the 

production process (embedded in output) and this value is typically seen as the 

endpoint o f an activity which is exchanged when purchased by the consumer 

(Gronroos and Ravald, 2011; Edelman, 2010; Cova and Salle, 2008; Gummesson, 

2007).

Firms have also been criticised for focusing on consum ers’ purchase intentions as a 

predictor o f firm performance (Bijm oh et al., 2010; van Doom et al., 2010). Thus, 

firms have limited their attention to stages o f decision-making leading up to a 

purchase transaction implying that the consumer is a passive receiver o f  value and 

firms are producers o f  standardised value (Payne et al., 2008; Xie et al., 2008). 

Accordingly, consumer satisfaction and purchase intention have been conceptualised 

as unreliable predictors o f firm performance (Jaiswal and Niraj, 2011; Bijmoh et al., 

2010; van Doom  et al., 2010; Bowden, 2009; Bennett and Rundle-Thiele, 2004). In 

contrast, as discussed in Section 3.4, consumer engagement is suggested to be a 

superior predictor o f consumer loyalty relative to these traditionally-used marketing 

constructs (W irtz et a l ,  2013; Bowden, 2009; Patterson and De Ruyter, 2006). As a 

result, firms need to adopt consumer engagement as a salient online metric in order to 

gain a broader view o f  consumers and the spectmm o f  value they bring to the firm 

(Bijmolt et al., 2010; Hoyer et al., 2010; Mollen and W ilson, 2010).

WTiile an increasing number o f  firms are finding their way into the social media arena 

(Nambisan and W att, 2011), Schau et al. (2009:42) argue that a pertinent question still 

remains unanswered relating to how “some communities successfully attract and 

engage participants, while others do not” . As highlighted above, despite its 

importance, consumer engagement, particularly in a firm-hosted virtual environment, 

remains deficient in terms o f  extant research (W irtz et al., 2013; Brodie et al., 201 la; 

van Doom, 2011; Nambisan and Watt, 2011). Research which addresses the question 

o f  “customer motivation for participation in firm-hosted online forums”, and which 

goes beyond an examination o f citizenship behaviours is needed (Nambisan and Watt, 

2011; Nambisan and Baron, 2009:389). Critically, the nature o f  the firm-hosted 

community and how these communities can affect user motivations or relational 

outcomes towards the firm remains unexplored to-date.
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This research directly addresses this deficiency in current knowledge through the 

development and empirical validation o f a model o f consumer engagement in a VCE 

context. The following section provides a discussion on the consumer engagement 

concept in order to frame the scope of this research and to provide a working 

definition of consumer engagement.

2.4 The Conceptual Roots o f  Consumer Engagement

The engagement concept and a number of sub-forms have gained increased 

recognition in the academic marketing and service literatures in recent years including 

‘customer engagement’ (Bijmoh et a i, 2010; van Doom et a!., 2010), ‘consumer 

engagement’ (Etgar, 2008), ‘brand engagement’ (Mollen and Wilson, 2010; Sprott el 

a i, 2009), ‘media engagement’ (Calder and Malthouse, 2008) and ‘employee 

engagement’ (Saks, 2006). This concept has its roots in a variety of disciplines which 

include social psychology, organisational behaviour (Bowden, 2009), relationship 

marketing (Vivek et a i, 2012) and consumer psychology (van Doom et a i, 2010). 

Since 2005, the tenn consumer engagement has been increasingly used within the 

academic marketing and serv'ice literature as it is considered by many theorists as a 

critical online process (as discussed above) and a superior metric to consumer 

satisfaction and repurchase behaviour when assessing firm performance and 

predictmg customer loyalty (Jaiswal and Niraj, 2011; Bijmoh et a i, 2010; van Doom 

et al., 2010; Bowden, 2009).

Despite its growth in popularity, few attempts have been made to define the term 

consumer engagement and very little attention has been paid to the conceptual 

foundations underlying this concept, particularly in the VCE context. Table 2.3 

provides a summary of the consumer engagement conceptualisations identified in this 

literature review. In total, 17 key publications relating to consumer engagement were 

identified in the academic marketing and service literature, in relation to virtual 

communities. O f these, 8 focus specifically on consumer engagement within specific 

virtual community contexts (highlighted in grey in Table 2.3), 8 reference both the 

offline and online environment, and 1 (Bijmolt et a!., 2010) does not make the 

distinction. Only 4 o f the online studies focus on consumer engagement in the firm- 

hosted context (Brodie et a i, 2013; Porter et al., 2011; Hoyer et a i,  2010, and
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W agner and M ajchrzak, 2007). In brief, Brodie et al. (2013) conducted a netnographic 

study with participants in a firm-hosted virtual brand community and recommends a 

process-based conceptual fi'amework to help provide an understanding o f the nature 

and scope o f consumer engagement (as discussed in the following section). Porter et 

al. (2011) conducted a longitudinal study to examine how to drive consumer 

engagement behaviour, from a firm and consumer perspective. They present a 

fi'amework which highlights key motivational drivers for consumer participation in a 

firm-hosted virtual community (as discussed in Section 2.5).

In addition, Hoyer el al. (2010) produced a conceptual framework which examines 

consumer engagement and value co-creation in terms o f motivations and 

impediments, from both the firm and consumer perspective. Reflecting current 

industry thinking, as discussed above, their findings highlight the benefits o f co

creation, such as increased efficiencies, relationship building and consumer 

satisfaction. They argue that extensive research is required to discover factors that 

influence consumer participation in the value co-creation.

Furthermore, W agner and M ajchrzak’s (2007) case study research explored firm- 

hosted wikis to identify a number o f influences on consumer engagement. Their 

findings indicate that consumer engagement is influenced by community 

custodianship, goal alignment among contributors, and consumer participation. 

Critically, despite its importance, none o f  these studies have tested the relationships 

within the consumer engagement process, in particular, those associated with 

relational outcomes towards the firm. As discussed in Section 1.7, this gap in 

knowledge is directly addressed by this research.
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Table 2.3: Consumer Engagement Conceptualisations in the IVlarketing Literature

Wirtz et al. 
(2013)

Online Brand
Community
Engagement

‘The consumer’s intrinsic 
motivation to interact and 
co-operate with community 
members’.

Literature review examining the 
nature o f  online brand communities.

A conceptual fi^mework to deepen understanding o f 
online brand communities -  using the dimensions o f  
brand, orientation, intemet-use, funding and 
governance - combined with antecedents (brand- 
related, social and functional).

The authors note that future research must 
empirically test the drivers (social benefits, functional 
benefits, information quality, monetary and explicit 
normative incentives), and moderators (product 
involvement, membership duration, customer 
expertise) o f  online community engagement with a 
particular focus on when online communities can be 
effective in nurturing relationships.

Brodie et al. 
(2013)

Consumer
Engagement

“CE is a context-dependent, 
psychological state 
characterized by fluctuating 
intensity levels that occur 
within dynamic, iterative 
engagement processes”.

This exploratory study highlighted 
that CE in virtual brand communities 
consists o f  an interactive, experiential 
process, which is based on 
consumer’s engagement with specific 
objects (e.g. brands, or the firm), 
and/or other community members.

More empirical research needs to confirm these 
netnographic findings, particularly using larger 
samples in order to generalise the findings.

More research is needed in order to discover the role 
tliat focal engagement platforms or C2C interactions 
play in the CE process.
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Porter et al. 
(2011)

Consumer
Engagement

“From a cognitive 
perspective, engagement is a 
positive state o f  mind that 
is characterized by high 
energy, commitment, and 
loyalty toward a firm. From 
a behavioral perspective, 
engagement refers to actions 
toward a firm that go 
beyond transactions. Such 
actions are motivated by 
both cognitive and emotional 
forces”.

This exploratory study highlights that 
understanding how to fulfil 
consumers’ needs and motivations 
are critical for increasing 
participation.

A conceptual framework which highlights that when 
customers are strong admirers o f a firm and its brand, 
they desire to engage with others and the firm 
directly, often in firm-hosted virtual communities. In 
addition, needs fiilfillment (e.g., social 
identification), and the extent to which group 
attachment motivates a desire to participate, can be 
greater in firm-hosted communities.

Research is needed which provide robust theoretical 
explanations o f  how engagement antecedents (in 
terms o f  consumer motivations combined with the 
online environment and efforts o f  the firm) drive 
engagement behaviour.

Verhoef
(2010)

Customer
Engagement

An overarching construct 
capturing non-transactional 
customer behaviour (beyond 
the focus o f purchase 
behaviour) such as blogging, 
EWOM and co-creation.

Conceptual paper which proposes a 
model o f  CE antecedents, 
impediments and outcomes.

This paper brings the work o f van 
Doom et al. (2010), van Bruggen et 
al. (2010), Bijmolt et al. (2010), 
Henning Thurau et a/.(2010), Libai et 
al. (2010), Hoyer et al. (2010) and 
Kumar et al. (2010) into a conceptual 
model. It serves as an editorial 
overview for a special journal issue 
on the subject o f  CE.

Customer engagement an important new research 
area within customer management.

Note: van Bruggen et al. (2010) and Libai et al. 
(2010) do not provide a definition o f CE; the other 
papers mentioned here are presented in this table.

Henning 
Thurau et al. 
(2010:13)

New Media 
Brand
Engagement

‘Non-purchase customer 
behaviours that involves new 
media’, for example, 
YouTube videos about the 
brand, writing blogs, 
participating in social

Conceptual framework o f  CE via new 
media, which includes brand attitudes 
(benefits, satisfaction, liking), new 
media attitudes (utilitarian, hedonic, 
social-psychological) and relationship 
outcomes.

The authors call for research to discover the effects o f 
intrinsic and extrinsic motivational drivers on 
different levels o f  CE.



networks etc.

Hoyer et al. 
(2010:285)

Customer
Engagement

The process o f  co-creation is 
an important manifestation 
o f  customer engagement 
behaviour.

Conceptual framework o f customer 
co-creation developed based on a 
literature review -  which includes 
motivations (financial, social, 
technological, and psychological), 
stimulators (customer benefits, 
reduced costs), impediments, and 
outcomes (relationship building, 
engagement and satisfaction).

The authors suggest a number o f  areas for future 
research in the form o f  research questions including: 
“why are some consumers more willing and able to 
engage in co-creation”, “what is the relative impact 
o f  financial, social, technical, and psychological 
factors in driving consumer co-creation”, “what are 
the needs, wants, preferences, and motivations o f  
different segments o f  co-creating consumers

Mollen and
Wilson
(2010:14)

Online
Consumer
Brand
Engagement

A cognitive and affective 
commitment to an active 
relationship with a brand as 
personified by the website.

Conceptual pap>er driven by S-O-R 
framework, which proposes a set o f 
relationships between interactivity, 
telepresence and engagement. The 
authors argue that engagement is an 
intermediate variable between drivers 
o f  consumer engagement and 
consumer behaviours and attitudes.

In terms o f  future research, the authors suggest that 
empirical research is needed to examine the 
relationships between experiential quality and 
engagement. In addition, “given the evidence o f  the 
neuro-marketing field, which emphasizes the pre
eminence o f  emotion in decision-making and brand 
affiliation ... exploring the relationship and relative 
valence between cognitive and affective components 
o f  the engagement construct may also be fruitful ”.

Wagner and
Majchrzak
(2007)

Customer
Engagement

CE defmed as “the intensity 
o f  customer participation 
with both representatives o f  
the organisation and with 
other customers in a 
collaborative knowledge 
exchange process " (p.20).

This interpretive research focuses on 
wikis as an enabling technology for 
customer engagement. Three case 
studies are presented and six 
characteristics that affect engagement 
are identified: “community 
custodianship, goal alignment among 
contributors, value adding processes 
emerging layers o f  participation, 
critical mass o f  management and 
monitoring activity, and technologies 
in which features are matched to

Calls for empirical research to examine the 
relationships between the six identified 
characteristics, using samples from multiple 
companies.
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assum ptions about how  the 
com m unity co llabora tes”(p .l8 ).

(V ivek et al., 
2012)

Custom er
Engagem ent

‘The intensity o f  an 
individual's participation in, 
and connection with an 
organisation 's offerings 
and/or organisational 
activities, w hich either the 
custom er o r the organisation 
in itia te’.

This exploratory study suggests that 
CE is com posed o f  cognitive, 
em otional, behavioural, and social 
elem ents.

M ore em pirical research needed to confirm  and 
generalise their research findings.

(B rodie el 
a /,, 201 la )

C onsum er
Engagem ent

“C ustom er engagem ent (CE) 
is a psychological state that 
occurs by virtue o f  
interactive, cocreative 
custom er experiences with a 
focal agent/object (e.g., a 
brand) in focal service 
relationships. It occurs under 
a specific set o f  context- 
dependent conditions 
generating differing CE 
levels; and exists as a 
dynam ic, iterative process 
w ithin service relationships 
that cocreate value. CE plays 
a central role in a 
nom ological network 
governing service 
relationships in which other 
relational concepts (e.g., 
involvem ent, loyalty) are 
antecedents and/or 
consequences in iterative CE 
processes. It is a 
m ultidim ensional concept

This research explores the theoretical 
foundations o f  CE by draw ing on 
relationship m arketing theory and the 
SDL.

The m ultiple dim ensions o f  consum er engagem ent 
are highly contextual, and therefore, w ithin a specific 
set o f  situational conditions, d iffering  engagem ent 
levels are generated.



subject to a context- and/or 
stakeholder-specific 
expression o f  relevant 
cognitive, em otional and/or 
behavioural dim ensions ",

( Brodie et 
« /. ,2 0 1 lb )

Engagem ent: 
An im portant 
bridging 
concept for the 
em erging S-D 
logic lexicon.

The interactive, co-creative 
experiences betw een focal 
actors in service 
relationships.

Literature review  accom panied by a 
netnographic study exam ines the 
different intensity levels o f  CE over 
time. Proposed a m odel o f  CE w hich 
includes cognitive, em otional and 
behavioural elem ents. Lim ited study 
due to its exploratory nature.

- Future research needs m ore em pirical evidence 
based on larger groups across m ultiple product 
categories.
- Social identity needs to be considered.
- “The role o f  focal engagem ent platform s, em ployee 
interactions and the co-creation o f  value are 
im portant areas w arranting further research.
- The dyadic and/or netw orked aspects o f  
engagem ent w ithin specific C 2C, C2F, B2B, and 
B2C interactions m erit further attention.
- The specific interactive experiences betw een 
consum ers, business, governm ent and /or other 
agencies m erit flirthcr scrutiny (given the com plexity 
o f  this em erging research area in the m arketing 
discipline).
Future em pirical research em ploying a pluralistic 
approach, integrating the use o f  interpretative and 
quantitative m ethods, is appropriate ” (p.9).

Hollebeek
(2010)

C onsum er
Brand
Engagem ent

The level o f  consum ers’ 
cognitive, em otional and 
behavioural investm ent in a 
brand.

Conceptual paper based on literature 
review. D evelops a model o f  
consum er engagem ent which 
includes cognitive, em otional, 
behavioural elem ents, com bined with 
loyalty and satisfaction.

C alls for extended research into the CE concept, its 
antecedents and outcom es (and the relationship 
betw een these). “Em pirical testing and validation o f  
the proposed tripartite custom er brand engagem ent 
conceptualisation and its interrelationships with other 
m arketing constructs are required for further 
advancem ents to be m ade in this a r e a ” (p .801). 
“ M oreover, em pirical exploration and validation o f  
the proposed four-part custom er brand 
engagem ent/loyalty  segm entation are needed to 
investigate the extent to w hich distinct custom er 
brand-engagem ent levels may generate differential
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loyalty outcomes across relevant consumer 
segments ’(p-802).

Van Doom el 
al. (2010: 
253)

Customer
Engagement
Behaviour

Customer’s behavioural 
manifestations that have a 
brand or firm focus, beyond 
purchase, resulting from 
motivational factors.
These behaviours include 
‘word-of-mouth (WOM) 
activity, recommendations, 
helping other customers, 
blogging, writing reviews, 
and even engaging in legal 
action’.

Authors developed a conceptual 
model o f CE, including antecedents 
(context, customer, and firm based) 
and outcomes (for customers, tlrm, 
and other).

Calls for research to “exhaustively identify the 
antecedents o f  CEBs and then articulate their 
interactive effects. From prior literature, the ‘main 
elYects’ o f many antecedents on CEBs should be 
obvious—o f  course, highly satisfied customers 
engage in more positive WOM. It is less clear how 
these different antecedents would interact with each 
other to affect CEB " (p.262).

Bijmolt e! 
a /.(2010:349)

Analytics for
Customer
Engagement

Customer multiple 
behaviours described as non
transactional behaviour such 
as WOM, blogging, 
providing customer rating 
and co-creation.

This is a conceptual paper reviews 
current analytic models used for 
measuring CE.

Calls for future research to examine the relationship 
between customer engagement with the firm and 
customer loyalty.
‘Current modelling approaches ignore the potential 
heterogeneity across customers in terms o f  the value 
they bring to the firm, where customer engagement 
can be seen as a component o f  customer value to the 
firm ’. Customer engagement and customer value to 
the firm must be explored.

Kumar el al. 
(2010: 297)

Consumer
Engagement

in contrast to van Doom el 
al. (2010) Kumar e! al. argue 
for the inclusion of 
transactional behaviour in 
the CE definition - “active 
interactions o f a customer 
with a firm, with prospects 
and with other customers, 
whether they are 
transactional or non-

This conceptual paper, based on 
literature review, proposes a 
framework for “customer 
engagement value” (CEV), with 
associated metrics. The framework 
consists o f a number o f elements of 
customer engagement value:

Customer lifetime value 
loyalty/retention
Customer referral value -

The paper calls for future research to examine the 
nature of customer engagement value, using the four 
elements identified in this table.



transactional in nature, can 
be defined as custom er 
engagem ent ”,

custom er netw orks
C ustom er infiuencer value -  e.g.
eW O M  activity
Custom er know ledge value -  
custom er contributions to 
knowledge.

Bowden
(2009)

Tiie process o f
C ustom er
Engagem ent

A psychological process that 
m odels the underlying 
m echanism s by which 
custom er loyalty form s for 
new  custom ers o f  a service 
brand, as well as the 
m echanism s by which 
loyalty may be maintained 
for repeat purchases.

A conceptual paper which highlights 
the im portance o f  redirecting 
satisfaction research to understanding 
the role com m itm ent, involvem ent, 
and trust play in the creation o f  
engaged and loyal customers.

They propose m ore em pirical research is needed to 
understand how  the C E process develops and can 
lead to affective com m itm ent to the firm.

Higgins
(2009)

C onsum er
Engagem ent

A state o f  being involved, 
occupied, fully absorbed or 
engrossed in som ething (i.e. 
sustained attention).

Conceptual research w hich exam ines 
the strength o f  engagem ent and the 
associated im pact on positive / 
negative outcom es. Proposes a 
conceptual model. N o em pirical 
study associated with findings.

The authors note “The process im plications o f  
regulatory engagem ent theory for influencing both a 
goal object's value intensity and the experiential 
quality o f  the goal pursuit activity itse lf have the 
potential for creating a new  toolbag o f  persuasion and 
influence techniques "(p. 111).

(Patterson 
and De 
Ruyter, 
2006)

Custom er
Engagem ent

The level o f  a custom er's  
physical, cognitive and 
em otional presence in their 
relationship w ith a servicc 
organisation. T his concurs 
w ith the “three-partite” 
conceptualisation o f  
engagem ent w idely-adopted 
in the organisational 
behaviour literature (Saks, 
2006:601).

This conceptual paper describes 
custom er engagem ent as a higher- 
order construct, consisting o f  vigour 
(w illingness to invest tim e and 
effort), dedication (sense o f  
belonging), absorption (happiness, 
fully concentrated), and interaction 
(various connections with em ployees, 
other consum ers, and/or the firm) 
com ponents.

M ore research is needed to explore how  engagem ent 
from the custom er’s perspective, m ay be used to 
explain key m arketing m etrics such as service 
quality, custom er satisfaction and loyalty.

A CE construct is needed that better reflects 
custom ers’ em otions and cognitions tow ards a 
service brand and firm.
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As can be seen from the table above, although no definition has become the 

benchmark for consumer engagement, a number of consistent themes have emerged 

from the literature. From a behavioural perspective, consumer engagement is defined 

as a behavioural construct that measures the extent to which consumers provide or 

share information in the decision-making process during value co-creation (Hoyer et 

a i,  2010). Co-creation is also suggested to be a behavioural manifestation of 

consumer engagement (van Doom et a i, 2010; Verhoef et at., 2010). Referring 

specifically to the virtual community environment, consumer engagement is defined 

as a behavioural construct that measures the intensity o f customer participation in a 

“collaborative knowledge exchange process” (Wagner and Majchzak, 2007:20), 

which may be directed at the firm or some other constituent, such as other consumers 

or even competitors (van Doom et a i,  2010). Similarly, consumer engagement is 

described as an overarching construct that can capture non-transactional customer 

behaviour which is defined as “the customers’ behavioural manifestation toward a 

brand or firm, beyond purchase” (van Doom et al., 2010: 253). This non-transactional 

behaviour results from various motivational drivers (van Doom et al., 2010) and 

includes consumers providing suggestions for service improvement, participation in a 

firm’s activities (Wirtz et al., 2013; Bijmolt et al., 2010), blogging (Jin and Su, 2009), 

EWOM and consumer recommendations and referrals (van Doom et a!., 2010). van 

Doom et al. (2010: 254) ftirther propose that non-transactional behaviours are 

important aspects of co-creation, and hence form an integral component of consumer 

engagement.

Consumer engagement behaviour is fiarther conceptualised as having multiple 

dimensions including valence (positive or negative engagement behaviours) (Kumar 

et al., 2010; van Doom et al., 2010), form and modality (whether the engagement 

behaviour is online or offline), scope (temporally, momentary or on-going 

engagement), and impact (immediacy of impact, intensity of impact, breadth of 

impact, and the longevity of the impact, in relation to engagement behaviour) (van 

Doom et a i,  2010).

From a cognitive perspective, consumer engagement is described as a state of mind 

that is characterised by cognitive processing o f information (Mollen and Wilson, 

2010), which can influence consumer commitment, and loyalty toward a firm (Porter
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ei al., 2011). The consum er’s mental state o f readiness is associated with satisfying 

experiential value as well as instrumental value (Brodie et al., 2011a; Mollen and 

Wilson, 2010). This perspective attempts to measure rational formulations o f 

consumer loyalty based on overall satisfaction with the brand (Hollebeek, 2010), or 

service experience (van Doom et al., 2010). In the virtual environment, the 

consumer’s active and sustained processing o f  information is accompanied by 

knowledge exchanges. These knowledge exchanges can be in the form o f C2C 

interactions (Libai et al., 2010; Verhoef el al., 2010), C2F interactions (Brodie et al., 

2013) or interactions between other constituents in the marketplace (van Doom  et al., 

2010). In particular, Libai et al. (2010) highlight the importance o f the different 

dimensions o f C2C interactions in understanding consumer engagement in the virtual 

environment and in providing extant knowledge for firms, particularly due to the rise 

o f social media.

As an ahernative to the cognitive and behavioural perspective, consumer engagement 

is described as a psychological process that models the underlying mechanisms by 

which consumer relationships form (Bowden, 2009; Patterson and De Ruyter, 2006). 

Wagner and Majchzak (2007:20) describe how consumer engagement can involve an 

active relationship between C2C and/or C2F in a collaborative network. The 

association with an affective commitment to an ongoing relationship between the firm 

and its customers demonstrates the importance o f the consumer’s emotional 

attachment (Hollebeek, 2010). Affective commitment refers to an emotional feeling 

that expresses a consum er’s psychological closeness to a brand, experience (Bowden, 

2009), individual, or service relationship (Mattila, 2004). Subsequently, active 

interaction between the consumer and the firm can lead to a more meaningful or 

emotional connection between both parties (Kumar et al., 2010). Thus, the intensity o f 

this engagement with a firm is described as the level o f  energy, mental resilience and 

the willingness to invest time/effort (Bowden, 2009). This indicates that consumer 

engagement can be viewed as a state or outcome variable existing at a particular 

intensity and at a specific point in time, with differing engagement intensities 

predicted to generate distinct behavioural outcomes (Hollebeek, 2010).

Patterson and de Ruyter (2006) refer to consumer engagement as the level o f a 

custom er’s presence (physical, emotional and cognitive) in their relationship with a
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service organisation, while acknowledging the role C2C interactions may play in the 

process. They define consumer engagement as a higher-order construct, which 

comprises o f four components, namely, vigour (level of energy and mental resilience), 

dedication (a sense of belonging), absorption (fully concentrated, happy, and deeply 

engrossed), and interaction (various interactions and connections). They argue that 

consumer engagement is more than the exercise of cognition as it reflects both 

consumers’ emotions and cognitions towards a service and/or firm. They suggest that 

cognitive, emotional and physical presence have to be “simultaneous” in order to 

conclude that a consumer is ‘fully engaged’.

Taking a similar stance, Brodie et al. (2011a:258) conceptualise consumer 

engagement as a multidimensional process which includes cognitive, emotional, and 

behavioural dimensions. In particular, they suggest five fundamental propositions 

(FPs) which define the conceptual domain o f consumer engagement, as highlighted in 

Table 2.4 below.

Table 2.4: Fundamental Propositions o f Consumer Engagement

F P l Consumer engagement reflects a psyehological state, which occurs by virtue o f  
interactive customer experiences with a focal agent/object within specific service 
relationships.

FP2 Consumer engagement states occur within a dynamic, iterative process o f  service 
relationships that co-creates value.

FP3 Consumer engagement plays a central role within a nomological network o f  
service relationships.

FP4 Consumer engagement is a multidimensional concept subject to a context- and/or 
stakeholder-specific expression o f  relevant cognitive, emotional, and behavioural 
dimensions.

FPS Consumer engagement occurs within a specific set o f  situational conditions 
generating differing consumer engagement levels.

Source: Brodie a/. (2011b)

Based on the above, Brodie et al. (201 lb: 260) provide the following broad definition 

o f consumer engagement stating:

“Customer engagement (CE) is a psychological state that occurs by virtue of 

interactive, cocreative customer experiences with a focal agent/object (e.g., a 

brand) in focal service relationships. It occurs under a specific set o f context- 

dependent conditions generating differing CE levels; and exists as a dynamic, 

iterative process within service relationships that cocreate value. CE plays a
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central role in a nomological network governing service relationships in 

which other relational concepts (e.g., involvement, loyalty) are antecedents 

and/or consequences in iterative CE processes. It is a multidimensional 

concept subject to a context- and/or stakeholder-specific expression of 

relevant cognitive, emotional and/or behavioural dimensions

The multiple dimensions of consumer engagement referred to in the definition above 

are highly contextual, and therefore, within a specific set of situational conditions, 

differing engagement levels are generated (Brodie et a i,  2013; Vivek et al., 2012; van 

Doom et al., 2010; Bowden, 2009; Patterson and De Ruyter, 2006). Furthermore, 

Brodie et al. (2013) suggest that consumer engagement must be considered as part of 

a larger engagement process. Although the phases o f this engagement process are 

discussed in-depth in Chapter 3 (Sections 3.2-3.6), drawing on the research referenced 

in the table above, a brief overview of the consumer engagement process is warranted 

at this juncture.

2.4.1 Overview of the Consumer Engagement Process

Consumer engagement triggers or antecedents can include consumers’ motivational 

drivers relating to utilitarian expectations (judgments of convenience and time 

savings) (Brodie et al., 2013), anticipated hedonic benefits (Hoyer et a l,  2010), 

expressing positive or negative feelings (Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004), consumers’ 

involvement with the brand/service (Vivek et al., 2012) or self-enhancement relating 

to social rewards (Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Wasko and Faraj, 2005). Additionally, 

Brodie et al. (2013) propose that involvement and participation are required consumer 

engagement antecedents, while they note other concepts such as flow or rapport are 

more accurately depicted as potential/optional consumer engagement antecedents 

(and/or consequences) depending on the context.

The cognitive and affective components of consumer engagement (outlined in Figure 

2.5) incorporate the experiences and feelings o f individuals (Vivek et al., 2012; Hoyer 

et al., 2010; Bowden, 2009), whereas the behavioural elements capture the 

participation by individuals with the firm (Vivek et al., 2012; Mollen and Wilson, 

2010) and/or other customers in a virtual community (Wagner and Majchrzak, 2007). 

Within the multidimensional perspective, various combinations of the cognitive.
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emotional, and/or behavioural aspects are observed. For example, the cognitive 

dimension can reflect an individual’s state of flow or absorption during the 

engagement experience (Patterson and De Ruyter. 2007), and/or consumers’ 

perceptions o f instrumental value (e.g. their appraisal of utility and relevance) (Brodie 

et a i, 2011a; Mollen and Wilson). The emotional dimension reflects an emotional 

response or affective state relating to the engagement experience (Brodie et a l, 

2011b). The engagement concept is argued to include many emotions such as 

“confidence, integrity, pride, and passion” and has, therefore, an important place in 

contributing to an understanding of service performance and customer outcomes 

(Bowden, 2009:65). Finally, the behavioural dimension can reflect a consumer’s 

“level o f energy and mental resilience in interacting with a focal engagement object” 

(Brodie et a i, 2011b:257). Moreover, it measures the intensity o f an individual’s 

participation and connection with the organisation’s offerings and activities, which is 

personified in the amount of time and/or effort they dedicate to the instance of 

engagement (Vivek et al., 2012). Algesheimer et al. (2005) highlight the importance 

o f the engagement object (i.e. the community), rather than the subject (e.g. customer) 

in consumer/brand relationships.

Consequences of the consumer engagement process, which can have a 

positive/negative valence, include elements such as loyalty, satisfaction (Bowden, 

2009; Patterson and De Ruyter, 2006), perceptions of empowerment, emotional 

bonds, trust and commitment (Brodie et al., 2013; Vivek et al., 2012). Importantly, 

these consequences can vary depending on the object/focus of the engagement (i.e. 

the firm/brand, the online community itself, or both) (Wasko and Faraj, 2005). 

Additionally, these consequences can act as antecedents for future engagement, 

thereby highlighting the cyclical, rather than linear nature of the engagement process.

Given the importance o f consumer engagement in the VCE context (as discussed in 

Section 2.3.1), theorists agree that research is needed which will provide clarity 

regarding the consumer engagement concept, and which will examine the 

relationships betw'een its multiple dimensions, and particularly its influence on 

relational outcomes towards the firm (Vivek et a i,  2012; Brodie et a i, 2013; van 

Doom 2011; Bowden, 2009). As highlighted in Table 2.3, the scarcity o f systematic 

scholarly research relating to the effects o f the various proposed antecedents to
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consumer engagement calls for a theory-based model that empirically tests these 

interrelated relationships (Brodie et a l, 2013; van Doom, 2011). Critically, it is noted 

that the mode o f engagement (C2C or C2F) in the VCE context can have an influence 

on the consumer engagement dimensions and outcomes, and therefore needs to be 

examined in future research (Vivek et al., 2012; Brodie et al., 2013; van Doom 2011; 

Libai el a i, 2010). Furthermore, multiple theorists (discussed in Sections 2.4.1-2.4.3 

below) have called for research which empirically investigates the relationships 

between engagement drivers, moderators and resulting consequences, such as the 

affective commitment towards the firm, as highlighted in Table 2.3.

Returning to the discussion above, and considering the context for this research 

(discussed in Section 2.3), Figure 2.5 is derived from the extant literature discussed 

above, and in particular Brodie et a l.’s (2013) theoretical representation of the 

consumer engagement process and focal objects, within the virtual community 

context. As highlighted in Table 2.3, Brodie et a l.’s (2013) research is the most 

comprehensive study of consumer engagement in a firm-hosted virtual community 

context to-date, as it takes a multidimensional view and considers engagement as part 

of a broader process. Furthermore, this framework aligns with the SDL which is the 

underpinning framework used in this thesis. While Brodie et al. present a broad view 

of the consumer engagement process, it was necessary to draw on the work of 

theorists such as Vivek et al. (2012), Porter et al. (2011), van Doom et a i  (2010) and 

Bowden (2009) to further identify antecedents and outcomes within this broader 

framework. The resulting framework provides guidance for undertaking this 

deductive research and for addressing the knowledge gap in terms of understanding 

the consumer engagement process from antecedents through to outcomes. However, 

as will be discussed in the following chapter, it is clear that the key conceptualised 

relationships within this framework need to be identified and empirically validated.
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Figure 2.5: Consumer Engagement Process in the VCE
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As described in Section 1.3, this research concurs with Wirtz ei a l.’s (2013) and 

Brodie el a l.’s, (2011b) contention that definitions of consumer engagement must 

move beyond a unidimensional perspective towards a multidimensional concept. 

Returning to the contextual focus o f this thesis, and drawing on the above discussion, 

this research adopts the following working definition o f consumer engagement:

Consumer engagement in a firm-hosted virtual community involves specific 

interactive experiences between consumers and the firm, and/or other 

members o f  the community. Consumer engagement is a multidimensional 

concept comprising cognitive, emotional, and/or behavioural dimensions. In 

particular, it denotes the level o f  a consumer's participation in a collaborative 

knowledge exchange, combined with their cognitive and affective responses, 

resulting in a level o f  affective commitment to an active relationship, which 

can he either with the firm  or other customers in the VCE.

The purpose o f the following section is to distinguish the concept o f consumer 

engagement from other relational concepts.
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2.4.2 Differentiating Consumer Engagement from other Relational Constructs

As consumer engagement remains “an emergent rather than mature theme in 

academic literature” (Mollen and Wilson, 2010: 921), there are a number of related 

constructs that are more established, yet conceptually distinct to consumer 

engagement. The following sub-sections provide an overview of these terms, whereas 

in Table 2.5, consumer engagement is compared with, and differentiated from, each of 

these constructs. Analysis of this table indicates that each of the constructs addressed 

is of a conceptually distinct nature relative to consumer engagement.

In summary, although there are a number of constructs similar to consumer 

engagement, the motivational and/or behavioural/cognitive and emotional aspects 

inherent in the consumer engagement process differentiates it from other relational 

constructs. Moreover, consumer engagement surpasses other relational concepts, such 

as participation and involvement, by taking into account the increasingly experiential 

and interactive nature of consumer relationships (Brodie el al., 2013; Bolton, 2011; 

Bijmolt el al., 2010).

2.4.2.1 Consumer Participation

Consumer participation (CP) in value creation is defined as a behavioural construct 

that measures the extent to which customers provide and/or share information, make 

suggestions, and become involved in decision-making (Chan et al., 2010). However, 

studying CP alone fails to consider the cognitive processes, affective states and/or 

emotional presence in the interactive relationships that exist in consumer engagement, 

as it is viewed purely as a behavioural construct (Chan et al., 2010; Hoyer ei al., 

2010 ).

2.4.2.2 Attachment

Attachment is described as an affective construct that is strongly associated with 

ownership or possession of objects or products (Vivek et al., 2012; Belk, 1988) and is 

truly “embedded in exchange” (Ball and Tasaki, 1992: 102). Sprott et al. (2009: 95) 

describe how for product or brand attachment, for example, product purchase may be 

necessary to become fiilly “situated in the experience”. On the contrary, consumer 

engagement may be unrelated to ownership o f an object or a purchase transaction 

(van Doom et al., 2010; Verhoef et al., 2010).
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2.4.2.3 Involvement

Involvement is conceptualised as a cognitive, affective or motivational construct, 

indicating a state of mind or personal relevance (Bolton and Saxena-lyer, 2009). It is 

defined as an individual’s level o f interest or personal relevance in relation to a focal 

object or a decision (Hollebeek, 2010). Product or firm involvement, for example, is 

suggested as being an important controlling element in a consumer’s online behaviour 

(Novak et a!., 2002) and/or engagement behaviours (Nambisan and Baron, 2009). 

Alternatively, involvement is described as a consumer’s level of attention or 

engrossment in the content of a displayed environment (Suh and Chang, 2006) and is 

viewed as an antecedent required prior to the emergence of consumer engagement 

(Hollebeek, 2010).

Consumer engagement in a virtual community is described as going beyond 

involvement as it encompasses an affective commitment or emotional connection 

(Hollebeek, 2010; Kumar et al., 2010) which can be with the firm, its community or 

its activities (Vivek et a l,  2012) Moreover, involvement may be differentiated as a 

precursor to consumer engagement behaviours (Vivek et al., 2012). Mollen and 

Wilson (2010) argue that consumer engagement m a virtual community extends 

beyond mere involvement, as it encompasses an interactive relationship with the 

engagement object.

2.4.2.4 Consumer Experience

Hollebeek (2010) suggests that consumer experiences result from interactions with a 

firm’s employees, processes or systems. Consumer engagement is also suggested to 

be an experiential state (Mollen and Wilson, 2010). A number o f theorists call for 

research to investigate online ‘experiential intensity’ (Demangeot and Broderick, 

2006:338) or online experiential components (Mollen and Wilson, 2010; Grace, 2007) 

in order to gain a greater understanding of consumer engagement (Kumar et al., 2010; 

Mollen and Wilson, 2010; Ramaswamy, 2009). Although the consumer experience 

concept is defined in both academic and practitioner terms in numerous ways (Rose et 

al., 2012; Rose et al., 2011; Payne et al., 2009), the consensus among theorists is that 

both rational, cognitive processing and affective states form part of the consumer 

experience formation (Rose et al., 2011). Thus, by examining cognitive and affective 

components of the consumer’s online experience it is possible to determine consumer
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engagement (Mollen and Wilson, 2010). Similarly, Hoffman and Novak (2009) note 

that understanding the ‘customer experience’ is important for driving much of the 

innovative work in online consumer engagement. Thus, the concept o f consumer 

experience is therefore inherent in the consumer engagement process (Brodie et a!., 

2013).

2.4.2.5 Interaction

Based on the scholarly view, and adopting the SDL viewpoint (discussed in Section 

2.6) that consumer engagement centres on an interactive experience (Brodie et a i,  

2013; Mollen and Wilson, 2010; Ramaswamy, 2010), which has consequences for 

both the firm and the consumer (van Doom et a i ,  2010), interaction is conceptualised 

as an antecedent to consumer engagement as it is required prior to the expression o f a 

customer’s relevant engagement level (Bolton and Saxena-Iyer, 2009; Bowden, 

2009). Moreover, interactivity is also proposed as an important driver o f enhanced 

online relationships and as crucial to engaging consumers in virtual communities 

(Heinonen, 2011). As discussed in Section 2.5.3, value for the firm or consumer can 

be created or destroyed through interactions, therefore highlighting the view that the 

quality o f the interactions is fundamental for value-creation (Gronroos and Voima, 

2013; Maglio and Spohrer, 2008) and consumer engagement (Gronroos and Voima, 

2013; Pie and Chumpitaz Caceres, 2010; Ramaswamy, 2008). Moreover, according to 

Gronroos and Voima (2013), co-creation is a function of interaction as through the 

dialogical process of direct interaction, the service provider may influence the 

customer’s value creation process and serve as a value co-creator.
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Table 2.5: Differentiation of Constructs Compared to Consumer Engagement

Consumer Participation 
(CP)

(Chan et al., 2010) “A behavioural construct that 
measures the extent to which 
customers provide or share 
information, make suggestions, and 
become involved in decision 
making during the service co
creation and delivery process

Empirical deductive study, in an 
offline setting, with 349 pairs o f 
customers and service employees, in 
the context o f professional financial 
services. The study examines how CP 
drives performance outcomes through 
the creation o f relational and economic 
value, and how participant’s cultural 
value orientations influence the effects 
o f CP on value creation.

As noted by Patterson and De Ruyter (2006), 
CE focuses on both physical presence and the 
psychological processes. Chan et al. (2010) 
also call for research which integrates 
psychological and relational dimensions o f 
the CP construct. They note:
'’’'Customers and employees must interact and  
work together to co-create value: their 
altitudes and emotional responses are likely 
to affect each other in the co-creation 
process"  (p.59),

Involvement (Kaplan and 
Haenlein, 2010; 
Magnusson el al., 
2003)

Involvement has been 
conceptualised as a cognitive, 
affective or motivational construct 
indicating a state o f mind or 
personal relevance. Mollen and 
Wilson (2010:920) propose that 
involvement’ is a ‘component o f 
telepresence’ and is therefore 
merely “a synonym for focused 
attention or ‘engrossment’ in the 
website

Exploratory research Described as a psychological construct that 
does not study behaviour but may be 
explained as an antecedent to the behavioural 
conceptualisation o f CE (Mollen and Wilson, 
2010). It is suggested that CE extend beyond 
the “involvement" concept in that it 
encompasses a proactive, interactive 
customer relationship with a specific 
engagement object (e.g. a brand or firm).

Attachment (Vivek et a!., 2012; 
Barnes and Cumby, 
2002; Ainsworth et 
al., 1978)

Relationship between the consumer 
and the object o f their attention. The 
object is owned and used to 
maintain self-concept.

Theoretical conceptualisation Ownership oriented concept which defines or 
strengthens self-concept (Belk, 1988).

Described as a construct truly embedded in 
exchange (Ball and I'asaki, 1992).

Interaction (Bolton and Saxena- 
lyer, 2009:92)

Interactivity is described as a 
variable characterised by ‘some 
form o f customer-firm interaction in 
an environment characterised by

Conceptual Paper Described as an antecedent to engagement 
required prior to the expression of a 
customer’s relevant engagement level 
(Bolton and Saxena-Iyer, 2009; Bowden,



any level o f technology (i.e., a high 
or low technology environment)’.

2009).

Flow (Hoffman and 
Novak, 2009; 
Csikszentmihalyi, 
1997)

Defined as an optimal and enjoyable 
experience, characterised by total 
concentration and high interest in an 
activity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997).

Interpretive research Flow is described as a close component to 
engagement (Hollebeek, 2010). However, 
Patterson and De Ruyter (2006) argue that 
the scope o f customer engagement is much 
broader than flow, which mainly focuses on 
cognitive involvement. As discussed in 
Section 2.3.1, Brodie et ai (2013) propose 
that flow is more accurately depicted as a 
potential consumer engagement antecedent 
and/or consequences.

Consumer Experience (Hollebeek, 2010) A subjective, internal consumer 
response (sensations, feelings, and 
cognitions) and behavioural 
responses evoked by stimuli in the 
consumer environment.

Conceptual research It is suggested that CE is based on 
consumers’ needs and values, motivating the 
individual toward a specific object or event 
(Sprott et ai, 2009). Consumer experience is 
considered an antecedent required prior to the 
expression o f a customer’s relevant CE level 
(van Doom et al., 2010). Potential consumer 
engagement consequence, which ‘does not 
presume a motivational state’.
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The following section provides a discussion on extant research relating to consumer 

behaviour in the virtual community. While the m ajority o f research addressing 

consumer behaviour in virtual communities fails to conceptualise consumer 

engagement explicitly, the literature provides a foundation on which to base this 

research.

2.5 Consumer Behaviour in the Virtual Community

In an attempt to respond to the need for systematic knowledge about the virtual 

community phenomenon, academic research efforts have mainly centred on three 

issues. The first stream o f research addresses the firm ’s need for insight into how to 

elicit consumer input into value co-creation by investigating the motivational drivers 

o f consum ers’ online participation in virtual communities. The second stream of 

research focuses on factors that shape custom ers’ contributions and participation 

levels in the virtual community. The third stream o f research focuses specifically on 

the nature o f virtual brand communities and their effect on consumer behaviour. The 

synthesis below discusses each research stream in terms o f the key knowledge gaps 

which this research addresses. These research streams converge on a set o f research 

requirements which form the basis for the research questions posed in this thesis, as 

highlighted in Section 1.5.

These research streams form a continuum which examines consumer behaviour in the 

virtual community, from antecedent factors through to consum ers’ behavioural 

outcomes. This continuum is reflected in the structure o f this research thesis and 

model. Using the consumer engagement process as a frame o f reference (Figure 2.5), 

it is clear that no study to date has carried out empirical research which examines the 

interplay between the m ultiple dimensions o f consumer engagement. Research efforts 

have specifically advanced our understanding o f the antecedents o f virtual community 

participation. Although it has been suggested that consumer participation in the VCE 

leads to relational outcomes, such as affective commitment to the firm, this 

relationship has not been verified to date. Furthermore, influences on this relationship 

have not been examined. In particular, the influence o f  consumer emotions or their 

engagement focus on this relationship within this consumer engagement process 

remains unexplored. In addition, no study has examined the engagement process from
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motivational drivers through to multiple consumer engagement dimensions, and 

onwards to engagement outcomes.

2.5.1 Motivations for Consumer Participation in Virtual Communities

As highlighted in Table 2.6 below, in total, 7 publications have been identified which 

examine motivations for consumer participation in the virtual community context. 

Only 2 of these studies focus specifically on the firm-hosted context (Fuller, 2010; 

Nambisan and Baron, 2009), while the others do not make the distinction between 

firm-hosted and non-firm-hosted.

The most prominent study of motives for consumer participation in virtual 

communities to date is by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004), which has over 700 citations. 

Hennig-Thurau et al. ’s (2004:38) exploratory research shows that social benefits, in 

comparison to providing platform assistance, venting negative feelings, showing 

concern for other consumers, positive self-enhancement, economic benefits, helping 

the company, and advice seeking, have the strongest influence on consumers’ EWOM 

in ‘web-based opinion platforms’. This indicates consumers’ strong desire for social 

interaction in this environment. Building on Hennig-Thurau et al. ’s (2004) research. 

Fuller (2010) developed a conceptual framework which suggests consumer motives 

for participation m value co-creation activities (such as the generation, design, 

refinement, and testing of ideas and new product concepts) in a firm-hosted virtual 

community. Fiiller (2010) broadly categorises consumers as reward-oriented, need- 

driven, curiosity-driven and intrinsically-interested. Importantly, Fuller (2010) 

indicates that while social interaction is an important motivational driver, thus 

concurring with Hennig-Thurau et al. 's (2004) findings, future research needs to 

focus on investigating the role played by consumer satisfaction relative to their 

expectations as a motivational driver for participation m value co-creation activities in 

a firm-hosted context.

While Hsueh-Hua Chen and Duh (2009) sought to discover consumers’ needs and 

motivations when engaging in online communities, their exploratory research 

suggests that although utilitanan needs are a primary driver for consumer 

participation, other hedonic influences may also play an important role, such as self

development, achievement/recognition, entertainment^enjoyment and self-promotion.
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Their findings suggest that firms should cater to both the experiential and utilitarian 

expectations o f their consumers and, therefore, research is needed to provide an 

understanding o f these needs.

Lampel and Bhalla (2007) findings suggest status seeking as an important antecedent 

to participation among active members o f an online community. Similarly, Ludford et 

al. ’s (2004) study showed that participation was driven by users’ desire to gain status 

and recognition for their contributions, and by the opportunity to engage in 

stimulating online debates about a topic o f common interest. The authors call for 

further empirical research to be carried out in order to further clarify the nature o f this 

online status seeking, for example, to confirm  if it related to personal self

enhancement or self-pride concepts.

Nambisan and Baron (2009) report that customer participation in VCEs is motivated 

prim arily by a belief in the benefits o f  engaging in such activities, thus implying that 

consumers find participating in reciprocal, interactive communications and activities 

rewarding in terms o f learning benefits, social integrative benefits, personal 

integrative benefits and hedonic benefits. Their findings also indicate that customers 

are not motivated purely to be good online citizens as suggested by the ‘kindness of 

strangers’ phenomenon, which had been validated previously in the context o f online 

communities o f practice (Wasko and Faraj, 2005). As Nambisan and Baron’s research 

site was in the context o f technology-based products (i.e., software), more research is 

needed in order to generalise their findings (Kohler et al., 2011).

Nambisan and Baron’s (2009) findings also suggest that positive and negative 

feelings generated from interactions in the VCE shape custom ers’ attitudes and 

perceptions regarding the host (sponsoring) firm, which in turn influence custom ers’ 

willingness to continue their participation in such activities on future occasions. The 

authors highlight the need to investigate consum ers’ affective response in future 

research to discover how these emotions affect other product/firm-related activity, 

such as their influence on the impact o f  custom ers’ participation in value co-creation. 

Concurring with Payne et al. ’s (2008) conceptual study discussed in Section 2.5, their 

findings indicate the importance o f firms developing a proactive, interactive customer 

relationship by means o f  personalised experiences and increasing consum ers’
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perceived value, for encouraging future consumer engagement behaviour and value 

co-creation.

Mai and Olsen’s (2013) quantitative findings indicate that consumers’ attitude 

towards virtual community participation is an important predictor o f the level of this 

participation. Although their results did not confirm a significant relationship between 

the personality trait extraversion and attitude towards participation, their results show 

a positive relationship between the two variables. An important limitation of this 

study is its reliance on a student sample, indicating the need for further research in 

order to validate and generalise these findings.

Table 2.6 provides an overview of the discussed empirical studies and their associated 

research methods. As can be seen, multiple consumer expectations have been 

proposed in the literature. However, while extensive exploratory work has been 

produced, extant research has not empirically examined the impact that these motives 

have on consumers’ cognitive and/or affective states. In addition, research has not 

examined the impact these engagement states have on relational outcomes towards the 

firm. For example. Fuller (2010) examines the influence of personality traits on 

motivational drivers of participation, but does not examine the influence of these 

motivations on other engagement dimensions and outcomes.

Moreover, while this stream provides initial insight into how to increase consumer 

participation in value co-creation activities, a number of issues relating to the 

motivational drivers underpinning this participation still need to be addressed. 

Critically, the dependent variable in most of these studies is the number o f web 

postings in which consumers participated. Accordingly, it is argued that extant 

research has failed to capture “the multi-faceted nature of the consumer-firm 

relationship and its complex outcomes” (Algesheimer et a l ,  2010) that may result 

from the consumer’s engagement experience (Mollen and Wilson, 2010). In addition, 

the consumer experience and the role cognitive processes and affective states may 

play in influencing consumer participation remain unexplored (Kohler et al 2011; 

Fuller, 2010; Nambisan and Baron 2009).
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Table 2.6: M otivational Drivers o f Participation in Virtual Communities

Key
Authors

Focus Main Findings Gap

Mai and
Olsen
(2013)

Quantitative research 
examining the role 
personal values 
(conservation versus 
openness to change) and 
the personality trait 
extraversion play in 
explaining consumer 
attitude and the level o f 
participation in virtual 
communities.

Based on a questionnaire 
survey, data were collected 
trom a sample o f 252 
students.

Consumer attitudes are more 
influential towards participation 
than personality and per.sonai 
values.

Research needed 
confirming the role 
personality traits play 
in influencing 
consumer participation.

Fuller
(2010)

Deductive research on 
consumer motives for 
participation in value co- 
creation activities -  using a 
fimi-hosted jewellery 
design online comniunity 
as the context.

Based on a sample o f 727 
respondents from an onluie 
survey, each o f whom had 
previously engaged in at 
least one value co-creation 
activity online.

Consumers are reward-oriented, 
need-driven, curiosity-driven 
and intrinsically-inteiested.

Results indicate that receiving 
feedback, recognition, and an 
interactive experience were 
ample rewards for most 
respondents.

Research needed 
examining how 
consumer expectations 
and the level o f 
satisfaction they gain 
from participating in 
value co-creation 
activities can influence 
their level o f 
participation.

Nambisan
and
Baron
(2009)

The authors developed and 
tested a conceptual model, 
based on the uses and 
gratifications theory (Katz 
el a l ,  1974), to examine 
why customers participate 
voluntarily in value 
creation activities (product 
support).

Data were collected from a 
web-based survey from 
users (N 181) o f  IBM ’s 
and Microsoft’s VCEs.

Consumers are motivated 
primarily by a belief m the 
benefits o f  engaging in such 
activities.

Research needed 
confinning the role 
psychological variables, 
such as the self- 
enhancing concept or a 
consumer’s alTcctive 
state, play in 
moderating the impact 
o f  customers’ 
participation in value 
co-creation.

Hsueh- 
Hua Chen 
and Duh 
(2009)

To discover consumers’ 
needs and motivations 
when engaging in online 
communities.

An exploratory study 
which involved 
interviewing 24 active 
participants in a Taiwanese 
e-commerce website.

The authors suggest that firms 
should cater to both the 
experiential and utilitarian needs 
o f  their consumers.

Due to this research’s 
exploratory nature, 
further empirical 
research is needed to 
further validate and 
generalise results.
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Lam pel
and
Bhalla
(2007)

To examine the reasons 
why consumers voluntary 
contribute information and 
seek advice in online 
communities.

Netnographic study o f  an 
online movie review 
website {N: i i ) .

The iinportant role intrinsic 
motives play in influencing 
participation, in particular self
enhancement.

Confirmatory research 
needed.

Ludford 
et al. 
(2004)

The focus o f this research 
was to empirically validate 
the importance o f self- 
enliancement as 
intnnsically motivating 
consumer participation.

The authors conducted a 
quantitative study 
involving an online survey 
{N: 245) targeting 
consumers who were 
actively participating in an 
virtual community based 
on movie reviews.

The authors empirically 
validated the importance o f self- 
enhancement as intrinsically 
motivating consumer 
participation.

The authors call for 
further empirical 
research to examine 
other intrinsic and 
extrinsic motives for 
participation in virtual 
communities, across 
multiple contexts.

Hcnnig- 
T hurau  et 
aL (2004)

Exploratory research 
discovering motives for 
writing online articulations 
-  using a combination o f  
firm-hosted and general 
web based opinion 
platforms as the context.

They incenlivised, 
recruited and surveyed 
206.^ active online forum 
users.

Using exploratory factor 
analysis, they reduced a set o f 
27 motives to eight key motives 
which included: providing 
platform assistance, venting 
negative feelings, showing 
concern for other consumers, 
positive self-cnhanccmcnt, 
social benefits, economic 
benefits, helping the company 
and advice seeking. Social 
integrative values were the most 
important among consumers.

Reasons why 
consumers do not 
participate in online 
forums remains 
unexplored (Gummerus 
el al., 2012).

Research needed to 
discover the motives 
for other value creating 
tasks.

2.5.2 Influences on Consumer Contributions and Participation Levels in 

Virtual Communities

This section reviews the key studies which have attempted to uncover the factors 

influencing the level of participation in virtual communities. Table 2.7 summarises 

these studies and their associated research methods. O f these studies, 4 focus 

primarily on the firm-hosted context (Porter et a i,  2011; Nambisan and Watt, 2011; 

Dholakia et ah, 2009; Wiertz and de Ruyter, 2007). Overall, findings identify a 

variety o f influences on the level o f consumer participation in virtual communities, 

but are limited in terms of establishing where these factors lie in the relationship 

between antecedents to consumer participation, the dimensions of consumer 

engagement, and outcomes resulting from this engagement.
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Porter et a l . ’s (2011) longitudinal study proposes that firms need to understand 

consum ers’ needs and motivations in this environment in order to increase their 

participation. They suggest these needs include infonnation provision, relationship 

building, social identity/self-expression, helping others, enjoyment, belongingness 

and status/influence. They advise that firms should encourage content creation, 

cultivate connections, and create enjoyable experiences in the virtual environment. 

Their findings indicate that in addition to fulfilling consum ers’ social identification 

needs, the extent to which group attachment (a group o f  customers that are strong 

admirers o f  a firm and its brand) motivates a desire to participate in the virtual 

environment, can be greater in firm-sponsored virtual communities than in 

communities formed independently o f  a sponsoring firm.

Similarly, Nambisan and W att’s (2011) quantitative study shows that interactions 

during the online consumer experience play a critical role in shaping consumers 

perceptions regarding the firm, their products and the quality o f the service they offer. 

Their findings show that ‘experiential elem ents’ relating to utilitarian, hedonic, social 

and usability factors are positively associated with consum ers’ perceptions o f their 

online experience, in particular, in relation to the service the firm offers. As this 

research did not focus on uncovering the antecedents to the consum er’s experience, 

the authors suggest that research is needed to examine how the purpose o f the 

consumer’s engagement may influence the consum er’s online experience. 

Additionally, they suggest more research is needed focusing on how the consum er’s 

experience influences value co-creation and affective commitment to the firm. Taking 

a similar stance to Porter et al. (2011), they refer to experiential states as cognitive 

processes related to perceptions o f  service quality. Although bringing two dimensions 

o f  consumer engagement into focus, they fail to consider the role o f  motivational 

drivers, consum ers’ affective states, and relational outcomes in this process.

Building on Nambisan and Baron’s (2009) work, Kohler et al. ’s (2011:773) action 

research also suggests that an understanding o f the ‘experiential com ponents’ relating 

to the consumer experience is needed which involves the pragmatic (the quality o f  the 

information process), hedonic (the source o f  pleasure or enjoyment), usability (the 

level o f effort involved in the process) and sociability experience (how collaboration 

is encouraged during the experience). Their research suggests that the emotional
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aspect o f  consum ers’ online engagement can stem from feelings o f gratitude, 

enjoyment, or a sense o f belonging to the group. They stress the importance o f 

understanding how to design an experience that engages and compels participation.

In an attempt to investigate how to m easure consum ers’ online ‘experiential 

intensity’, which is defined as “the ability o f the web site to be perceived as a rich 

mediated space, conducive to the consumer’s participation in a stimulating and 

memorable activity” (Demangeot and Broderick, 2006:338), Mollen and Wilson 

(2010) developed a conceptual framework based on the Stim ulus-O rganism - 

Response (S -O -R ) model. Their exploratory research argues that the consumer 

experience is an internal psychological state and that consumer engagement is an 

intermediate variable between the drivers o f  online consumer experience and 

consumer attitude and behaviour. Their findings suggest that by examining cognitive 

and affective components o f  the consum er’s online experience it is possible to 

determine consumer engagement.

Dholakia et al. (2009) offer a different perspective on this argument and discuss the 

central role that learning plays in influencing consum ers’ perceived functional and 

social benefits in firm-hosted communities. Their results indicate that firm-hosted 

communities are viewed primarily by the consumer as information sharing and 

service-support platforms. Their smdy also suggests that consumers perceive that 

these learning environments are enhanced by the social support offered by the 

community. These findings concur somewhat with Bagozzi and D holakia’s (2006) 

quantitative study o f communities in a physical environment, which confirm that 

customers engage in social interactions to provide service support and also to build 

and maintain relationships. This also suggests that consumer engagement has an 

influence on consum ers’ perceived relational value in the VCE.

However, although Dholakia et al. ’s (2009) findings show the importance o f  social 

interactions in firm-hosted virtual communities, they are deficient in terms o f 

investigating the influence o f the nature o f  these interactions, i.e. the influence o f  C2C 

and C2F interactions, relative to consumers’ participation. They propose that 

researchers should investigate the influential role consumers may play while engaging
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in firm-hosted virtual communities and how this role can influence their satisfaction 

and loyalty intentions toward the associated firm.

Offering a different perspective, Hsueh-Hua Chen and D uh’s (2009) interpretive 

study, highlighted in Section 2.4.1 and in Table 2.7 below, shows that the infomiation 

quality and technical support provided by the firm ’s virtual community (which can 

include the firm or other customers), directly influences the level o f the consum er’s 

participation (frequency o f participation), and the quality o f the contribution they 

make to the virtual community. These findings are supported by Nambisan and 

Baron’s (2009) study (highlighted in the previous section) where it is confirmed that 

the quality o f the service provided by the firm, through the VCE, in terms o f  its 

interactivity and the content provided, influences the consum er’s perceived benefits, 

and their subsequent level o f participation. The results above suggest that both C2C 

and C2F communications in the VCE context play an influential role, however the 

comparative impact o f  this engagement focus remains unexplored to date. In addition, 

Nambisan and Baron (2009) suggest that in order to ensure that the desired type o f 

customer contributions are both motivated and facilitated, further research should 

examine the relationship between custom er participation and affective commitment to 

the firm and/or to other consumers in the community.

In an earlier study, W iertz and de Ruyter (2007) developed and tested a model which 

examined the direct impact o f comm itm ent to both the virtual community and the host 

firm, as well as reciprocity, on consum ers’ perceived quality and quantity o f 

knowledge contributions in a virtual community. Their results suggest that the highest 

contributing community members, in terms o f  quantity and quality, act predominantly 

out o f  commitment to the community. Online interaction propensity was also found to 

have a strong influence on consum ers’ level o f  participation. Additionally, their 

results confirm  the importance o f  instrumental motivations, such as information 

seeking, as an antecedent o f  consumer participation. Taking a stance similar to 

Nambisan and Baron (2009), and reflecting the deficit in extant research, the authors 

suggest that future work should examine the influence that consum ers’ affective 

states, such as enjoyment, have on participation levels.
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A consensus among these theorists are that research is needed which examines the 

factors influencing the consum er’s online experience in relation to discovering how to 

encourage consumer engagement in value co-creation (Porter et al., 2011; Brodie et 

al., 2001; Mollen and Wilson, 2010). The role emotions play in this process has been 

largely ignored (Gallan el al., 2012; Rose el al., 2011). Additionally, it is suggested 

that emotions play a key role in the engagement process and the resulting influence on 

firm affiliation (Mollen and Wilson, 2010). M oreover, there have been various calls to 

examine the influence o f consum ers’ engagement focus on relational outcomes 

towards the firm which may arise as a result o f  their participation in virtual 

communities.

Table 2.7: Factors that Shape Consumer Participation in a Virtual Environment

Key
A uthors

Focus M ain Findings C ap

Nam bisan 
and W att 
(2011)

Quantitative study, 
which involved 
conducting a web- 
based survey with 
customers 
participating in the 
virtual product 
communities 
relating to IBM, 
Adobe, Intel, and 
Microsoft (N:I78).

This research 
focused on 
discovering how 
the consumer 
experience can 
influence
consumer’s online 
perceptions.

Hxperiential elements’ relating to 
utilitarian, hedonic, social and 
usability factors were positively 
associated with consumers’ 
perceptions o f their online 
experience.

Research is needed 
confirming the role: 
antecedent factors 
(interface design), the 
purpose of the consumer's 
engagement, and the 
online experience plays in 
influencing value co
creation, brand loyalty and 
affective commitment.

K ohler
(2011)

Interpretive 
research used to 
discover how to 
design ‘co-creation 
systems’. Spanning 
a 20 month period, 
which consisted of 
interviews and 
observations o f  
online community 
users.

Understanding the ‘experiential 
components’ relating to the 
consumer experience involves the 
pragmatic (the quality o f the 
information process), hedonic (the 
source o f  pleasure or enjoyment), 
usability (the level o f effort involved 
in the process) and sociability 
experience (how collaboration is 
encouraged during the experience).

Research needed 
confirming how 
consumers’ affective state, 
resulting from their 
engagement experience, 
influences their online 
participation.

P o rte r et 
aL (2011)

Mixed method 
longitudinal 
research to 
examine how to

Basic consumer needs must be 
satisfied, firms must create enjoyable 
experiences, and firms must foster 
key community members.

Research is needed to 
provide robust theoretical 
explanations o f  how 
engagement antecedents
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drive CE behaviour 
from a firm and 
consumer 
perspective.

(in terms of consumer 
motivations combined 
with the online 
environment and eflbrts o f 
the firm) drive 
engagement behaviour.

Mollen
and
Wilson
(2010:921)

Exploratory 
research in an 
attempt to measure 
online consumers’ 
‘experiential 
mtensity’.

Consumers’ experiential response 
can be characterised as “a dynamic, 
tiered perceptual spectrum, ranging 
from perceived interactivity to 
telepresence ”. By examining 
cognitive and afl’ective components 
o f  the consumer’s online experience 
it is possible to determine levels of 
CE.

Empirical research needed 
measuring CE.

Hennig- 
T hurau  et 
a l  (2010)

Conceptual 
framework to 
identify the impact 
o f new media on 
relationships with 
consumers.

Identifies a number o f key 
challenges finiis inu.st take into 
account when dealing with 
customers in the virtual environment, 
such as; empowered consumers, 
relationship outcomes, interactions 
and the effect o f online community 
participation on consumer behaviour.

Empirical research needed 
to inve.stigate; 1. the effect 
o f social media on 
customer equity, 2. the 
role o f  the customer as a 
producer and consumer of 
data, and 3, how the above 
influences consumer 
satisfaction and loyalty.

Hsueh- 
Hua Chen 
and Duh
(2009)

Inteipretive study Information quality and the technical 
support provaded by the firm ’s 
virtual community, influences 
consumers level o f participation and 
the quality o f the contribution made 
to the online community.

Research needed 
examining the extent to 
which the LOP is 
influenced by affective 
coinmitment to the firm 
and/or to other consumers 
in the community.

Dholakia 
et uL 
(2009)

Deductive research 
focusing on the 
functional and 
social benefits 
received by 
consumers w'hen 
participating in 
FHOC.

I'o support the 
genera hsation o f  
their model, they 
conducted two 
separate surveys (N  
= 2,299) with eBay 
(iermany and an 
undisclosed 
multinational B2B 
software firm.

Firms must provide an environment 
that stimulates ciLstomer learning. 
Firm-hosted communities were 
viewed primarily by the consumer as 
infonnation sharing and service 
support platforms.

Research is needed 
investigating the 
influencing role that C2C 
and C2F interactions play 
in consumer’s level of 
participation.

A key limitation o f  this 
research was that both 
surveys used in the study 
had to be customised to 
each firm’s particular 
wording requirements. 
Accordingly, while 
discriminant validity 
testing was carried out, a 
direct comparison could 
not be made between the 
two sets o f results. 
Therefore, more work is 
needed to carry out similar 
studies in different 
contexts, but with a 
consistent survey method.

W iertz 
and de 
R uyter 
(2007)

Developed and 
tested a model 
which examined 
the direct impact o f  
commitment to

Their results suggest that the highest 
contributing community members, in 
terms o f quantity and quality, act 
predominantly out o f commitment to 
the community.

The authors suggest that 
future work should 
examine the influence that 
consumers’ affective 
states, such as enjoyment.
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both the virtual 
community and the 
host firm, as well 
as reciprocity, on 
the perceived 
quality and
quantity o f
knowledge 
contributions in an 
virtual community.

An online survey 
(N-205) targeting 
members o f  an 
online technical 
support community 
hosted and
moderated by a 
large computer 
hard- and software 

_____________ supplier.___________

2.5.3 Virtual Brand Communities and their Effects on Consumer Behaviour

This stream of research reflects a number of the knowledge gaps identified in the two 

research streams described above but has a particular focus on virtual communities in 

relation to consumers’ perceptions of a brand and how this influences their consumer 

behaviour. Within this stream, Woisetschlager et al. ’s (2008) research was the only 

study which examines the effects of the virtual community on consumer behaviour 

specifically in the firm-hosted context. Woisetschlager et a l  (2008) draw on Social 

Identity Theory and the concept of Psychological Sense of Community to develop a 

model of participation in firm-hosted brand communities. Their results confirm that 

participation was driven by social identity. Their findings concur with Henning- 

Thurau et al. ’s (2010) and Dholakia et al. ’s (2009) research, discussed above, which 

show that consumer’s satisfaction with the online experience and the users’ perceived 

level of influence on a community, affected their level of participation. While 

Woisetschlager et al. ’s (2008) study provides empirical evidence to suggest that 

consumer participation in brand communities can lead to greater customer loyalty, 

they emphasise the importance o f fiirther research examining the influence 

consumers’ personal characteristics, relating to their propensity to engage, have on the 

relationship between customer participation and loyahy toward the associated firm.

Similarly, de Valck’s (2009) findings show' that an important determinant of 

interpersonal influence in virtual brand communities is the social tie to the reference

and social integrative 
concepts have on 
participation levels.
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group. For example, the frequency o f visits, and the amounts of information members 

o f the community retrieved during the decision-making process was found to be 

positively related to the community influence on the consumer decision-process. Their 

findings suggest that the consumer experience changes the balance of power within 

the customer/firm relationship, creating a more powerful and proactive consumer. 

However, because the explanatory power o f this model was not high, findings indicate 

that other factors relating to community influence may play a role in influencing 

consumer decision-making. Accordingly, the authors highlight that further empirical 

research is needed to address the nature of brand communities and their effect on 

consumer behaviour.

Kozinets et al. ’s (2010) netnographic study suggest that bloggers are presented with a 

dual role of being both a consumer and marketer, and that this heavily influences their 

involvement in the virtual community and associated online brand campaigns. Results 

indicate that participants’ narratives in online brand communities develop along four 

complementary tracks: evaluation, explanation, embracing and endorsement, each of 

which is influenced by the focus o f communication (personal versus the brand). The 

authors call for further research to examine the drivers of communal WOM in varied 

contexts.

Taking a similar stance, Schau et a l.’s (2009:31) interpretive research, which 

examined the contribution nine brand communities (ranging from those associated 

with cars to musicians) make in relation to value creation, suggest that providing 

consumers with a sense of empowerment increases their levels o f engagement, 

enhances brand equity and subsequently leads to value co-creation. Their findings 

support the SDL perspective (discussed in Section 2.5) in that value was viewed as 

being "manifest in the collective enactment of practices, which favour investments in 

netw'orks rather than firm-consumer dyads”. Concurring w'ith Brodie et al. ’s (2011) 

netnographic study discussed in Section 2.4.1, they show that the brand community is 

an environment where consumers, through individual and collaborative effort, can 

create and co-create value for themselves, other consumers and/or the firm. Similar to 

Brodie et al. ’s (2011) contention, they suggest that engagement platforms and C2C 

interactions play a crucial role in consumer’s online experience and in the co-creation 

o f value. They propose that encouraging participation in brand communities can
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provide the firm with significant additional value in the form of, for example, 

enhanced knowledge about customers’ needs and desires, customer commitment, and 

brand promotion.

Almeida et al. (2013) examined the differences between ‘firm-managed’ and 

‘customer-managed’ brand communities in terms o f participants’ diversity and 

expressive freedom and how these variables effect trust, learning, and identification in 

both brand communities. Their findings indicate that greater demographic and 

psychographic diversity among members of these virtual communities hinders 

consumer learning and trust. Their results concur with Kozinets el al. 's (2010) work 

which reveals that expressive fi'eedom (ability to discuss any topic of interest without 

restrictions by the community manager) had a positive impact on identification with 

the community. However, interestingly, although the levels o f expressive freedom and 

demographic diversity were lower in the firm-managed community, their respective 

effects were stronger than in the customer-managed community. Moreover, 

psychographic diversity existed to a lesser extent in the customer-managed 

community; however, its negative effects were stronger. These results indicate that 

participants’ diversity needs to be taken into account by firms hosting virtual 

communities. Moreover, the authors highlight the importance of firms offering ‘low- 

key support’ to their customers as they value the opportunity to participate by 

expressing their opinions, thus suggesting that C2F interactions assume a lesser 

importance in these environments. Similar to Woisetschlager et a i ’s (2008) research 

discussed earlier, the authors highlight that research is needed to examine how firms 

can manage virtual communities to encourage value co-creation.

By contrast. Fuller et a l ’s (2008) quantitative study indicates that consumer traits 

relating to creativity and personality (such as extraversion and openness), and the 

consumers specific interest in the irmovation process, influences their willingness to 

engage in value creation activities (product design). However, their study suggests 

that ahhough brand trust has a positive effect on their willingness to contribute to 

value creation activities, consumers’ brand loyalty has little effect. This resonates 

with studies discussed in the previous two sections, emphasising the important role 

personal self-enhancement plays in virtual communities (Fuller et a i ,  2011; Hsueh-
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Hua Chen and Duh, 2009; Lampel and Bhalla, 2007; Hennig-Thurau el a i ,  2004; 

Ludford et a i ,  2004).

In an attempt to provide a relationship perspective on virtual community behaviour, 

Heinonen’s (2011) netnographic study, which focused on ‘online communities of 

interest’ (i.e. communities centred on a topic as opposed to a brand), show several 

forces influencing the relationship development process (such as virtual friendships 

that develop among consumers, the quality o f the information provided, the usability 

o f the website and the liveliness and intensity o f the discussions). Concurring with 

Woisetschlager el al. ’s (2008) work in firm-hosted virtual communities (discussed 

above), findings indicate that interpersonal factors may be the most relevant for 

consumers in establishing relationships in this context. Heinonen (2011:69) argues 

that research is needed to examine the role virtual communities play in creating new 

customer relationships rather than the current approach taken by the majority o f firms 

which involves viewing these online channels as merely an online ‘sales channel’. As 

this study focused on the consumers’ perceptions o f their relationship with the online 

community as an entity, Heinonen (2011) notes that more research is needed to 

examine the potential relationships that may exist between specific members of the 

community or between consumers and the sen ice firm, and how this influences 

engagement outcomes.

In summary, although the majority of these studies indicate relationships and 

interactions are important in influencing consumer engagement, they fail to examine 

the nature and influence o f the formed relationships, i.e. whether C2C and C2F. In 

particular, research is needed which examines how the social or focal aspects o f 

consumer engagement within a virtual community impact on loyalty related 

outcomes. Table 2.8 provides a summary of the key studies in this area and their 

associated research methods. As can be seen, although a number o f factors relating to 

the online experience have been identified as being important to increase the level o f 

consumer participation in virtual communities, more research is called for in order to 

examine and confirm the relationships between these elements. Moreover, research is 

needed to discover how firms can influence consumers to engage in value co-creation 

in a VCE (Brodie et al., 2013; Heinonen, 2011; Nambisan and Watt, 2011). In

75



particular, the emotional dimensions o f consumer engagement have not been 

examined despite the multiple calls for research in this space.

Table 2.8: The Nature of Online Brand Communities

Key A uthors Focus M ain Findings G ap
Alm eida e! al. 
2013

Deductive research 
focusing on dilTerences 
in participation 
between tlrm-managed 
and consumer-managed 
brand communities. 
Data were gathered 
from an online surv'ey 
with consumers from 
two leading Xbox 
brand communities, 
one consumer-managed 
(N=336) and one firm- 
tnanaged (N=336), in 
Brazil.

I'he levels o f  expressive 
freedom and demographic 
diversity are lower, yet their 
respective effects are 
stronger in the firm- 
managed community, 
whereas psychographic 
diversity is much le.ss, but it 
has stronger negative effects, 
in the customer-managed 
community.

Lack o f  research 
focusing on how to 
manage company-run 
brand communities.

Brodie et al. 
(2013)

Exploratory work 
needed examining the 
term “engagement” in 
the context o f brand 
communities.

The CE proccss is 
multidimensional, which 
may emerge at different 
levels o f  intensity (a range 
o f sub-processes reflecting 
consumers' interactive 
experience within online 
brand communities, and 
value co-creation among 
coinmunity participants). CHI 
leads to customer 
commitment.

Empirical work needed 
testing the relationships 
proposed in the CK 
process.

Heinoncn (2011) Interpretive research 
studying factors that 
inlluenced consumers 
to participate in virtual 
communities o f 
interest.

Forces were a combination 
o f -  ‘maintainer-related’ 
(virtual friendships), 
‘service-related’ (the quality 
o f the information provided, 
the usability o f  the website, 
the liveliness and intensity 
o f the discussions) 
‘ interpersonal -rel ated 
factors’ (WOM influences 
and/or virtual friendship 
influences).

Research needed to 
examine the role online 
channels, such as virtual 
communities, play in 
creating new customer 
relationships beyond the 
current approach taken 
in the literature which 
views these platforms as 
‘merely an online sales 
channels’.

Kozinets et al. 
(2010)

Netnographic study 
examinmg the 
production o f  eWOM 
in brand communities. 
Highty three blogs over 
a six month period, o f 
users o f a particular 
mobile phone brand, 
were examined.

eWOM narratives progress 
along four related tracks, 
evaluation, explanation, 
embracing and endorsement. 
I'hese narratives are 
influenced by the 
communal-conunercial 
tension.

Further research needed 
to examine the drivers 
o f  electronic WOM 
commimication in 
multiple online 
community contexts.

dc Vaick (2009) Longitudinal 
netnographic study.

A social tie to the reference 
group is an important

Explanatory power o f 
this model was not very
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Based on a large-scale 
online survey 
(N=1007), and a three- 
year netnographic study 
of members o f a virtual 
community dedicated 
to culinary matters

determinant of interpersonal 
relationships. Member types 
could be divided into 
different segments based on 
their participation patterns 
and background variables.

high, thus other factors 
relating to the 
community may play a 
role in influencing 
behaviour.

Schau et al. 
(2009)

Interpretive research, 
exploring the 
contribution nine brand 
communities (ranging 
from cars to musicians) 
make in relation to 
value creation.
This involved in-depth 
interviews with 
community members, 
participant and 
naturalistic observation 
of community 
activities, and 
netnographic research 
w'ithin forums centered 
on brands.

Empowering consumers in 
value creating activities 
increases their level of 
engagement and builds 
brand equity. C2C 
interactions play a crucial 
role in the consumer’s online 
experience and in the co
creation of value.

Empirical validation of 
work needed confirming 
the role customers’ 
needs and desires, 
customer coimiiitment, 
and C2C interactions 
play in value creation.

Fuller et al 
(2008)

A quantitative study 
which involved a 
survey of 550 car 
enthusiasts, in order to 
examine the influence 
that consumers’ 
personality traits, brand 
loyalty, and online 
brand community 
commitment, had on 
their willingness to 
engage in value 
creation activities.

An interest in the innovation 
process drives CE. More 
skilful and knowledgeable 
community members are 
more willing to engage than 
less qualified conmiunity 
members.

Calls for fiiture research 
to examine engagement 
antecedents in more 
depth, particularly the 
influence of brand 
support / affiliation on 
potential engagement.

Woisetsch lager 
et al. (2008)

Deductive research 
focusing on a model of 
participation in a lirm- 
hosted virtual brand 
community i.e. a 
Virtual football 
stadium.
Data were gathered by 
an online survey which 
was emailed to 
registered members of 
a virtual brand 
community. The 
researchers empirically 
tested their model with 
a data set of 1,025 
members.

Confirmed that participation 
was driven by social identity 
and that the consumer’s 
satisfaction with their online 
experience and their 
perceived level of influence 
on a commumty afl'ected 
their level of participation.

Lack of research 
focusing on how to 
manage company-run 
brand cormnunities.
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2.6 Background to Service-Dominant Logic

"The new state o f ICT and consumer collectives in practice comes at a time 

when marketing as a discipline is imdergoing a paradigm shift toward a new 

service-dominant logic. Consumers are increasingly acknowledged in theory’ 

and practice as creative agents participating in the co-production o f  value, not 

merely as the consumers or users o f  the value provided by firm s or other 

organizations" (Kozinets et a i ,  2008:204).

This section reviews the central tenets of the SDL. This framework is used as a lens 

to guide this research and to structure the different dimensions of the consumer 

engagement process in the VCE. In addition, this section includes a discussion o f how 

the SDL has been used as a theoretical foundation in previous related research and 

justifies its use for this research.

The SDL operates at a paradigmatic level (Vargo, 2008) and has been described as a 

perspective which reframes the conceptual landscape o f marketing beyond 

conventional frameworks and models (Mele, 2009; Vargo and Akaka, 2009). The 

essentials of SDL are highlighted in Table 2.9, and those aspects that are particularly 

relevant to this research are discussed below. SDL represents a departure from the 

traditional goods-dominant logic (GDL) which builds on economic science and 

theories of utility where value is built into a product during the production process 

(embedded in output) and is exchanged when offered to the consumer (Cova and 

Salle, 2008). According to the GDL, value is objectively measured in terms o f money 

exchanged at the service encounter (Kuo and Yen, 2009) and the firm’s focus is on 

creating ‘transactional value’ which is described as “the degree of value return 

received in exchange for value delivered” (Brodie et a i ,  2010:205). In the GDL, a 

separation exists between the production and consumption process with the focus on 

what consumers purchase rather than on what they do with that purchase (Vargo and 

Akaka, 2009). Therefore, value that is buih into a product during the production 

process is typically seen as the endpoint o f an activity, and which is exchanged when 

purchased by the consumer (Gronroos and Ravald, 2011; Cova and Salle, 2008; 

Gummesson, 2007). Accordingly, it is argued that “value in exchange is paramount 

whereas value in use is neglected” (Tynan and McKechnie, 2009:501).
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As discussed in Section 2.7, previous studies have been criticised for focusing 

predominantly on adapting the underlying structures of the consumption value 

constructs, such as hedonic, utilitarian (Heinonen and Strandvik, 2009) or social 

values (Hartman et ai,  2006) and applying them to examine the consumer’s 

behavioural intention relating to a future online purchase. Moreover, as discussed in 

Section 2.3, firms have also been criticised for focusing on value that is embedded in 

a firm ’s output, as predictors of their performance (Bijmolt et ai, 2010; van Doom et 

ai, 2010). This approach is typical of the GDL, implying the consumer is not 

considered “a creative actor in the value creating process but rather a passive 

responder” (Xie et a/., 2008:109).

Table 2.9: Contrasting GDL and SDL

(lOods Service(s)

Tangible Intangible

Operand Resources O peran t Resources

A.syinmetric Information Sym m etric Inform atiun

Propaganda Conversation

Value Added Value Proposition

Transactional Relational

IVotlt Maximization Financial Feedback

Source: Vargo and Lusch (2008a:90)

In contrast to the GDL, SDL emphasises service as the common core component in 

marketing where value is created through participation in a “value creation netw'ork” 

(Tynan and McKechnie, 2009:507). This logic implies that the customer has a 

network of public, private, and market-facing service providers, in which the focal 

firm is only one participant (Vargo and Akaka, 2009). The network approach, 

similarly views the market as consisting o f service systems which are an arrangement 

of resources, including people and technology, connected internally and externally, by 

value propositions (Andrade and Urquhart, 2010; Spohrer et ai,  2007; Tatnall and 

Gilding, 2005; Barab et al., 2004). According to network theories, value is created in 

a “many-to-many logic o f reticular interactions which can strongly affect every
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activity performed by a network’s actors, their satisfaction and their competitive 

behaviour” (Barile and Polese, 2009:11). The SDL also emphasises the importance o f 

interactions, either direct or indirect, leading to different forms o f  value creation and 

co-creation (Gronroos and Voima, 2013) where value is achieved through the 

relational aspects o f the experience (Lusch et al., 2007). Therefore, value is not 

created inside a production process reflected in value in exchange, but follows a co

creation process (Vargo and Lusch 2004).

Vargo and Lusch (2008a, 2004) propose that the SDL o f marketing will have a 

substantial role in marketing thought and will have the potential to replace the 

traditional goods-centred paradigm. As highlighted in Section 2.6.2, many marketing 

scholars are supportive o f  the SDL and argue that the proponents o f  the SDL provide 

a contemporary framework from which to conceptually approach marketing research 

and practice (Gronroos and Voima, 2013; Gronroos, 2010b; Chan el al., 2010; Hoyer 

et al., 2010, Maglio and Spohrer, 2008; Brown, 2007). According to W ebster 

(2006:xiii), the SDL provides a “robust alternative to the traditional view” associated 

with the GDL. Accordingly, the SDL view has implications for advancing service 

science by identifying research questions regarding configurations and processes o f 

value co-creation and measurements o f value-in-use (Chan el al., 2010; Mele, 2010; 

Vargo and Akaka, 2009; Xie et al., 2008; Hunt and M adhavaram, 2006). Although all 

o f  the literature is not equally supportive o f the SDL, with some arguing that it is 

driven by the limited empirical support for its boundaries (Ambler, 2006; Hunt and 

M adhavaram, 2006; W oodruff and Flint, 2006) or that its logic is too abstract 

(Shugan, 2004), it is acknowledged that the SDL provides a rich research area in 

which much theoretical and practical work can be done (Chan et al., 2010; Mele, 

2010; Vargo and Akaka, 2009; Xie et al., 2008; Hunt and Madhavaram, 2006). 

Ostrom et al. (2010) posit that the SDL will continue to be a catalyst for important 

research in the fijture. The SDL concept is framed by ten foundational premises as 

presented in the table below.
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Table 2.10: SDL Foundational Premises

F P l: Service is the 
tundamental basis o f  exchange

The application o f operant resources (knowledge and skills), 
“service” as defined in SDT, is the basis for all exchange. Service is 
exchanged for service.

FP2: Indirect exchange masks 
the fundamental basis o f 
exchange

Because service is provided through complex combinations of 
goods, money, and institutions, the service basis o f exchange is not 
always apparent.

FP3: Goods are a distribution 
mechanism for service 
provision

Goods (both durable and non-durable) derive their value through use 
-  the service they provide.

FP4: Operant resources are the 
tlindamental source o f 
competitive advantage

The comparative ability to cause desired change drives competition.

FP5: All economies are service 
economies

Service (singular) is only now becoming more apparent with 
increased specialization and outsourcing.

FP6: The customer is always a 
co-creator o f value

Implies value creation is interactional.

FP7: The enterprise cannot 
deliver value, but only offer 
value propositions

Enterprises can offer their applied resources for value creation and 
collaboratively (interactively) create value following acceptance of 
value propositions, but cannot create and/or deliver value 
independently.

FP8: A service-centred view is 
inherently customer oriented 
and relational

Because service is defined in terms o f customer-determined benefit 
and co-created it is inherently customer oriented and relational.

FP9: All social and economic 
actors are resource integrators

Implies the context o f value creation is networks o f  networks 
(resource integrators).

FPIO: Value is always uniquely 
and phenomenologically 
determined by the beneficiary

Value is idiosyncratic, experiential, contextual, and meaning laden.

Source: Vargo and Lusch (2010)

The following section will discuss the foundational premises o f the SDL relative to 

the consumer engagement concept.

2.6.1 Consumer Engagement through the SDL Lens

Brodie et a!. (2010) provide a thematic analysis to examine the use of terms ‘engage’ 

or ‘engagement’ in an effort to expand the SDL to include bridging concepts that link 

to what they describe as relatively abstract concepts (such as value co-creation and 

resource integration) to marketing practice. According to Brodie et al. (2011b;3) 

consumer engagement is described as “an important, nascent concept for the 

undertaking of empirical research in the area of the S-D logic, and understanding the
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nature and dynamics typifying specific marketing practices associated with the S-D 

logic” . As highlighted in Section 2.4, they suggest that researchers should consider 

the use o f  a middle-range theory to theorise about the broader SDL. They propose that 

concepts such as engagement or experience, which reside within the SDL, provide a 

solid basis for developing propositions and hypotheses for adoption in empirical 

investigations. They also propose that these concepts provide a basis for 

understanding the nature and dynamics typifying specific marketing practices 

associated with the SDL. Specifically, they describe the SDL as a theoretical lens 

highlighting the role o f interactive customer experiences and co-created value as the 

underlying conceptual foundations o f  consumer engagement. According to Brodie et 

al. (201 lb:252), consumer engagement is a psychological state “which describes the 

interactive, co-creative experiences between focal actors in service relationships” and 

therefore represents is an important concept “within the emerging S-D logic lexicon” .

2.6.1.1 Value Co-creation 

Central to SDL is the proposition (FP6) that consumers are viewed as proactive co

creators, rather than as passive receivers o f value (Lusch et al., 2010; Lusch and 

Vargo, 2008; Michel et al., 2008). This highlights “the interactive, co-creative nature 

o f  value creation between customers and/or other actors within service relationships” 

(Brodie et al., 201 lb;253). M oreover, this premise implies that value co-creation is a 

function o f interaction (Gronroos and Voima, 2013) which occurs within networks 

(Brodie et al., 2 0 l i b ;  Gronroos, 2010). SDL advocates viewing the customer as “an 

operant resource -  a resource that is capable o f  acting on other resources, a 

collaborate partner who co-creates value” where operant resources are defined as 

knowledge, skills and expertise (Lusch et al., 2007:6). In the consum er’s “value 

creation netw ork”, interaction occurs by “sharing resources and applying capabilities” 

(Maglio and Spohrer, 2008:20). This approach highlights the importance o f 

collaborating with, and learning from, customers which enables the delivery o f an 

interactive experience (Vargo and Lusch, 2004). Accordingly, the market becomes a 

“forum for conversation and interactions” between various parties such as consumers, 

consumer communities, and firms (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004:7). Thus, the role 

o f the firm must also change to one which acts as a facilitator and a platform provider 

where the challenge lies not only in attracting consumers to interact with firms but to 

encourage consumer engagement so that they become active in discussions.
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comments and providing feedback (Gronroos and Ravald, 2011; Gummesson, 2007). 

Gronroos (2010a: 10) also suggests that firms should strive to develop interactive 

processes in which the consumer should be somewhat involved, so that the firm can 

“infuse interactive intelligence into a good”.

Vargo and Lusch (2008b;26) claim that “all social and economic actors are resource 

integrators” (FP9) which provides firms with an impetus for developing networks and 

fostering consumer engagement therein, so that consumers and firms can “use [their] 

network of resources” for the benefit o f others (individually and collectively). This 

highlights the intangible, collaborative nature of value co-creation. Vargo and Lusch 

(2008b) specify that the firm cannot unilaterally create value but can only offer value 

propositions and potentially co-create value. Thus, involving the customer in the co

creation of offerings provides an important opportunity to understand consumers’ 

value creating processes which includes, but also goes beyond using a firms output 

i.e. tangible or otherwise (Gronroos and Voima, 2013). Moreover, as specific 

consumer behaviour outcomes are generated by customers’ interactive experiences 

(Brodie et a i, 2011a) these interactions provide an opportunity for influencing 

consumer engagement (Gronroos, 2010a).

SDL describes value co-creation as having two key components. The first component 

being value-in-use which as described below, implies value can only be created with, 

and determined by, the consumer out o f the resources they integrate in the 

consumption process or their usage processes (Gronroos, 2011).

The second component of value co-creation involves consumer participation in the 

creation o f the core offering itself. Viewing the customer as a co-producer of a 

product or a service offering is not a new concept and has been highlighted in the 

academic literature for the past three decades (Bendapudi and Leone, 2003; Mills et 

ai, 1983; Lovelock and Young, 1979). Previous studies have noted how the 

participation o f the customer in the production o f a serv'ice (von Hippel and von 

Krogh, 2006; Bendapudi and Leone, 2003; Bitner ei a i, 1997), or o f a tangible good 

(Auh et al., 2007; Hauser et a i, 2006; von Hippel and Katz, 2002) can lead to 

increased value for both the firm and the consumer. However, Vargo (2008) describes 

value co-creation as representing collaborative, customer-specific value creation and
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as a result is closely aligned with ‘value-in-use’. Thus, value co-creation is a 

complementary concept rather than an opposing one in relation to co-production 

where all parties uniquely integrate multiple resources for their own benefit and for 

the benefit of others, in ‘service-for-service exchange’ (Vargo and Lusch, 2008b:25).

2.6.1.2 Value-creating Relationship

Drawing from the SDL and relationship marketing literature (Gronroos, 2010a; 

Gummesson, 2008), co-creation and service exchange imply a value-creating 

relationship (FP8) (Vargo and Lusch, 2010). According to Vargo and Lusch 

(2010:173), firms must facihtate “a complex web o f value-creating relationships, 

rather than making relationship an option”. They posit that the service perspective 

compels the firm to consider a relational approach (Vargo and Lusch, 2008b:33). As 

noted by Vargo and Akaka (2009:33), the SDL implies service is the source of all 

value and that “firm value is, therefore, also an inherently relational concept”. 

Accordingly, a fundamental notion of SDL is that service relationships are intimate 

relationships that involve “sharing resources, risks and rewards” (Maglio and Spohrer, 

2013:665). This relationship marketing perspective highlights the importance of 

establishing and maintaining enduring, value-laden interactive customer relationships 

(Brodie e/ o/., 201 lb; Vivek et a i, 2012).

2.6.1.3 Value-in-Use

According to the SDL, the value-in-use that emerges for the consumers “appears as a 

function of the customer’s experiences and logic” (Gronroos and Voima, 2013:4). 

Value is described as something that is created by “economic actors who exchange a 

variety of resources that go beyond goods and money” (Michel et a i ,  2008: 154). 

This suggests that interactions in ‘service systems’ become central to value creation 

(Gronroos and Voima, 2013). Therefore, value creation becomes an on-going process 

that emphasises “the customer’s experiences, logic, and ability to extract value out of 

products and other resources” (Gronroos and Voima, 2012:8) where emotional, social, 

and environment dimensions become central to the consumer’s experience (Nordin 

and Kowalkowski, 2010).

Foundational premise FPIO (value is always uniquely and phenomenologically 

determined by the beneficiary) brings forward the subjective, contextual and
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experiential nature o f the value-in-use and value co-creation concept (Brodie et al. 

201 lb). This highlights that the consumer is a social interactor whose emotions 

contribute to their perceived value during an interactive experience (Karpen et al., 

2012). Hence, firms must support the social and emotional values between interacting 

partners as these shape “the co-created experience” (Karpen et a l ,  2012:26). The 

network approach similarly considers both emotional and relational bonds critical to 

co-operating parties (Chan et al., 2010). In 2008, Vargo and Lusch proposed value-in- 

context as a replacement for value-in-use adding that value is not created until the 

consumer integrates and applies the resources o f the service provider with other 

resources in the context o f “its own specific available resources” (Vargo and Akaka, 

2009: 36). Thus, as the context o f value creation has changed, the flow and outcome 

of the value-creating processes may also change (Gronroos, 2010a).

Returning to Brodie et a l . ’s (2011b) fundamental propositions o f consumer 

engagement, as presented in Section 2.4, Table 2.4, these can be located within the 

broader SDL. Table 2.11 draws linkages between the SDL and the fundamental 

propositions o f  consumer engagement.

Table 2.11; CE^ Fundamental Propositions through the SDL Lens

F P l CH reflects a psychological state, which 
occurs by virtue o f  interactive cu.stomer 
experiences with a focal agent/object 
within specific service relationships.

This concurs with SOI, as CE behaviours may 
extend beyond individual transactions, and 
include pre-/post-purchase phenomenological 
experiences within a broader network o f 
consumers and/or other stakeholders.

FP2 CE stales occur within a dynamic. 
Iterative proccss o f service relationships 
that co-creates value.

Co-created value can emerge in service 
relationship contexts even if  this was not the 
engagement intention, through focal interactive 
expenences.

FP3 CE plays a central role within a 
Homological network o f service 
relationships.

Relational concepts such as ‘participation’, 
‘involvement’, ‘flow’, and ‘rapport’ are posited 
to serve as potential antecedents to CE, while 
relational consequences such as ‘commitment’, 
‘trust’, ‘self-brand connection’, ‘emotional 
brand attachment’, and ‘loyalty’ may emerge as 
CE consequcnces.

FP4 CE is a multidimensional concept 
subject to a context- and/'or stakeholder- 
specific expression o f  relevant 
cognitive, emotional, and behavioural 
dimensions.

This directly links to the SDL premise o f value 
being uniquely and phenomenologically 
determined by the beneficiary, and focuses 
primarily on the experiential aspects o f 
engagement.

Adapted from Vivek el al. (2012); Brodie el al. (2013); van Doom (2011) and Bowden (2009)

■ For brevity ‘consumer engagement’ is abbreviated to as CE in related tables in this document
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The following sections synthesise the key studies in the literature which adopt the 

SDL perspective relating to value co-creation.

2.6.2 Extant Research relating to the SDL and Value Co-creation

While viewing the consumer through the SDL lens has been described as a novel 

perspective on value creation (Mele, 2010; Michel et a!., 2008), the majority of 

studies to date, summarised in Table 2.12, have focused on improving SDL 

conceptually at an abstract level (Payne et ai, 2009; Vargo and Akaka, 2009; Vargo 

and Lusch, 2008). As noted by Schau e! al. (2009:30), despite the proliferation of the 

SDL, “a consumer-centric delineation of the mechanism in which value is collectively 

created has not been identified, nor has a clear typology of co-created value been 

developed”. Consequently, extant literature on the SDL is dominated by “a 

metaphorical view of value co-creation” and as a result of this outlook, the roles of 

both service providers and customers remain “analytically unspecified, without a 

theoretically sound foundation for value creation or co-creation”(Gr6nroos and 

Voima, 2013:2). Previous research in this area has been described as abstract and 

conceptual in terms o f theoretically explaining and practically guiding “interactive 

value formation” (Echeverri and Skalen, 2011:351).

A consensus among theorists is that the creation o f serv ice is not limited to the firm 

but concerns a network of activities involving a host of ‘stakeholders’ including the 

consumer (Vargo and Lusch, 2008a). Moreover, the quality of the interactions during 

the engagement experience is fundamental for value-creation (Gronroos and Voima, 

2013; Maglio and Spohrer, 2008). Although it is contended that both the firm and the 

consumer can benefit from increased customer participation in value creation (Chan et 

al., 2010; Gronroos, 2010b; Hoyer et ai, 2010; Brown, 2007), marketing thought 

remains deficient to fully understand value-related processes (Payne et a i, 2009; 

Vargo et ai, 2009) and the determinants of consumer experience environments 

(Gronroos and Voima, 2013; Pie and Chumpitaz Caceres, 2010; Ramaswamy, 2008). 

As discussed above, firms have also been criticised for failing to understand service 

provision that recognises the central role o f consumers as value co-creators (Vargo 

and Akaka, 2009; Cova and Salle, 2008) or for not giving critical importance to 

consumers’ value-creating processes (Kumar et a i, 2010; Mele, 2010; Fellenz and
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Brady, 2008; Vargo and Lusch, 2008a). It is argued that many service providers take 

the view that a consumer is a passive recipient of value, which limits the relational 

perspective to mere exchanges (Ramaswamy, 2010). This approach is typical of the 

GDL premise which “blinds us to the fiindamental nature of exchange and thus to 

opportunities of innovation” (Vargo and Lusch, 2008a:40).

Subsequently, a number of theorists call for empirical testing o f the value co-creation 

concept (Chan et a i,  2010; Gronroos, 2010b; Hoyer et al., 2010; Brown, 2007) and 

how this concept can provide a meaningful framework for decision-making in 

marketing practice. Empirical studies are also called for concerning how to diagnose 

and design effective relationship experiences (Payne et a i, 2009) or service 

experiences in order to co-create value (Helkkula and Kelleher, 2010; Payne et al., 

2009; Sandstrom et al., 2008). For example, Etgar’s (2008) conceptual framework 

shows that consumers often vary highly in their interest and ability to participate 

usefully in co-creation tasks and therefore need to be motivated to engage in this 

process. Similar to Fuller’s (2010) empirical research, highlighted in Section 2.5, 

which studied the reasons consumers had partaken in at least one co-creative initiative 

in the online environment, Etgar’s findings propose that financial, social, technical, 

and psychological factors all play a role in motivating consumers in this process. 

Moreover, his study suggests that firms need to tailor the co-creation experience 

towards different consumer types.

Payne et a i  (2008:93) developed a process-based conceptual framework to help 

provide an understanding of how to manage value co-creation. Their findings 

highlight the significance o f placing the customer explicitly at the same level of 

importance as the firm as co-creators o f value and emphasise how firms must develop 

relationships with their customers through interaction and dialog as, they argue, 

relatively little is known about how customers engage in the co-creation of value. 

They discuss how each encounter between the consumer and firm makes a cumulative 

contribution to co-created value, thus emphasising the importance of building long

term customer relationships and encouraging ‘engaging dialog’ that supports 

cognition, emotion and action-based learning. Payne et a i ’s work clearly resonates 

with research related to motivations o f consumer participation in a virtual 

environment, as discussed in Section 2.5 previously.
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Tynan and McKechnie (2009:502) argue that the SD L’s “new marketing grounded 

understanding o f  value and exchange” emphasises the active role o f  customers in co- 

creating a valuable holistic experience o f  service as opposed to products and services 

per se. They conclude that empirical work is needed which focuses on the value 

creation process in ‘value production netw orks’ such as virtual environments. This 

aligns with the calls for research into the complex relationships between various 

concepts that form the engagement experience (antecedents, cognitive processes, 

emotions, affective commitment) as described in Section 2.4. In particular, they argue 

that empirical work is crucial in order to build on what is described as almost 

exclusively theoretically-based work in relation to ‘consumer experience creation’ 

(Tynan and McKechnie, 2009:501).

In an attempt to examine the emerging SDL perspective o f  viewing consumers as 

proactive co-creators o f value during the service process, Chan el a! (2010) 

empirically tested a model regarding the positive and negative effects o f  customer 

participation in value creation and satisfaction, for both customers and employees. 

Because the purpose their research was to understand the value creation process when 

customers participate and interact with employees in services (in person), they did not 

consider this process in a technology-mediated context. Nevertheless, their findings 

confirm that customer participation is linked to satisfaction through perceptions o f 

value-creating activities which they describe as dimensions o f  service quality. Their 

findings reveal that customer participation in value creation enhances the economic 

and relational value consumers receive from the firm. However, this can also increase 

em ployees’ job  stress due to loss o f power and control. Their findings highlight the 

importance o f firms understanding how to harness the benefits, and circumvent the 

drawbacks, o f customer participation. In particular, they highlight how more research 

is needed to understand how attitudes and emotional responses are likely to affect 

each party in the co-creation process. Concurring with the viewpoints o f  Porter et al. 

(2011) and Payne ef al. (2009) discussed earlier, they also suggest that empirical 

research is needed to examine how to encourage consumers to engage in the co

creation process, envisaged by the SDL perspective, in a technology-mediated 

context.



In addition, Gallan el al. (2012) constructed and tested a model based on the broaden- 

and-build theory (Fredrickson, 2001) o f positive emotions, in order to explore the role 

o f the custom er’s affective state and their participation in value co-creation during a 

health care service encounter. Their model indicates that situation-specific emotions 

and custom er participation during a health care service experience affects their 

perceptions o f  the service provider. In addition, their findings confirm that the 

relationship between customer participation and satisfaction is mediated by the 

dimensions o f  service quality. Consistent with the broaden-and-build theory, Gallan et 

al. ’s (2012) findings verify that as custom ers’ relative affect levels become more 

positive, their level o f  participation in value co-creation increases. In turn, their 

findings show that higher levels o f  consumer positivity and increased participation 

improve custom er’s perceptions o f  the quality o f the service provided and their 

satisfaction with the co-created service experience. This finding concurs with 

empirical studies (Chan et al., 2010; Pilar et al., 2009; Kristensson el al., 2008) which 

suggest that customer participation in value co-creation influences their assessments 

o f quality, satisfaction, and the extent o f service usage. Although Gallan et al. ’s 

(2012:8) research “articulates the specific causal sequence o f positive 

em otion^behav ior-^percep tion”, they note that further research is needed to 

reconfirm these findings in other contexts. M oreover, as their study did not attempt to 

capture antecedents to affect, they suggest future research must focus on identifying 

the various influencing factors on consum ers’ affective state.

Taking an alternative view to that which specifies that interactive experiences 

cultivate value creation, it is argued that value can be destroyed through interactions 

(Durkin, 2013; Pie and Chum pitaz Caceres, 2010; Kuo and Yen, 2009; W oodruff and 

Flint, 2006). Pie and Chumpitaz Caceres’s (2010:430) conceptual paper shows how 

value-related processes may result in either accidental or intentional misuse o f 

resources by consumers resulting in imbalanced levels o f value between the firm and 

the consumer. Although very few attempts have been made to examine value co- 

destruction and little is known about how this devaluation takes place (Pie and 

Chumpitaz Caceres, 2010; Kuo and Yen, 2009; W oodruff and Flint, 2006), Pie and 

Chumpitaz Caceres (2010:6) introduced and defined this concept as “an interactional 

process between service systems that result in a decline in at least one o f  the systems 

well-being” . W ith reference to previous studies such as Pilar el al. (2009) or
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Saaksjarvi (2003), Pie and Chumpitaz Caceres (2010) discuss how consumers who 

lacked product or service knowledge were unable to use the firm ’s resources in the 

manner expected by the firm, thus resulting in ‘accidental m isuse’. This viewpoint 

concurs with Lusch et al. ’s (2007) theory which notes that often consumers have an 

inability to efficiently use the information that is created by organisations. 

Subsequently, discrepancies that occur between the custom er’s and the firm ’s 

expectations in an interaction may result in value co-destruction. This viewpoint also 

concurs with findings in the service marketing literature, discussed in Section 3.5, that 

show that expectations can play a significant role in a consum er’s decision to engage 

in a given behaviour (Curran and Meuter, 2007; Dabholkar and Bagozzi, 2002).

In addition, Reinders el al. ’s (2008) empirical findings show evidence o f  such 

discrepancies between the firm ’s and custom er’s expectations, when they demonstrate 

that when a firm obliges its customers to use self-service technology, they co-create 

value for themselves, while co-destroying value for some o f their customers. This 

finding highlights that, as noted by Fellenz and Brady (2006:1), “ICT needs to be 

subservient to the creation o f value for the custom er” . M oreover, the above findings 

concur with Echeverri and Skalen’s (2011) case research which shows that the 

existence o f interactions does not automatically mean that the firm is engaged in the 

custom er’s value-creating process.

In summary, findings suggest that being consumer orientated is not enough and that 

firms must leam fi-om, and collaborate with, consumers in order to meet their needs 

(Chan et al., 2010). It is debated that firms fail to make the most o f  customers in value 

creation, such as the knowledge or experience they can contribute to this process 

(Chan et al., 2010; Pilar et al., 2009). A consensus among theorists is that customers 

participate in value co-creation only if  they anticipate benefits from engaging in such 

activities. In particular, firms need to understand factors that influence the consum er’s 

online engagement experience (Fuller el al., 2011; Mollen and W ilson, 2010) such as 

how their emotions influence the relationship between their participation and value 

co-creation (Gallan ei al., 2012:2; Nambisan and Baron, 2009). M oreover, empirical 

research is needed to discover ways to encourage consumers to engage in value co 

creation (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2010). Thus, drawing from the above discussion.
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relationships, networks, and interactions in networks, in particular, seem to be critical 

to value co-creation (Barile and Polese, 2010).

Table 2.12: Value Co-creation Studies

Key
A uthors

Focus M ain Findings C ap

Gallan el al. 
(2012)

Constructed and tested a 
model based on the 
broaden-and-build 
theory (Fredrickson, 
2001) o f positive 
emotions, in order to 
explore the role o f  the 
customer’s affective 
state and their 
participation in value co
creation during a health 
care service encounter.

Their model indicates that 
situation-specific emotions 
and customer participation 
during a health care service 
experience can affect their 
perceptions o f the service 
provider. Their findings 
confirm that the 
relationship between 
customer participation and 
satisfaction is mediated by 
the dimensions o f  service 
quality.

Further research is needed 
to reconfirm these findings 
in other contexts. Moreover, 
as their study did not 
attempt to capture 
antecedents to atTect, they 
suggest liiture research must 
focus on identifying the 
various influencing factors 
on consumers’ affective 
state.

Chan et al 
(2010)

Tested a model 
regarding the positive 
and negative etTects o f 
customer participation in 
value creation and 
satisfaction, for both 
customers and 
employees. Data 
collected through a 
survey from M 9  pairs o f 
customers and service 
employees m two 
national groups (Hong 
Kong and the United 
States) o f a global 
fmanciai institution.

Customer participation in 
value creation enhances the 
economic and relational 
value consumers receive 
from the firm. However, 
this can also increase 
em ployees’ job stress due to 
loss o f power and control.

Research needed to 
understand how attitudes 
and emotional responses are 
likely to affect each party in 
the co-creation process.

Pie and 
Chiimpitaz 
Caceres 
(2010)

Conceptual paper 
exploring the concept 
value co-destruction

Value-related processes 
may result in either 
accidental or intentional 
misuse o f  re.sources by 
consumers resulting in 
imbalanced levels o f  value 
between the firm and the 
consumer.

Research needed to discover 
how to leverage the 
consumer in the co-creating 
o f  value.

Ostrom er al. 
(2010)

Conceptual paper which 
identified a set o f  global, 
interdi.sciplinary research 
priorities.

Even if  firms have the 
willingness o f  customers 
and the Web 2.0 technology 
platform to foster co- 
innovation, an 
understanding o f how to 
sustain participation in this 
new collaboration channel 
is crucial for long-tenn 
success.

Research needed to discover 
how firms should be 
engaging with their 
customers online to leverage 
value propositions, rather 
than focusing on how 
websites can be improved to 
encourage purchase activity.
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Tynan and
McKechnie
(2009:502)

Proposed a model o f 
consumer experience as 
a means o f  measuring 
value co-creation. I'heir 
conceptual model 
included a number of 
value sources including 
emotional,
functional/utilitarian, 
social, informational and 
sensory experiences.

They argue that the SDL’s 
“new marketing grounded 
understanding o f  value and 
exchange” emphasises the 
active role o f  customers in 
co-creating a valuable 
holistic experience o f  the 
service as opposed to 
products and services per  
se.

Empirical work is needed 
which focuses on the 
‘holistic consumption 
experience’ and value 
creation proce.ss in ‘value 
production networks’ such 
as virtual environments.

Etgar (2008) Developed a descriptive 
cost-function model o f 
co-production.

Customer makes a trade-ofl' 
between the costs o f 
perfonning value co
creation activities and the 
benefits received.

Confirmatory research 
needed. More research in 
discovering factors which 
may moderate the 
relationship between the co- 
creation experience and 
consumer’s creative 
contributions.

Payne et a i  
(2008)

Developed a process- 
based conceptual 
framework to help 
provide an 
understanding o f how to 
manage value co
creation.

Their findings highlight the 
significance o f placing the 
customer explicitly at the 
same level o f  importance as 
the firm as co-creators o f 
value and emphasise how 
firms must develop 
relationships with their 
customers through 
interaction and dialog, as 
relatively little is known 
about how customers 
engage m the co-creation of 
value.

Research needed to discover 
how firms can build long
term customer relationships 
and encourage ‘engaging 
dialog’ that supports 
cognition, emotion and 
action-based learning.

(iummesson
(2007)

I'o provide a more valid 
and relevant marketing 
theory

Highlight that the 
contemporary consumer not 
only wants to perceive or 
experience relevant value 
levels from specific service 
contexts but in some cases 
wants to participate at 
diflerent stages in the 
service delivery process as 
a ‘part-time marketer ’.

Research needed to discover 
the motives for C2C 
engagement as the creation 
o f  service is not limited to 
the finn but concerns a 
network o f  activities 
involving a host o f 
‘stakeholders’ including the 
consumer.

Jaworski and 
Kohli (2006)

Focused on co-creating 
the voice o f the 
consumer.

A dialog is not merely an 
exchange o f information, 
but should be the 
exploration and joint 
creation o f new ideas. For 
example, a finn and a 
customer might engage in a 
dialog, to identify a solution 
for enhancing the 
customer’s productivity, 
which develops into a 
discussion that can trigger 
new ideas for the firm.

Research needed examining 
how both parties can 
explicitly raise ‘process 
checks’ to identify any 
misunderstandings or 
ambiguity in the value 
creation process.
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von nippel 
and von 
Krogh 
(2006)

Extensive literature 
review and previous 
empirical work 
conducted by the authors

Encouraging innovators to 
share their ideas and 
knowledge is a central 
feature o f  open innovation, 
and can result in internal 
innovation activities in a 
firm such as gaining 
product/service knowledge 
which can lead to product 
or service improvement.

Many firms lack knowledge 
in this area and are reluctant 
to enhance customer 
autonomy due to concerns 
about ceding managerial 
power or losing control over 
their products or services 
(von Hippel and von Krogh, 
2006).

Bcndapudi 
and Leone 
(2003)

Quantitative study, 
which consisted o f  a 
survey used to measure 
respondents’ attitudes 
toward the co-production 
o f  three consumer goods.

Confirmed that customer 
satisfaction with a firm 
increased if  the consumer 
had participated in soine 
part o f  the production 
process. This concurred 
with conceptual work 
conducted by authors such 
as Prahalad and 
Ramaswamy (2000) and 
Bitner et al. (1997).

They suggest more research 
is needed to determine how  
the customer can leveraged 
as a co-creator o f  
experience.

The following section provides an overview o f  the alternative theoretical frameworks 

considered for this study.

2.7 Alternative Theoretical Frameworks

An alternative theoretical approach considered for this study was to utilise one o f the 

many theoretical models which investigate technology acceptance (TA). This 

approach was considered as understanding consum ers’ acceptance o f technology 

represents an important step in leveraging technology such as social media to advance 

consumer engagement, particularly in a C2F context (Ostrom el al. 2010; Gronroos, 

2011). However, due to the many limitations associated with these models, discussed 

below, the SDL was considered a more suitable framework for this work. The 

acceptance o f  technology-based systems implies an intentional willingness to acquire 

and use the technology in question (W alker and Johnson, 2006; Davis el al., 1989). 

Traditional TA research takes a positivist philosophical approach (Schepers and 

W etzels, 2007; Venkatesh et al., 2003) and is based on a core set o f theories and 

frameworks adopted from psychology and sociology (Venkatesh et al., 2007). It has 

been an important focus o f  information systems (IS) research since the 1970s 

(Venkatesh ei al., 2007) as this era “gave birth to the modem computer” (Preece et 

al., 2002:10). The work o f  Lucus (1978) provided some o f  the earliest evidence o f 

individual and behavioural factors that influenced IT acceptance (Compeau and 

Higgins, 1995). The Theory o f  Reasoned Action (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) became
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the first theoretical perspective to gain widespread recognition in the IS literature 

which highlighted the importance o f associating positive benefits when using IT in the 

organisation.

Explaining TA has been described as one of the most mature research areas in the 

information systems (IS) literature (Venkatesh et al., 2007). Although there have been 

several streams of research within this broad area of enquiry, the focus has been 

predominately organisational based and used intention as the dependent variable 

(Magni et al., 2010; Venkatesh et a i ,  2007; Davis et al., 1989). Several theoretical 

models have been developed which investigate technology acceptance, including the 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis et al., 1989), the Unified Theory of 

Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) (Venkatesh, 2003), the Task- 

Technology Fit Model (TTF) (Goodhue and Thompson, 1995) and the Model of PC 

Utilisation (Thompson et al., 1991). The TAM model in particular, has been 

continuously studied and expanded and is the most widely used model, cited in many 

fields including information systems and marketing, with over 1000 citations 

(Venkatesh, 2007). Studies using these models posit that ‘IT acceptance’ be construed 

as simply the relationship between antecedent factors such as perceived usefulness 

(PU), perceived ease of use (PEOU) (Davis el a!., 1989:982) or effort expectancy, 

social influence, facilitating conditions or performance expectancy (Venkatesh et a i,  

2007) that predict intention connected to IT usage (Schwarz and Chin, 2007).

Other popular models used to study technology acceptance include those described as 

“general models of human behaviour” (Venkatesh et al., 2003:470) with their 

foundations mainly in social psychology, such as the Theory of Reasoned Action 

(TRA) (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), the Theory o f Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 

1985) and the Diffusion of Innovation Theory (IDT) (Rogers, 1995). These models 

mainly emphasise the importance o f one’s attitude towards adopting a technology- 

based system which in turn directly influences intentions to use the technology in 

question. Figure A-1, Appendix A, highlights the evolution of the most popular 

models used to study technology acceptance. Appendix A, also highlights examples 

of studies utilising technology acceptance models in the online environment. From 

2000, with the deployment of technology at the service encounter and the growth o f 

the internet, the focus o f technology acceptance research, particularly in the service
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marketing field, shifted to discovering the impact of technology on service encounters 

(Bitner et a l ,  2000), the costs and benefits of infusing technology in service 

encounters (Curran et al., 2003, Theotokis ei a i ,  2008) and the antecedents to 

acceptance of technology-based services in the consumer environment (Theotokis et 

a i, 2008, van Beuningen et a!., 2009). A variety of models have also been proposed 

and tested specifically to predict the acceptance of technology-based services which 

Walker (2006: 125) defines as those services that use a combination o f “computer, 

telecommunications and internet technology” for a variety of service delivery 

purposes. In particular, models such as TAM, TRA and the IDT, have been adopted 

and/or used as the theoretical bases o f studies in this area.

However, despite the frequent use of TA models, and the several attempts to expand 

TAM in order to adapt it to the constantly changing information technology 

environments, this approach has been widely criticised in recent years. Many theorists 

have acknowledged the limitations o f models such as TAM and UTAIJT which have 

focused on individuals’ instrumental beliefs and utilitarian motives to predict their 

purchase behaviour (Hopken et a l,  2009; Schoefer and Diamantopoulos, 2008b; 

Ethier et al., 2006). This approach has been described as a “value added notion” 

(Woodruff and Flint, 2006:231), typical of the GDL which must be revised to gain a 

fuller understanding the consumer’s experience and how they create value while using 

technology-mediated services (W oodruff and Flint, 2006:231).

Moreover, current conceptualisations and operationalisations of system use in TA 

related research (in terms of frequency, duration, or variety of system functions used) 

is a perspective that “exclusively focuses on a narrow ‘amount’ view o f users’ direct 

interaction with systems” (Benbasat and Barki, 2007: 214). Consequently, there have 

been several challenges to go beyond the basic tenets o f TA models in order to 

consider alternative theoretical mechanisms (Ostrom et al., 2010; Bagozzi, 2007; 

Benbasat and Barki, 2007; Venkatesh el al., 2007; Baron el al., 2006) as TAM based 

research has led to several dysfunctional outcomes such as paying very little attention 

to the antecedents o f its belief constructs e.g. artefact design and evaluation (what 

actually makes a system useful) (Benbasat and Barki, 2007) or failing to explain how 

the existing constructs produce the effects they do (Bagozzi, 2007). TAM has been 

described as a useful middle range theory that provides “a potentially useful bridge to
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the antecedents and consequences o f  adoption behaviour”, however, it is argued that 

“the bridge seems to have become an end in itse lf’ (Basbasat and Barki, 2007:215).

In addition, existing studies in this space have focused on behavioural intention as the 

dependent variable or consumer attitudes towards behaviour, ignoring consumers 

latent needs which are described as those needs that only come to light when 

consumers engage with technology-based systems (Kristensson et a!., 2008; Narver el 

at., 2004). M oreover, Bitner et al. (2010:210) suggest that “serv'ices are process and 

experience-based” and, therefore, there is a growing emphasis in “business practice 

on creating meaningful, memorable customer experiences” , irrespective o f whether 

the service is delivered through technological or interpersonal interactions. 

Furthermore, it is argued that research in this area should take a more consumer 

centric or relational view that reflects the notion o f co-creation (Baron and W amaby, 

2011; Bijmolt et al., 2010; Ernst et al., 2010; Hoyer et al., 2010).

In summary, this section has shown that although a multitude o f studies investigating 

TAM and its m any variants have made significant contributions to TA research, the 

intensive focus on the prediction or explanation o f a single behaviour conceptualised 

in a narrow m anner has led to TA researchers neglecting other important constructs 

such as the consumer experience, consumer engagement or post-adoption behaviour. 

Nevertheless, as discussed in Section 3.2, extant research from the TA literature 

provides a useful foundation on which to base certain relationships within the 

consumer engagement process, such as the motivational antecedents to online 

behaviour.

2.8 Conclusion

This chapter presents the underlying theoretical approach to this thesis. In particular, 

it reviewed the literature related to consumer engagement, virtual communities, the 

VCE, and SDL, with a view to presenting a working definition, the theoretical 

foundation, and contextual focus for this research. The dynamic and interactive nature 

o f the virtual environm ent has led to fiandamental changes in consumer behaviour 

which presents many challenges for marketers. The literature shows that, in particular, 

Web 2.0 and social media serve as important enablers for VCEs. Furthermore, 

understanding how to leverage the VCE as a platform to increase consumer
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engagement in order to encourage value co-creation has been identified as an 

important research area.

Contemporary marketing studies suggest that simply being customer orientated is not 

sufficient and the firms must foster consumer engagement and give critical 

importance to consum ers’ value-creating processes. Moreover, consumer engagement 

is portrayed in the SDL literature as a vehicle for creating, building and enhancing 

consumer relationships. How'ever, despite its increased attention, empirical research 

explaining the consumer engagement concept in the VCE remains sparse. 

Furthermore, more research is needed to elucidate the distinct contextual components 

o f consumer engagement in the VCE and to empirically test how the drivers o f this 

engagement lead to relational outcomes toward the firm.

To address this identified research gap, the next challenge is to develop a conceptual 

model to study the key aspects o f the consumer engagement process, which will 

incorporate antecedents, moderators and outcomes o f this engagement. The following 

chapter presents a literature review underpinning the research model developed as 

part o f  this PhD research.
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Chapter 3 - Toward a Conceptualisation of Consumer 
Engagement in the VCE

3.1 Introduction

Chapter 2 draws on m ultiple literatures and theories; in particular, the SDL was 

selected as the underlying framework used to position the central constructs in this 

research. Based on the foregoing, the purpose o f  this chapter is to identify a number 

o f proposed conceptual relationships within the consumer engagement process, and to 

investigate these from a number o f alternative theoretical perspectives. Recalling the 

discussions in Chapter 2 and the consumer engagement process depicted in Figure 

2.5, Figure 3.1 below represents the key focal points o f  this research. The remainder 

o f this chapter justifies the focal points selected, and investigates the proposed 

relationships therein, culminating in a research framework upon which the hypotheses 

and analytical model can be developed.

Section 3.2 reviews the various antecedents o f consumer engagement in a VCE which 

are utilised in this study. Section 3.3 examines the relationships (established and 

possible) between the cognitive, emotional and behavioural dimensions o f consumer 

engagement and reveals that the interplay between these dimensions generates 

different levels o f engagement intensity. Following this. Section 3.4 reviews the 

consequences resulting from the engagement experience and, in particular, 

emphasises the importance o f  affective commitment to the firm and affective 

commitment to the virtual community, which are core aspects o f this research. Section 

3.5 discusses additional controlling and moderating influences on the engagement 

process considered in this study. In particular, this section discusses how specific 

engagement objects (the community, firm or individuals) may play an influential role 

in consumer engagement.
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Figure 3.1: Research Focal Points
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3.2 Antecedents o f  Consumer Engagement in the VCE

“The triggers prompting the onset o f  specific consumer engagement states occur 

when the consumer recognizes a need to solve a specific problem or satisfy a 

want, performs a search, identifies a specific online community, and begins an 

interactive relationship with the community by posting a comment ” (Brodie el al., 

2011:7).

Identifying the antecedents of consumer engagement and articulating their interactive 

effects, is critical for a comprehensive understanding o f this engagement (van Doom 

et al., 2010). Moreover, understanding the role that these antecedents ultimately have 

on continued participation and affective commitment to the community and/or firm is 

crucial for long-term business success (Wirtz et al., 2013). The ‘triggers’ (Brodie et 

al., 2011b) initiating consumer engagement relate to value-based motivations for 

consumer participation in the firm-hosted virtual environment (Wirtz et al., 2013; 

Brodie et al., 2011; Porter et al., 2011). These motivational drivers lead to the 

interplay between the multiple dimensions of consumer engagement (Brodie et al.,
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2011b). Moreover, as value for the consumer is “idiosyncratic, experiential, 

contextual, and meaning-laden” (Vargo and Lusch, 2008a:7), fulfilling their 

motivational needs forms the foundation o f consumer engagement (Wirtz et a i,  2013; 

Brodie et al., 201; van Doom et a i, 2010).

As discussed in Section 2.5, previous research has identified a number of motivational 

drivers relating to consumer participation in a firm-hosted virtual community which 

relate to social, personal self-enhancement, hedonic, utilitarian, and/or psychological 

needs. Figure 3.1 locates these engagement triggers within the consumer engagement 

process in the VCE context. Furthermore, it is suggested in the service marketing 

literature that expectations or motivational drivers can play a significant role in 

consumers’ appraisal of an online service experience and their decision to engage in a 

given behaviour (Porter et a i,  2011; Curran and Meuter, 2007; Dabholkar and 

Bagozzi, 2002). For example, Curran and Meuter’s (2007) empirical study shows that 

customer expectations in relation to a service experience relating to online banking, in 

comparison to the actual service performance received, was an important reference 

point to generate opinions of service quality and subsequent behavioural intentions.

An alternative perspective is that consumers’ motivational drivers can moderate the 

effect their cognitive appraisal has on their engagement behaviour (van Doom et al., 

2010) or can even act as a direct stimulus to affective commitment and intention to 

continue participation (Deci and Ryan, 2010; Logan, 1973). The latter approach is 

reflective of Skinner’s (1935) traditional Stimulus-Response theory (Logan, 1973) 

and TAM related research (discussed in Section 2.7) which has been criticised by 

many as viewing the consumer as “a passive creature, reacting to an environment that 

stimulates him or her, and that person’s influence on the environment is ignored” 

(Ainsworth, 2011; Parboteeah et a i,  2009:61; Lazams, 1991). This alternative theory 

is tested in Chapter 6, Section 6.5.3.

As highlighted in Section 2.5, more research is needed to discover the effects that 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivational drivers have on consumer engagement. Research 

suggests that consumer engagement is often perceived both as a means to achieving 

instrumental benefits as well receiving an enjoyable service experience (Mollen and 

Wilson, 2010). Moreover, research shows that consumer engagement behaviour in a 

virtual environment such as blogging (Hsu and Lin, 2008), making a knowledge
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contribution (Nambisan and Baron, 2009) or participating in EWOM behaviour 

(Hennig-Thurau el a l, 2004) can be as a result of both intrinsic (e.g. hedonic factors) 

and extrinsic (utilitarian factors) reasons (van Doom et a l,  2010; Hennig-Thurau et 

al., 2004). In summary, consumer engagement in a VCE is believed to be driven by 

numerous antecedents. The following sections build on the discussions in Section 2.5, 

and incorporate relevant extant research from the TA and service marketing 

literatures, to discuss these antecedents in detail with a view to identifying key 

concepts required to develop a model of consumer engagement in a VCE. Table 3.1 

below provides a synopsis of the key studies that have examined motivational 

antecedents to online behaviour, and which provide the foundation for the 

forthcoming discussion.

3.2.1 Utilitarian Expectations

Utility is associated with the potential rewards or punishments that an individual may 

expect from engaging in a given behaviour (Curran and Meuter, 2007), including the 

effectiveness and efficiency resulting from the use of an information system (Kim and 

Han, 2009). Utilitarian value is defined as an overall assessment (i.e., judgment) of 

functional benefits and sacrifices (Overby and Lee, 2006). Measuring utilitarian 

benefits incorporates the cognitive aspects of attitude, such as economic (value for 

money) (Zeithaml, 1988) or ‘money savings’ (Curran and Meuter, 2007), judgments 

of convenience and time savings (Kim et al., 2007), and user control in relation to the 

extent to which consumers can determine the timing, content, and the sequence of an 

online transaction (Kleijnen et al., 2007). Utility is highly associated with functional 

values which include the perceived usefulness aspect that has consistently been 

reported as a strong predictor of technology use intentions in information systems 

(Straub and Burton-Jones, 2007; Lee el al., 2005; Legris et al., 2003; Venkatesh et al., 

2003; Childers et al., 2001).

Empirical studies undertaken by Kleijnen et al. (2007) and van der Heijden (2006), 

for example, show that the primary cause for poor uptake of mobile service delivery 

was that firms failed to understand how consumers derive utilitarian value from 

mobile services, w'hich indicates the importance o f understanding the role utility plays 

in this process, particularly in a firm-hosted context. Kleijnen et al. ’s (2007) 

quantitative study, confirmed that time-related gains were o f most importance to
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consumers in terms o f expected utilitarian benefits, whereas service compatibility, i.e. 

the applicability o f the service to the task being carried out, had little significance. 

Interestingly, their results indicate that perceived risk does not have a significant 

influence on respondents which they suggest may be as a result o f  “the rapid diffusion 

o f mobile technology in today’s societies, which has made more consumers familiar 

with the transactional possibilities o f their handheld devices” (Kleijnen et a l,  

2007:42). This indicates that utilitarian value perceptions should be explored further, 

particularly in relation to their impact on engagement behaviour in a firm-hosted 

context.

Similarly, van der Heijden (2006) carried out experimental research to determine the 

impact o f providing consumers with ‘on the go’ information via their mobile phones 

(in this instance by scanning bar codes on items in a physical store). His findings 

indicate that when consum ers’ associated convenience and time saving with the 

system, it increased the likelihood o f  adoption. Building on this empirical research, it 

is also conceptualised that consumers may evaluate the costs and benefits o f engaging 

in specific behaviours which may be determined by relative resource endowments for 

consumers, such as time or money available (van Doom  et al., 2010). For example, it 

is suggested that the perceived benefits versus the perceived time or cost o f engaging 

in online forums may affect the level or intensity o f  consumer engagement behaviour 

(van Doom  el al., 2010; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). Hoyer ef al. ’s (2010) conceptual 

study, outlined in Table 2.3, also suggests that engaging in value co-creation m ay 

involve, fi'om a consum er’s viewpoint, monetary and non-monetary costs such as the 

time, physical, and psychological effort to learn and participate in this process. In 

summary, the key utilitarian motivations identified in the literature and adopted for 

this research are related to economic (money-saving), time saving (speed o f 

interactions), and levels o f convenience.

3.2.2 Anticipated Hedonic Benefits

Drawing on the theory o f  intrinsic motivation, the hedonic perspective suggests that 

individual behaviour is driven by the objective o f  being engaged in enjoyable or 

entertaining activities (Magni el al., 2010; Vallerand el al., 1997). It is also posited 

that hedonic experiences contribute to consumer engagement strength and quality 

(Higgins, 2006). Hedonic expectations can be measured by items that describe
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intrinsically motivated service use, for the sake of the experience, without a specific 

instrumental goal in mind (van der Heijden, 2006). Marketing scholars have argued 

over the past two decades that intrinsically motivated hedonic feelings, such as 

enjoyment, play an important role in the consumption decision (Grace, 2007; Hartman 

et a!., 2006; Williams and Aaker, 2002; Bagozzi el a i ,  1999). In the TA literature, 

perceived enjoyment refers to “the extent to which the activity of using the 

technology is perceived to be enjoyable in its own right, apart from any performance 

consequences that may be anticipated” (Davis et a i ,  1992:1113).

Prior research suggests that individuals are motivated intrinsically to contribute 

knowledge to others in virtual communities because they enjoy engaging in 

intellectual pursuits and solving problems, and enjoy helping others (Heinonen, 2011; 

Wasko and Faraj, 2005). Some consumers ‘free reveal’ ideas (von Hippel and von 

Krogh, 2006: 295) at different stages o f the co-creation process based on their 

anticipated hedonic benefits (Hoyer et al., 2010).

The anticipation o f emotional outcomes is an important aspect of the feedback theory 

which states that as people leam to anticipate feedback they may alter their behaviour 

constructively to pursue the feedback that they like (Baumeister et a i ,  2007). Higgins 

(2009) suggests that when individuals anticipate experiencing a positive outcome 

from an event, a greater force o f attraction to the event resuhs, thus influencing their 

level o f engagement. The TA literature also shows that even for functional-based 

services such as wireless finance, the hedonic aspects of technology are particularly 

important for the younger market (Kleijnen et a l ,  2004) directly impacting on their 

attitude towards the underlying technology and associated behavioural intention. 

Similarly, Hsu and Lin (2008) demonstrate that salient beliefs need to be considered, 

in relation to perceived enjoyment, when studying the motivational drivers of blog 

activities in a social setting. Their study shows that enjoyment was the most 

significant influence on attitudes among those aged 35 years and under, with a 

coefficient much higher than perceived usefiilness and perceived ease-of-use. This 

finding concurs with Dickinger et a i ’s (2008) and Nysveen et al. ’s (2005) research 

which identifies enjoyment as a key determinant of intention to use a technology- 

based mobile service.
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In contrast to W asko and Faraj’s (2005) study which highhghts the importance o f 

consumers having access to instrumental resources, Sledgianowski and K ulviw at’s 

(2009) study found that the use o f social network sites was firstly influenced by 

perceived playfulness, followed by critical mass, trust, and usefiilness. Similarly, 

although relating to online banking behaviour, Curran and M euter (2007) claim that 

one o f  the most noteworthy findings from their study was that perceived enjoyment 

had a more significant influence over expectations o f service quality than utility and 

social aspects. This result is consistent with prior research that found that consum ers’ 

first reactions to a product (Creusen and Schoormans, 2005) or a technology-based 

service (Dabholkar and Bagozzi, 2002) can be driven by their feelings, rather than by 

their expectations about the utility o f  the product or service. In summary, in terms o f 

hedonic expectations, it can be deduced that the consum er’s expected ability to derive 

pleasure (Gummerus et a l,  2012; Heinonen, 2011), enjoyment (Dickinger et al., 

2008; Curran and Meuter, 2007) and fun (Koufaris, 2002) serves as an impetus to the 

consumer engagement process in the context o f a VCE.

3.2.3 Personal Integrative Motives

Self-enhancement is described as an individual being driven by a desire for positive 

recognition from others (Sundaram el al., 1998). Lakhani and von Hippel (2003) 

found that individuals were motivated to share information through electronic 

networks by the status they felt they received when answering questions frequently 

and intelligently. Wasko and Faraj’s (2005) empirical findings also shows that 

individuals engaged in social interaction in firm-hosted online discussion forums 

based on an expectation that it would lead in some way to social rewards such as 

approval, status, and respect. As discussed in Section 2.5, Nambisan and Baron’s 

(2009) empirical study o f  users o f VCEs suggests that self-achievement and self- 

efficacy influences consumers to engage in virtual conmiunities.

Self-enhancement can also be determined by social approval or enhanced social self- 

concept generated by service use (van der Heijden, 2006; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001). 

Similarly, self-evaluation based on competence and social acceptance has also been 

demonstrated as an important source o f  intrinsic motivation that drives consumer 

engagement activities for no apparent external reward (Fuller et al., 2011; Bandura 

1986). Importantly, this viewpoint concurs with findings in the new service
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development literature which shows that most collaborators appear to be intrinsically 

motivated by a strong belief in the importance o f their contribution as well as by a 

deep enjoyment from contributing their thoughts and ideas. Thus, a high level of 

intrinsic motivation has the potential to generate “high levels of co-creator 

involvement” (von Hippel and von Krogh, 2006; Lakhani and Wolf, 2005:295).

Moreover, anticipated self-enhancement in relation to gaining positive recognition by 

others has been shown to influence individuals to engage in higher EWOM behaviour 

(Trusov et al., 2009; Hennig-Thurau et a!., 2004). For example, Trusov et al. 's (2009) 

empirical study o f electronic referrals in social networking shows that self

enhancement tends to be the primary motivators for consumers publishing their 

experiences on online opinion platforms. This concurs with earlier work (Hennig- 

Thurau el al., 2004; Sundaram et a l,  1998; Engel et al., 1993; Dichter, 1966) which 

identifies self-enhancement as a key motive for explaining positive WOM 

communication. As discussed in Section 2.2, social media and virtual communities 

not only provide consumers with access to unlimited amounts of information but also 

the ability to communicate with firms and other consumers, which has provided them 

with a sense of empowerment and in some cases a desire to play an active role in 

value co-creation where they can actively contribute ideas and information (Hoyer et 

al.. 2010). Previous studies also show that many consumers enjoy problem-solving 

and the chance to exploit their abilities and know-how in order to gain satisfaction 

from using a service (Hoyer et al., 2010; Liithje, 2004; Bolman and Deal, 1984). 

Similarly, Etgar (2008) proposes that consumers may engage in value co-creation for 

a sense of self-expression and pride. Thus, self-enhancement motivation is driven by 

one’s desire for positive recognition from others. Accordingly, this indicates that 

consumers interact with others in a VCE in order to express their opinions, relate 

experiences, and to improve their personal sense o f worth.

3.2.4 Social Integrative Motives

As discussed in Section 2.5, studies o f online brand communities show that 

consumers place considerable value on social identity and relationships (Heinonen, 

2011; de Valck et al., 2009; Schau et al., 2009; Bagozzi and Dholakia, 2006). For 

example, previous empirical studies show that consumers derive social and relational 

ties from participating with other entities in a virtual community (Schau et al., 2009;
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Woisetschlager et a i ,  2008; Nambisan and Baron, 2007; Wasko and Faraj, 2005). 

Such social relationships provide a number of benefits to the customer, including self

enhancement and a sense o f belongingness or social identity (Schau et a i ,  2009; 

Franke and Shah, 2003; Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001). According to Heinonen (2011), 

the relationships and friendships between the members o f a virtual community create 

a sense of belonging and increase the perceived community value. Similarly, drawing 

on network theory research, social and emotional bonds between co-operating parties 

are critical when determining consumer value (Chan et a i ,  2010; Johar et a i ,  2006).

As noted in Section 2.3, participants in member-initiated virtual communities tend to 

engage for the purpose of developing social links rather than engaging with the firm 

related to the subject (e.g. the brand) of online discussions (Lee et a i ,  2011). 

However, van Doom et al. (2010) posit that, even in a firm-hosted environment, some 

customers may desire to maintain and nurture relationships with others in the 

community and this in turn may lead them to blog more and engage in more co- 

creation activities. However, this theory has yet to be empirically verified (van Doom 

et al., 2010). Resulting from the above, social integrative motives are included in the 

set of antecedents examined in this research.

3.2.5 Homeostase Utility

Homeostase utility which is related to positive self-enhancement is “based on the 

notion that people have a basic desire for balance in their life” (Hennig-Thurau et al., 

2004:44). Balance theory proposes that individuals will strive to restore equilibrium 

after their originally balanced state has become unbalanced (Sundaram et al., 1998). 

The literature highlights that consumer engagement can be triggered by the need to 

complain online (Gregoire et al., 2010; Schoefer and Diamantopoulos, 2008b) or to 

voice consumer satisfaction (del Matos and Rossim, 2008; Hennig-Thurau et al., 

2004). Amblee and Bui (2008:13) encapsulate this concept as follows:

“Consumers engage in word-of-mouth behaviour when their expectations are 

either surpassed or not met. This reflects the process known as homeostase 

utility’, whereby people seek emotional balance and need to express strong 

emotions, both positive and negative, to restore homeostasis when they are in 

a state o f  imbalance. However, the underlying motive fo r  engaging in word-of-
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mouth is different when expectations are surpassed, because this leads to 

positive word-of-mouth, as compared to when expectations are not met, which 

leads to negative word-of-mouth

According to Amblee and Bui (2008:13), consumers are motivated to engage in 

positive word-of-mouth “for altruistic, product-involvement, and self-enhancement 

purposes”. Taking a similar stance, van Doom et al. (2010) note that an extreme 

experience, whether negative or positive with a firm, or its offering, can influence 

consumer engagement behaviour and this behaviour is expected to be stronger in the 

case o f successive adverse or positive events. Thus, in summary, expressing positive 

or negative emotions can be associated with homeostase utility (Henning-Thurau et 

al. 2004) and has been identified as a trigger for consumer engagement, particularly in 

a VCE context.

Table 3.1: Summary of Prior Studies of Online Behaviours Antecedents

(Heinonen,
2011)

Online
community

A netnographie 
approach with 
the goal to solicit 
narratives 
conccmmg 
respondents’ 
relationship with 
the online 
community.

Forces influencing 
the relationship 
development process 
identified included:
- task orientation, 
word-of-mouth, 
intensity o f 
discussions, quality 
o f content, 
alternative 
communities and the 
brand.

Five relationship 
statuses as well as a 
number o f forces 
that strengthen, 
weaken, or maintain 
consumers’ 
relationship 
engagement were 
studied.

I'he author notes that 
future research needs to 
explore the relationship 
between the firm hosting 
the online cotrmiunity (the 
‘maintainer’), the service 
provided (the underlying 
technology) and 
interpersonal factors (such 
as status seeking).

(Nambisan and 
Baron, 2009)

Testing a 
model of 
voluntary 
participation 
m value co
creation 
activities in 
a virtual

The key 
characteristics o f 
customers’ 
interactions in 
the VCE 
(product content, 
member identify 
and human

Participation in 
VCE is motivated 
not just by 
consumers 
“ citizenship”  or 
norm-related 
behaviour but 
primarily from their

Future research needs to 
exanune additional 
psychological variables 
such as need recognition, 
achievement motivation, 
self-elTicacy in terms o f 
engagement behaviour.
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environment
(onhne
forum)

identity) are 
related to the 
cognitive, social, 
personal and 
hedonic benefits 
received to 
measure, the 
level o f 
participation in 
value-creation o f 
product support 
activities.

beliefs concerning 
the benefits o f 
engaging in such 
activities (cognitive, 
social, personal and 
hedonic).
- Findings imply the 
need for firms to 
carefully design 
their VCKs to 
enhance customers’ 
perceptions 
regarding potential 
benefits.

Future research must 
focus on discovering the 
impact o f customers’ 
VCE interactions on the 
nature o f  customers’ 
relationships with the 
organization. “In other 
words, can customer 
participation in the VCE 
lead to significantly 
dijferent 'psychological 
contracts ’ between the 
two entities Iftrm and  
consumer!? ” (Nambisan 
and Baron, 2009:40.1)

(Kim and Han, 
2009)

Mobile data 
services

Utility was 
measured as 
utilitarian value 
which was tested 
as a direct 
determinant o f 
Bl. Others 
determinants 
included hedonic 
and social value. 
Interpersonal 
and external 
sources as 
antecedents to 
utilitarian value.

Utilitarian and 
social values 
dominate adoption 
decision whereas the 
impact o f  hedonic 
value is weaker than 
other values.
- Utilitarian value o f  
older people is more 
strongly affected by 
interpersonal 
influences compared 
to younger people 
(older people more 
likely to conform to 
the opinion o f  
others).
- Social value is a 
salient factor in 
deciding whether to 
adopt MDS.
- The perceptions o f  
value are found to 
be more strongly 
alTccted by 
interpersonal 
influences than by 
external sources^.

While the study focused 
on utilitarian value, 
hedonic value and social 
value, it is limited in 
scope as it focuses on one 
particular technological 
system in one 
geographical location.

The authors indicate that 
future research should 
examine these anticipated 
benefits in broader 
settings, and in the stages 
o f post-adoption.

(l)ickinger et 
a!., 2008)

Mobile
services
with
network
externalities

PIJ as an 
antecedent to 
attitude.

Other
antecedents 
tested PH, KOU 
and social norm.

Perceived enjoyment 
(hedonic benefit) o f 
using mobile 
services outside the 
workplace is a more 
powerful
determinant o f 
attitudes and 
intention then 
perceived 
usefulness.

With highly 
mteractive services, 
social contact has a

FuUire research should 
examine the relationship 
between hedonic and 
utilitarian value, and 
additional emotional 
factors should be 
included. In addition, 
future research should 
investigate the connection 
between the level o f  
interactivity in a 
conmiunication system 
and hedonic/utilitanan 
value.

■’Kxtemal sources are the extent to which information from TV, newspapers, the internet and other 
secondary sources intluences behaviour
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positive influence on 
usefulness and 
enjoyment.

(Curran and 
Meuter, 2007)

SST (online
banking
context)
To
determine
change
behaviour
from
traditional 
to self- 
service 
method

Moderating
effect o f
expected
outcomes
(ulilily,
enjoyment,
social
acceptance) on 
the relationship 
between attitude 
and BI.

Intentions can be 
enhanced by 
including
constructs such as 
anticipated 
outcomes (utility, 
social acceptance, 
and enjoyment).
- Significant link 
between utility and 
enjoyment.
- Human interaction 
is still needed by 
some consumers in 
service encounters.

Attitudes alone do not 
provide a sufficient 
deteniunant o f 
respondents’ intention to 
adopt a technology-based 
service, and that the 
inclusion o f anticipated 
outcomes provides 
significant additional 
explanatory power. More 
research is needed 
regarding the 
relationships between 
anticipated benefits and 
attitudes/behaviours.

(Kleijnen et 
a i ,  2007)

Mobile
brokerage
services

Time,
convenience, 
user control, and 
service 
compatibility 
(benefits).
Risk and 
cognitive effort -  
as antecedents of 
perceived value 
perceptions, 
v^hich in turn 
influences Bl 
utilitarian value 
creation in 
mobile services 
delivery and 
examine how 
this value 
accounts for 
consumer usage 
intentions.

- Time convenience 
is the most 
important benefit, in 
line with previous 
innovation research 
(utilitarian).
- User control was 
found to be another 
relative advantage.
- Cognitive effort 
was found to be a 
more significant 
barrier than 
consumer risk which 
IS in line with recent 
research.
- User control may 

cause time 
inefficiencies 
becaase o f  lack o f 
experience in 
relation to the 
consumer role as a 
co-producer.

The authors note that 
future research should 
incorporate hedonic 
benefits into their research 
efforts (such as relieving 
stress, or 'killing tim e’).

Examining utilitarian 
benefits warrants further 
study, for example 
discovering reasons why 
consumers attain certain 
service information.

(Kim el al., 
2007)

Mobile
internet

Utility was 
measured by 
perceived value 
with the benefit 
and sacrifice 
components. 
Enjoyment and 
perceived 
useliilness 
(benefit
components) as 
antecedents to 
perceived value 
and perceived 
value as 
antecedent to 
intention- 
technicality and

Adoption is 
determined by 
perceptions o f  value 
and these, in turn, 
are determined by 
the perceptions o f 
usefulness, 
enjoyment etc.

Extrinsic and 
intrinsic benefits 
prompt customers’ 
intentions to adopt 
and non-monetary 
cost serve as a 
barrier.
- fhe impact o f 
perceived usefiilness 
on perceived value

The authors highlight that 
this is a critical area of 
research in terms o f 
technology adoption, 
particularly in scenarios 
where the consumer is 
both a service- and 
technology-user.
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perceived fee
(sacrifice
components).

is also not the 
strongest among the 
four antecedents.

Effort-orientated 
constructs seem to 
be more salient in 
the early stages o f 
adoption.

(Wasko and 
Faraj, 2005)

Computer-
medialcd
discussion
forums
supporting a
profession
level
association

The relationship 
between, 
individual 
motivations 
(reputation, 
enjoy helping) 
structural capital, 
cognitive capital 
(self-rated 
experience, 
tenure in the 
field, and 
relational capital 
(commitment 
and reciprocity) 
on knowledge 
contribution.

Individuals 
contribute their 
knowledge when ;
- they perceive that 
it enhances their 
professional 
reputation
- when they want to 
share an experience
- when they are 
stmcturally 
embedded in the 
network.
Contributions also 
occur without regard 
to expectations o f 
reciprocity from 
others or high levels 
o f  commitment to 
the network.

Future research should 
include lurkers in an 
online setting, rather than 
very active participants 
(as was the case in this 
study).

Future studies should 
examine and compare 
individual motivations 
and social capital across 
networks to see if there 
are variations in the levels 
o f  participation.

(Nysvecn el 
al., 2005)

Mobile chat 
services

The moderating 
effects o f gender 
in explaining 
intention to use 
mobile chat 
services.

PU as an 
antecedent to 
attitude. Other 
antecedents 
studied -  PK, 
KOU, perceived 
expressiveness 
and normative 
pressure.

Findings suggest 
that social norms 
and intrinsic motives 
such as enjoyment 
(hedonic) are 
important
determinants o f 
intention to use 
among female users, 
whereas extrinsic 
motives such as 
usefulness, time- 
saving and 
expressiveness are 
key drivers among 
men (utilitarian).

Findings indicate 
mobile services 
should enable users 
to express their 
personal and social 
identity.

Directions for future 
research are not presented 
in this paper, however, the 
authors acknowledge the 
importance o f 
understanding the 
interplay between the 
identified motivational 
variables (perceivcd 
expressiveness, perceived 
enjoyment, perceived ease 
o f use and perceived 
usefulness) relative to 
consumers' attitude, 
nonnative pressure and 
behavioural control.

(Hennig- 
ITiurau et al., 
2004)

Discovering
motives o f
consumers’
online
articulations
(onhne
forum)

To empirically 
assess the 
structure and 
relevance o f 
these key 
motives for 
active
contributions to 
Web-based

The primary factors 
leading to eWOM 
behaviour include:
- consumers’ desire 
for social interaction

desire for 
economic incentives
- concern for other 
consumers

Future research should 
focus on different user 
groups and platforms, and 
should examine the 
relationship between the 
utility types presented, in 
different contexts.
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opinion
platforms.

- the potential to 
enhance consumers 
own self-worth.

(Vijayasarathy,
2004)

Online
shopping

Ease of use and 
usefulness, 
(compatibility, 
utility, privacy, 
security, 
normative 
beliefs) used to 
measure attitude 
and BI.

Compatibility, 
usefulness, ease of 
use, and security 
were found to be 
significant
predictors of attitude 
towards on-line 
shopping.

Future research should 
adopt a broader sample, in 
order to further 
investigate the interplay 
between the identilied 
anticipated benefits of 
using the technology 
based system.

(Kleijnen et 
ai, 2004)

Mobile 
services in 
the context 
o f wireless 
finance

TAM extended 
to include 
perceived costs, 
perceived system 
quality and 
social influence, 
moderated by 
consumer 
psychographics 
(age, computer 
skills, 
technology 
readiness).

- Ihe effect of PU 
has a stronger 
positive effect on 
usage intentions for 
younger consumers. 
-Findings indicated 
a significant impact 
of attitude and social 
inlluence on the 
intention to use 
wireless services. 
The variance 
explained by those 
two variables is 
relatively low which 
suggests that other 
variables might have 
an impact on user’s 
intention.

Future research should 
investigate extriasic 
motivations relative to 
consumer demographics.

Additionally, the authors 
argue that hedonic factors 
such as enjoyment need to 
be considered.

The interplay between 
hedonic and extrinsic 
factors, and their 
inlluence on technology 
adopters/non adopters 
should be investigated.

(Alreck and 
Settle, 2002)

Internet
shopping

Time saving 
perceptions of 
internet 
shopping.

- Internet shopping 
was viewed as 
saving more time 
(utilitarian) than 
traditional modes of 
shopping.
- Certain consumers 
were interested in 
doing more tasks 
quickly or engaging 
in polychronic 
activities.

No future research 
directions specified.

(Koufaris,
2002)

Web-based 
commerce 
with the 
objective of 
examining 
the role of 
the
experience 
with the 
web site

TAM extended 
to include the 
influence of 
enjoyment and 
control on EOU 
and PU and in 
turn their 
influence on 
trust and BI 
(purchase and 
intention to 
return).

- a positive online 
experience that 
provides customers 
with enjoyment and 
perceived control 
leads to greater trust 
in the company as a 
result o f their 
positive perceptions 
about the web site’s 
usefulness and ease 
of use.

Further research needs to 
confirm these findings 
particular in different 
online contexts.

More research needed to 
discover how firms can 
create an attractive online 
experience environment.
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3.3 The Dimensions o f  Consumer Engagement

This section focuses on the relationships between the key dimensions o f consumer 

engagement in the VCE context which are aligned with the definition o f consumer 

engagement utilised in this research, i.e. consum ers’ cognitive appraisal’, affective 

state, and participation. As noted in Section 2.4, within the context o f the VCE, 

various combinations o f the cognitive, emotional, and/or behavioural dimensions 

relating to the engagement experience are observed. In accordance with the SDL, 

value is defined as an “ interactive relativistic preference experience” (Holbrook, 

1996:139), which highlights the view that value creation entails satisfying consumer 

experiences (Ramaswamy, 2010; Payne et a i ,  2008; Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 

2004) and “customers who perceive more value from their service encounters tend to 

be more satisfied” (Chan el al, 2010:48). M oreover, the consumer experience has 

been highlighted as being important in encouraging consumer engagement (Nambisan 

and W att, 2011; Fuller, 2010; Hollebeek, 2010; V erhoef ei al., 2010) and the 

availability o f  the consumer as an operant resource in value co-creation (Brodie et al., 

201 la; Payne el al., 2009). Calder ei al. (2009:324) describe consumer experiences as 

“indicators o f the engagement construct dom ain” . Specifically, Lusch el al., (2007:8) 

suggest particular interactive, co-creative customer experiences m ay be interpreted as 

the act o f “engaging” and, therefore may be used to co-create value.

As highlighted in Section 2.4, the cognitive and emotional dimensions o f  consumer 

engagement incorporate the experiences and feelings o f  individuals (Bowden, 2009; 

Vivek el al., 2012) whereas the behavioural elements capture the intensity o f 

participation with the organisation’s offerings and activities which is personified in 

the amount o f  tim e and/or effort consumers dedicate to the instance o f  engagement 

(Vivek el al., 2012). However, as highlighted in Section 2.4, research is needed

■' Cognitive involvement or absorption (fully concentrated and deeply engrossed) is depicted as a 
potential consumer engagement antecedent and/or conscquencc (Brodie el al., 2013). Flow theory has 
been a popular method used to measure consumer involvement in the online environment or to 
demonstrate that the holistic experiences explain or determine online consumer behaviour. As flow has 
been described as an elusive construct with significant variability in the models representing its 
.structure (HotTman and Novak, 2009; Choi et al., 2007), it was decided that applying flow theory was 
too broad a concept for this study. Moreover, as flow mainly focuses on cognitive involvement 
(Patterson and I)e Ruyter, 2006), as opposed to consumers’ affective state (Hoffman and Novak, 2009), 
it was beyond the scope of this thesis. Furthermore, as discussed in 5.5.1, the cognitive appraisal 
approach is considered appropriate where information processing is an important aspect of consumer 
behaviour (Kthier et al., 2(X)6; Roseman et al., 2001), which, as highlighted in Section 3.2, is the case 
for this research.
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confirming the relationships between these dimensions to help determine consumer 

engagement (Gronroos and Voima, 2012; van Doom , 2011; Brodie et a!., 2013; van 

Doom et al., 2010). As will be discussed and justified in the following section, these 

engagement dimensions have been identified as having a critical influence on 

consumer behaviour and relational outcomes towards the firm (Vivek et al., 2012; 

Brodie et al., 2013; van Doom 2011; Bowden, 2009).

3.3.1 The Relationship between Cognitive Appraisals and Emotions

Cognitive appraisal refers to the process o f  judging the significance o f an event for 

‘personal well-being’ and it is described as being o f particular relevance to business 

practice because o f its usability and explanatory power (Zeelenberg et al., 2008). 

Most definitions o f  consumer satisfaction or dissatisfaction in the marketing literature 

have been typically conceptualised as a cognitive response, with varying intensity, to 

a particular focus such as service expectations, a product/service attribute, or the 

consumption experience (Chan and Li, 2010; Cronin et al., 2000). The most 

commonly used measurement approach for assessing customer satisfaction is the 

confirmation-disconfirmation o f  expectations approach (Bhattacherjee, 2001) which 

conceptualises satisfaction as a post-consumption, cognitive approach (Bowden, 

2009). For example, Anderson (2011:225) defines customer satisfaction as “the 

custom er’s evaluation o f the pre- and post-purchase experience in terms o f  whether it 

has met or exceeded his or her expectations” . Belanche et al. (2011:124) propose 

satisfaction as “a cmcial antecedent o f re-purchase and re-usage intentions o f  a 

product or serv ice” . Cognitively-oriented service quality and value appraisals precede 

satisfaction (W oodruff and Flint, 2006; Cronin et al., 2000). For example, satisfaction 

with a service provider can be perceived as being both an evaluative response to a 

service encounter (Oliver et al., 1997) or the result o f  a custom er’s perception o f  the 

value received from a product or service (Cronin et al., 2000).

A consensus among academics and practitioners is that a greater understanding as to 

what drives customer satisfaction during the engagement experience is critical for 

firms striving for long-term success (Bijmolt et al., 2010; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2010; 

Hoyer et al., 2010; Bitner and Brown, 2006). Section 2.5 highlights that many 

theorists argue a direct relationship exists between cognitive evaluations and affective 

commitment. However, other scholars believe that cognitive evaluations alone are
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unreliable predictors o f attitudinal loyalty (Jaiswal and Niraj, 2011; Bennett and 

Rundle-Thiele, 2004) as they fail to discriminate between true customer loyalty and 

inertia repeat purchasing (Chan et a i,  2010; Bowden, 2009) or fail to capture the 

depth o f consumer responses to service performance (Bowden, 2009; Bennett and 

Rundle-Thiele, 2004).

Research on affect has attempted to overcome some o f the limitations of the purely 

cognitive approaches taken to evaluate consumers’ response to a service encounter, 

albeit primarily in the physical environment. Emotions in the marketing literature and 

in particular consumer research have been reflected by concepts such as affect, 

hedonism/hedonic, mood, and feelings (Ethier et a l ,  2006; Mattila and Enz, 2002). 

Zeelenberg et a l  (2008:20) note that the experiential content of an emotion reflects 

“how emotions are felt and what emotions mean to the individual experiencing them”. 

Although there is no consensus regarding what emotions are, or how to define them 

mainly because o f the wide array of possible emotions one can experience, there is a 

general agreement that emotions are acute and relatively momentary experiences 

(Zeelenberg et al., 2008; Huang, 2001; Roseman, 2001) which differentiates them 

from moods which typically last longer (Zeelenberg et a!., 2008). A widely accepted 

definition of emotions in the marketing literature comes from Bagozzi et al. 

(1999:184) where they state:

"Emotions are mental states o f  readiness that arise from cognitive appraisals o f  

events or thoughts; has a phenomenological tone; is accompanied by 

physiological processes; is often expressed physically (e.g. in gestures, posture, 

facial expressions); and may result in specific actions to affirm or cope with the 

emotion, depending on its nature and meaning fo r  the person having it ”.

Taking a similar stance to Bagozzi et al. (1999), Frijda (2006) describes emotions as 

mental states o f readiness that can arise when engaging in an activity or as a result of 

receiving or failing to receive a planned outcome. They posit that emotions can 

assume the function o f causes, effects, mediators and moderators.

The central role of appraisals in the formation o f emotions has come to define what 

are appropriately called cognitive appraisal theories in psychology (Roseman et a i ,
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1996; Lazarus, 1991; Smith and Ellsworth, 1985). This theory maintains that specific 

emotions are associated with specific patterns o f cognitive appraisals/evaluations and 

interpretations of events (Scherer et a i,  2001). Theorists, such as Lazarus (1991), 

Roseman (1996), and Smith (1993), argue for a strong causal relationship between 

cognitive appraisals and emotions. For example, Lazarus (1991) proposes that when 

individuals are exposed to stimuli, they evaluate the situation, thus, a cognitive 

appraisal is made (either consciously or subconsciously). Subsequently, based on their 

appraisal, an emotion emerges and a response then follows (de Hooge et a i, 2008).

Moreover, a number of theorists argue that the cognitive appraisal approach to 

explaining emotions offers a more in-depth way to explicate the subtle nuances of 

emotion (Desmet, 2010; Bagozzi, 2007; Watson and Spence, 2007; Roseman et a i, 

1996; Lazarus, 1991). From a practical perspective, the cognitive appraisal models 

have the benefit o f specifying the antecedents of emotions and therefore, have 

predicative capability (Ethier et al., 2006; Roseman, 2001; Nyer, 1997). Cognitive 

appraisal theories typically assume that appraisals not only influence the emotion- 

intensity but also determine the quality o f an emotion (Siemer et al., 2007). Smith and 

Lazurus (1993), for example, note that six different appraisals explain different 

emotions, two involving primary appraisals (such as motivational relevance and 

motivational congruence) and four involving secondary appraisals (accountability, 

problem-focused coping potential, emotion-focused coping potential and future 

expectancy).

Similarly, Roseman et al. ’s (1996) study suggest that appraisals differentiate a large 

number of widely-discussed emotions (surprise, hope, joy, relief, liking, pride, fear, 

sadness, distress, frustration, disgust, dislike, anger, contempt, regret, guilt, and 

shame). For example, their study shows that appraisals can be based on 

unexpectedness (an event being expected/unexpected), the situational state (an event 

being consistent with what the individual expected/motive consistency), motivational 

state (aversive/appetitive e.g. an individual seeking a pleasurable or positive 

experience versus wanting to maximize some benefit), probability (uncertainty/ 

certainty about an event), control potential (low/high control over an event), and 

agency (circumstances which caused an specific event, such as other individuals, 

events, or even the individual themselves). Their findings empirically confirm that
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emotions will differ when an individual, for example, is “appetitively as opposed to 

aversively motivated” (Roseman et a i, 1996:261).

While many researchers argue that cognitive appraisals are necessary for the 

formation of emotions, it is important to note that other researchers believe that while 

cognitions may be a sufficient influence o f emotions, they may not be necessary for 

the formation o f emotions (Izard, 1993; Zajonc, 1984). Some theorists address the 

interrelationship between cognitive and emotion by highlighting the importance o f 

studying the influence o f emotion on both behaviour and cognition (Lopez and Ruiz, 

2011; Djamasbi et al., 2010; Griskevicius et a i, 2010a; Griskevicius et a i, 2010b). 

Moreover, Bagozzi et al. (1999) suggest that emotions can be a precursor to cognitive 

appraisals. In addition, emotions are described as action tendencies which involve a 

readiness to engage in, or disengage from, interaction with some goal object (de 

Hooge et at., 2008; Grace, 2007). As detailed in Section 6.5.3, these alterative 

theories are tested in this research.

In the physical environment, drawing from the service marketing literature, a number 

of studies highlight the importance o f focusing on the emotional display during the 

ser\ice encounter (as highlighted in Section 2.6 and below) as empirical research 

shows a strong relationship between emotions and the quality of service interactions 

and post-encounter mood states (Gallan et a i, 2012; Grace, 2007; Jones et al., 2007; 

Mattila and Enz, 2002).

Although researchers continue to put forth studies in support of either the primacy of 

cognition or affect (e.g. Ethier et a i, 2006; Bagozzi et ai, 2006; Lin, 2004), the state 

of affairs on the issue as purported by Lazarus (1999), and supported by Roseman et 

ai (2001), Ethier et ai, (2006) and Gallan et ai (2012) still holds. A consensus is that 

for a full understanding o f the consumer experience a pattern among several emotions 

rather than a single emotion must be studied (Zeelenberg et a i, 2008; Ethier et ai, 

2006; Frijda, 2006; Roseman, 2001; Smith and Lazarus, 1993). Moreover, with 

respect to measuring the experiential content of emotions, three components need to 

be addressed: appraisal of an experience (in relation to its relevance and desirability), 

emotional reaction and coping responses (such as respondents’ future intentions as a 

result o f their experience) (Hopken et ai, 2009; Zeelenberg et a i, 2008).
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3.3.2 The Relationship between Cognitive Appraisal and Consumer Behaviour

Cognitive appraisal components dominate in satisfaction measures, and because 

consumer satisfaction measures reliably correlate with measures of consumer 

behaviour, it is proposed that consumers’ cognitive appraisals drive behaviour 

(Anderson and Swaminathan, 2011; Belanche et <2/., 2011; Walker and Johnson, 2006; 

Cronin el a i, 2000). Walker and Johnson (2006) indicate that the online environment, 

acting as a stimulus, engenders behaviour based on consumers’ rational appraisal of 

this environment. For example, their findings show that consumers’ willingness to use 

the internet for financial and shopping services is influenced by the perceived risks 

and relative advantages associated with its use. Moreover, drawing on the TA 

literature (discussed in Section 2.7), where research has primarily focused on 

examining the relationship between instrumental beliefs and behavioural intention 

(Rose et al., 2011; Beaudry and Pinsonneault, 2010), findings indicate that 

consumers’ rational appraisals o f variables, such as perceived usefulness (PU) and 

perceived ease of use (PEOU) (Davis et a i, 1989:982) directly influences their 

behavioural intentions (Bagozzi, 2007; Baron et a i, 2006; Burroughs and Mick, 

2004). Moreover, consistent with IS theory, Kim and Han’s (2008) study shows that 

consumers’ cognitive appraisals of utilitarian and social values are dominant in the 

adoption decision to use mobile data sem ces. Similarly, Kleijnen et al. ’s (2007) 

empirical findings confirm that appraisals o f utilitarian values such as time, 

convenience and user-control influences consumers’ intention to use mobile serv'ices. 

Kim et al. ’s (2007) empirical findings also confirm that consumer acceptance of 

mobile services is determined by the value they expected to receive fi'om these 

services and this, in turn, is determined by their cognitive evaluations o f usefiilness 

and enjoyment.

Taking another perspective, there are a number o f counter arguments suggesting why 

emotions might account for, or influence, the correlation between cognitive appraisal 

and consumer behaviour. First, the social psychology literature emphasises the 

importance of emotional and non-utilitarian values in influencing consumer behaviour 

and relationship formation (Dholakia et al., 2009; Mattila, 2004), indicating emotions 

play a moderating role on the relationship between a consumer’s cognitive appraisal 

and their behavioural intention.
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Moreover, in accordance with SDL, interactive experiences that plausibly enhance a 

positive affective state precede co-creation activities (Echeverri and Skalen, 2011; 

Hoyer et a!., 2010; Pie and Chumpitaz Caceres, 2010; Sandstrom et a i ,  2008). 

Findings from Brodie’s et al. ’s (2013) netnographic study, for example, suggest that 

emotions generated from the consumer’s engagement experience increases 

engagement outcomes. Thus, it is argued that in order to fully leverage experience as 

part of a value proposition, organisations must manage the emotional dimension of 

experiences with the same rigor they bring to the management of product/service 

functionality (Sandstrom et al., 2008). Zeelenberg et a i  (2008:127) posit that a 

plethora of emotions are related to many different aspects o f the consumer’s decision

making process. For example, emotions experienced may influence specific adaptive 

behaviour (Lazanis, 1991), coping strategies (Cui et al., 2009) and/or approach or 

avoidance behaviours (Kohler et a i ,  2011; Nambisan and Baron, 2009).

Zeelenberg et al. (2008:127) argue that ignoring emotion-specificity would lead one 

to predict similar effects for emotions that have a negative or positive valence. In 

earlier related work, Zeelenberg and Pieters (1999) empirically confirmed how two 

decision-related emotions, regret and disappomtment, have distinct behavioural effect 

when consumers experienced a bad service encounter in a physical environment. For 

example, regret has a direct effect on the customer switching to another competing 

firm, over and above the effect of dissatisfaction. Moreover, disappointment has a 

direct effect on word o f mouth over and above the effect of dissatisfaction. However, 

neither regret nor disappointment has a direct effect on the actual consumer 

complaining behaviour. They posit that emotions arise when events or outcomes are 

relevant for one’s concern or preferences and that consumers prioritise behaviour that 

acts in service o f these concerns. Interestingly, Nyer’s (1997) earlier study shows that 

complaint behaviour is a coping mechanism associated with anger, which occurs 

when goal incongruence is experienced by the consumer.

Similarly, Bougie et a l ’s (2003) study shows that most dissatisfied customers at the 

service encounter do not bother to complain, however angry customers exhibit a 

whole repertoire of different responses aimed at discouraging the serv'ice provider 

from doing what caused this anger, or to recover the service failure. Importantly,



Zeelenberg et al. (2008:128) argue that although an individual’s emotions can be 

differentiated from each other both in terms o f their appraisals and their experiential 

content, both concepts are relevant for understanding the ‘em otion-behaviour 

linkage’. They posit that by only focusing on cognitive appraisal, one would ignore 

the motivational aspect o f  emotion.

Schoefer and Diamantopoulos (2008b) also provide empirical evidence for the 

contention that different emotions can influence different behaviours in their study 

which focus on the relationship between perceived justice and post-complaint 

behaviours in the service encounter. They highlight the need to scrutinise the 

dynamics o f emotions and note that although certain emotions do not automatically 

call for a specific action, they reflect a concern from the decision maker that should be 

considered.

According to Stein et al. (2010), positive emotions (e.g. joy , elation, happiness) are 

associated with the attainment o f a goal, which usually leads to a decision to continue 

with a plan or a process, whereas negative emotions (e.g. frustration, disappointment, 

anxiety) result from problems with on-going plans and failure to receive desired 

goals, which may lead to negative behaviour. Zeelenberg et al. (2008) propose that 

certain emotions commit consumers to certain courses o f action by providing control 

precedence, meaning that the experience o f an emotion brings forward an associated 

goal that may overrule other goals. For example, they conceptualise that anger may 

m otivate consumers to move against the source o f  one’s anger which may take 

priority over other goals. As a result, it is proposed that emotions help consumers to 

overcome their cognitive limitations or the constraints that are placed upon them 

within the decision environment because they allow consumers to prioritise certain 

goals and give direction to their behaviour.

3.3.3 The Relationship between Emotion and Consumer Behaviour

As will be shown below, extant research related to the emotion -  behaviour 

relationship in the online environment has focused prim arily on the impact o f 

perceived or expected emotions as motivational drivers towards behavioural 

intentions. This body o f  work has been driven primarily by TA research. W hile extant 

research addressing consumer engagement in firm-hosted virtual communities fails to
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conceptualise the relationship between emotion and behaviour explicitly, and 

empirical studies have ignored emotions as a significant component when studying 

consum ers’ online behaviour, the TA literature provides a foundation from which this 

relationship can be derived.

The studies highlighted in Appendix A, Tables A .2 and A.3, show that both positive 

and negative emotions have a direct or indirect effect on behavioural intention, 

particularly in an online setting. Previous empirical research indicates that a 

consum er’s intrinsic enjoyment when interacting with others online can increase their 

exploratory behaviour (Xie et al., 2008; Koufaris, 2002). Similarly, Bagozzi and 

D holakia’s (2006) empirical findings show that positive anticipated emotions have a 

significant direct effect on consum ers’ desire to participate in group activities and 

intent to blog in online brand communities. Their findings concur with Koufaris’ 

(2002:205) study o f online shoppers which show that if  consumers cannot participate 

in the activities that make their online experience enjoyable they m ay stop using web 

stores and return to a what they consider a ‘more enriching and enjoyable physical 

w orld’. Furthermore, Dickinger et al. (2008) indicate that perceived enjoyment o f  

using mobile services is a more powerful determinant o f  attitudes and behavioural 

intention than perceived usefulness.

van Doom  et al. (2010) conceptualise that some customers may take a sense o f  pride 

when engaging with others via virtual communities which, in turn, may influence 

their level o f  engagement. M oreover, empirical findings highlighted in Section 2.4.1, 

confirm that consumers tend to engage in higher EW OM  when they exhibit high 

levels o f  self-pride (Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004; W asko, 2005).

Although researchers have addressed the role o f intrinsic motivation by utilising 

perceived enjoyment as a salient determinant o f  consumer intention to use online 

services (Curran and M euter, 2007; Kulviwat et al., 2007; van der Heijden, 2006; 

Dabholkar and Bagozzi, 2002), or to participate in virtual communities (Bagozzi and 

Dholakia, 2006), empirical investigations focusing on the impact negative experiences 

have on consumer engagement or the role negative emotions play in influencing 

consumer online behaviour remain scarce. Negative emotions are described as those
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emotions that may resuh from unfulfilled expectations (Stauss et a i,  2005). 

According to Kuo and Wu (2011:135):

“Future studies should consider other variables o f  emotions and post

purchase intentions, inchiding degree o f  involvement or service quality, or 

role o f  the attribution theory [which looks at how people construct cause and  

effect inferences about their behaviours, in order to gain cognitive control] in 

elucidating the factors affecting customer emotions and post-purchase 

intentions

Appendix A. Table A.3 outlines previous studies that have used negative measures 

when studying the acceptance o f technology-based services, or factors influencing 

consumer participation in the VCE context. In particular, the table highlights that 

when negative emotions have been included to measure consumers’ online behaviour, 

single item measures have been used. However, it is noted that the theoretical 

foundation o f positive emotions differs from that of negative emotions (Zeelenberg et 

a i,  2008; George, 1989). Thus, as argued by theorists such as Zeelenberg et al. (2008) 

or Kleijnen et al. (2007), multi-item measures in relation to emotions experienced 

would allow a greater understanding o f consumers’ online experiences.

Reinders et al. (2008) experiential research relating to technology-based services 

shows that some consumers with highly negative emotions tend to defect from service 

interaction despite the benefits offered by the firm. Their findings concur with Strauss 

et al. ’s (2005) earlier exploratory study of company loyalty programs which shows 

that consumer frustration leads to protest or avoidance behaviour. This viewpoint 

concurs with prior research in the social psychology literature which supports the 

notion that negative experiences are more powerful and negative information more 

thoroughly processed than positive (Baumeister et a i,  2001). Flavian-Bianco et a i 's 

(2011) experiential research also shows that consumers can be influenced by the 

intensity o f fhistration and dislike felt during their online interactive experience which 

can influence subsequent actions they perform on the web.

Bagozzi and Dholakia’s (2006) findings highlight that customer participation in 

collective activities within online brand communities can be explained by consumers
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anticipated positive and negative emotions. In a later study, Bagozzi (2007) highlights 

the need for researchers to study social or self-conscious emotions (e.g. pride) as one 

way of deepening any model, as these emotions can initiate or deter decisions to 

engage with others in online communities. Similarly, Fuller et al. ’s (2008:608) study, 

discussed in Section 2.5, also indicates that negative experiences can lead to customer 

frustration and decreased motivation which can hinder the quality of participants’ 

contributions in “virtual co-creative activities”. Findings from Tuzovic’s (2010) 

netnographic study concur with this theory by revealing that when consumers are 

highly frustrated with a firm’s offering they engage in online dysfunctional behaviour. 

This behaviour varies widely from low ratings and non-recommendations to voicing 

switching intentions and even revenge intentions. Moreover, previous studies show 

that anger was a significant predictor of consumers’ behavioural responses to service 

failure, w'hich included complaint behaviour, negative EWOM (Gregoire et al., 2010), 

third-party complaining and even changing service provider (Bougie et al., 2003). 

Accordingly, negative feelings as a result of a negative serv'ice experience may lead to 

consumer loss (Pie and Chumpitaz Caceres, 2010; Dougherty and Murthy, 2009).

As illustrated in Appendix A, Tables A.2 and A.3, it is clear that mixed emotions 

(positive and negative) or a variety of emotions have not been utilised when studying 

factors leading to online consumer behaviour which, according to appraisal theorists, 

are needed for a deeper understanding of online consumer behaviour (Zeelenberg et 

al., 2008; Smith and Wheeler, 2002). An exception to this is Ethier et al. 's (2006) 

study which explored the impact o f the quality o f a web site on the cognitive process 

leading to consumers’ emotions (liking, joy, pride, dislike, anxiety and frustration) as 

these emotions were considered direct antecedents to shopping behaviours.

In general, the outcome from the research outlined in Appendix A, concurs with 

findings in the service marketing literature which note that the service experience 

should focus on both hedonic and utilitarian outcomes, which reflects the act o f doing 

something because you enjoy it as well as it being useftil (Edvardsson et al., 2005). 

Although differences occur among the various studies highlighted in Appendix A, 

regarding specific constructs and their relationships, there is some convergence 

among the research findings in that they indicate a consumer’s emotions can have a
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significant influence on their behavioural intention, relationships, online usage and 

their level o f  participation in a VCE.

3.4 Outcomes o f  Consumer Engagement

As discussed in Section 2.3, it is suggested that the consumer engagement process 

includes a number o f outcomes resulting from the engagement experience, including 

consumer satisfaction (Ostrom et al. 2010; Bowden, 2009; W iertz and de Ruyter, 

2007), loyalty (Brodie et a!., 2013; Bowden, 2009), perceived value (Porter el al., 

2011; Kohler et al., 2011; Bijmoh et al., 2010; Nambisan and Baron, 2009), 

empowerment (Ernst et al., 2010, Hoyer et al., 2010, Ramaswamy, 2010; Fuller et al., 

2009; Schau et al., 2009), emotional bonds, trust and affective commitment (Brodie et 

al., 2013; van Doom  et al., 2010; Chan and Li, 2010). These outcomes may arise as a 

result o f  “the level o f perceived value co-creation through specific consumer 

engagement processes” (Brodie et al., 2013:111). Moreover, these outcomes may act 

as antecedents to subsequent interactive, co-creative experiences between the 

custom er and a focal engagement object (Brodie et al., 2013; Chan and Li, 2010).

As highlighted in Section 2.3, although critical to a firm ’s success, the nature o f 

consumer engagement in the VCE (de Valk et al., 2009; Dholakia et al., 2009) and 

how this engagement affects relational outcomes towards the firm remains unexplored 

to-date (Gruner et al., 2014). The potential predictive power o f consumer engagement 

to affective commitment has so far been restricted to conceptual relationships (Brodie 

et al., 2011a; Bowden, 2009). Thus, this study responds to the various calls for 

research to understand how the consumer engagement process develops in a VCE and 

how the VCE can be used as a vehicle to increase affective commitment to the firm 

(W irtz el al., 2013; Nambisan and W att, 2011; Bowden, 2009; Nambisan and Baron, 

2009) or the firm-hosted virtual comm unity (W irtz et al., 2013; Hollebeek, 2010; 

Kumar et al., 2010; Mele, 2009; Vargo and Akaka, 2009).

Affective commitment is defined by V erhoef et al. (2002:202) as “the psychological 

attachment o f  one exchange parm er to the other and is based on feelings o f 

identification, loyalty, and affiliation” . Viswanathan et al. ’s (2010) empirical findings 

show that affective commitment is an emotion-based predisposition to maintain and 

enhance a relationship. In a firm-hosted virtual community, commitment is described
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as consumers’ feeling a duty or obligation to engage in future actions with other 

members of the community (Wasko and Faraj, 2005).

Brodie et a i (2013) suggest that a consumer’s positive cognitive appraisal resulting 

fi'om an engagement experience in a firm-hosted virtual community influences their 

affective commitment. Palmatier et al. (2006), who synthesised existing empirical 

research in the area o f relationship management, also indicate that a consumer’s 

positive cognitive appraisal has a direct influence on their affective commitment to 

the firm. It is also proposed that creating a positive engagement experience with the 

customer improves the nature of engagement and the relationship between the firm 

and its consumers (van Doom et al., 2010; Ramaswamy, 2009; Zeithaml et al., 2006). 

Furthennore, it is posited that highly satisfied customers have higher customer loyalty 

values and also refer other customers more frequently in a virtual environment 

(Kumar el al., 2010). Similarly, Berry et al. (2006) propose that a positive experience 

with a firm’s offerings or activities may lead to a consumer’s affective commitment 

with that firm. It is also suggested that consumers’ level of participation in value co

creation can lead to a more meaningftil or emotional connection between both parties 

(Kumar et a i ,  2010).

Hollebeek (2010) states that positive interpersonal experiences can add value for a 

consumer which, in turn, enhances customer satisfaction and builds customer loyalty. 

In contrast, empirical findings highlight that if some aspect o f the firm’s value 

proposition meets the customer’s dislike or disregard criteria prior to the completion 

of the transaction, then an abrupt end to the relationship may occur (Barnes et a i,  

2004:138). According to Mollen and Wilson (2010: 924):

“Engagement will not occur, no matter how stimulating or immersive the 

website experience, i f  the site fa ils  to be relevant and o f  use to the consumer and 

hence to evoke some form  o f  cognitive and affective commitment ”.

According to the SDL, consumer engagement plays a central role in service 

relationships (Brodie et a i ,  2013). Thus, consumer engagement may be used as a 

proxy measure of the strength o f a firm’s relationship based on the extent to which 

consumers have formed emotional bonds with the firm and/or its products/services
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(McEwen, 2004). This viewpoint concurs with Hoyer’s (2010) contention, which 

suggests measuring the strength of a consumer’s emotional connection with the firm 

as a measure o f consumer engagement rather than the current approach which focuses 

on measuring consumers’ levels o f participation based on their number of web 

postings. Similarly, in the physical environment, it is suggested that facilitating the 

creation o f relationships not only enhances the benefits of consumer participation in 

value co-creation but also produces a competitive advantage for firms (Chan et a i, 

2010). According to Chan et a i  (2010:59), “relationships alone may not tie customers 

permanently to the firm, but they are difficult for competitors to imitate ”.

Although most theories emphasise the dual roles o f cognition and emotions in the 

engagement process, it is proposed that understanding a consumer’s emotional state 

and the effects the service environment has on this state is the key to ensuring 

affective commitment (Hoffman and Novak, 2009; Dailey, 2004; Koufaris, 2002). As 

noted by Edvardsson et al. (2005), a consumer’s affective state at the service 

encounter, subsequently, exhibits or influences long-term affective commitment. 

Moreover, it is suggested that consumers’ affective states have a direct relationship 

with respondents’ future loyalty intentions (Hopken et al., 2009; Zeelenberg et a l, 

2008). For example, Strebel et al. ’s (2004:1059) study shows that when consumers 

were in a ‘high-technology’ or a ‘dynamic decision environment’, the level of 

frustration experienced negatively affects the consumer’s commitment to a firm. 

Moreover, Shang et al. (2006) contend that consumer emotions evoked during their 

participation in virtual brand communities can lead to greater (or lesser) affective 

commitment to the community. In contrast, Mattila’s (2004:137) findings show that 

consumers with low affective commitment are more likely to be “driven by cognitive 

beliefs, including information regarding a recent service failure ”.

A body of literature, focused mainly on the physical environment, exists to support 

the notion that the manner in which an individual displays feelings has a strong 

impact on the quality of service transactions and, in turn, consumer loyalty intentions 

(Soscia, 2007; Mattila and Enz, 2002; Pugh, 2001; Dube and Menon, 2000; Bagozzi 

et a i,  1999). As noted by Dube and Menon (2000:290):

125



“Early findings o f  a positive relationship between both situation-attributed and 

self-attributed negative emotions and satisfaction await replication in more 

diverse extended service transactions. Nonetheless they underscore the need to 

examine the emotion-satisfaction relationship in greater detail

However, as highlighted in Section 3.3, existing studies have predominantly 

overlooked emotion as a component of user experience (Flavian-Blanco et a i,  2011; 

Agarwal and Meyer, 2009; Hopken et a i,  2009; Ethier et a i ,  2006).

3.5 Additional Influences on Consumer Engagement

As has been noted in Section 2.4, there are multiple proposed influencing factors on 

the consumer engagement process. As such, this section examines key influencing- 

factors which have been highlighted as critical areas for research, including the focus 

o f consumer engagement, consumers’ online interaction propensity, their 

product/service involvement and their tenure in the VCE.

3.5.1 The Focus of Consumer Engagement

Drawing on the SDL which, in contrast to a more traditional GDL, offers a 

“transcending view o f relationships” (Vargo, 2009:373), consumer engagement 

describes the interactive, co-creative experiences between focal actors (i.e. 

engagement subject/object) in service relationships (Brodie et a i, 201 lb). Moreover, 

from a relationship marketing viewpoint, sustaining interpersonal interactions can 

lead to meaningful relationships that transcend mere common interest in a 

product/service and its interactions (Mende et a i,  2013).

As discussed in Chapter 2, consumer engagement in the VCE can have a brand/firm 

focus and may be targeting a broader network o f actors, for example, other customers 

in the social network (Bijmolt et a i ,  2010). Taking a SDL perspective, Brodie et al. 

(2011) suggest that the expression o f specific cognitive, emotional and/or behavioural 

engagement dimensions may vary across specific engagement actors (i.e. engagement 

subject/object), and/or contexts. Accordingly, consumer engagement occurs within 

specific sets o f context-dependent conditions which generate different engagement 

levels (Brodie et al., 2013).
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Consumer engagement can differ in relation to the quality and quantity o f  the 

contribution made by the consumers (W iertz and de Ruyter, 2007), and may emerge 

at different intensity levels (van Doom  et al., 2010). M oreover, consumer information 

environments can strongly affect consumer engagement behaviours (Bolton and 

Saxena-Iyer, 2009). M athwick e/ al. ’s (2008) empirical findings illustrate that core 

members in an online comm unity provide an important information resource and 

social support to others m the comm unity, and therefore indicates their potential 

influencing role. Similarly, as discussed in Section 2.4, social interactions made 

possible by Web 2.0 technology have significantly influenced consum ers’ online 

experience and their engagement behaviour (van Doom et a!., 2010; Rose el al., 2010; 

Kozinets et al., 2008). For example, Gregoire et a l .’s (2010:19) empirical findings 

confirm  that “public complaining involves customers going beyond firm s’ borders to 

alert the public about a service failure episode” and as a resuh consumers can become 

the firm ’s ‘worst enem ies’. Their findings concur with Libai el al. ’s (2010) theory 

which highlights that online C2C interactions can potentially influence all aspects o f  a 

custom er’s value-creating process. In addition, Tuzovic’s (2010) netnographic study 

further demonstrates how C2C online interactions have potential long-term negative 

implications for firms when consumers engage in dysfunctional consum er behaviour. 

He notes that online dysfunctional behaviour can range from low ratings and non

recommendations for the firm, to voicing negative WOM and/or their intention to 

switch to a competing firm.

According to Libai el al. (2010), understanding the way consumers are connected via 

social networks that combine to form a social system, is particularly important for 

firms interested in leveraging C2C interactions to influence individual behaviours and 

(ultimately) business performance. Firms can also manage the information 

environment o f  their customers to affect consumer engagement behaviours (van 

Doom  et a i,  2010). van Doom  et a l  (2010) suggest that factors that influence 

consumer engagem ent behaviours m ay differ depending on whether this behaviour is 

directed toward the firm or other customers in the virtual community. Furthermore, 

Algesheimer et al. (2005) highlight the importance o f  the engagement object (i.e. the 

community), rather than the subject (e.g. customer) in consum er^rand relationships.
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Accordingly, future research must incorporate factors such as the influential role C2C 

interactions play in influencing consumer engagement in the VCE (Libai et al., 2010; 

Kozinets el al., 2008). For example, as discussed in Section 2.4.3, consistent with the 

SDL, Heinonen (2011:69) posits that firms should facilitate interactive experiences in 

order to strengthen relational bonds within a firm-hosted virtual community. Her 

findings suggest that facilitating C2C relationships in a VCE can increase consumer 

engagement. Similarly, drawing on network theory research, Chan et al. (2010) and 

Johar (2006) highlight that social and emotional bonds between co-operating parties 

are critical when determining consumer value. This proposal concurs with the 

viewpoint that consumers’ self-pride (van Doom et al., 2010; Henning-Thurau et al., 

2004) delight and/or gratitude (Soscia, 2007) may be shaped by interactions in online 

forums. Critically, it is suggested that the mode of engagement (C2C or C2F) in the 

VCE context influences consumer engagement (Vivek et al., 2012; Brodie et a l,  

2013; van Doom 2011; Libai et al., 2010), and therefore forms a core component o f 

this research.

3.5.2 Individual’s Differences or Characteristics

“Individual customer traits and predispositions can affect the likelihood and 

level o f  customer engagement. Many o f  these individual characteristics can 

influence cognitive processes and decision making in predictable ways to affect 

resulting behaviours ” (van D oom  et al., 2010:257).

Individual traits and predispositions have been proposed as influencing a consumer’s 

propensity to engage and also the level and types o f engagement behaviour displayed 

(van Doom et al., 2010). Consumer characteristics such as demographics (e.g. gender, 

age, race) and psychographics which are described as any attributes relating to 

personality, values, attitudes, interests, or lifestyles (Walker and Johnson, 2006) have 

been extensively used to profile the different groups o f consumers based on their 

propensity to adopt online services (Lin and Hsieh, 2007; Porter and Donthu, 2006; 

Curran and Meuter, 2005; Parasuraman, 2000). For example, individual difference 

variables have been studied including demographics (Parasuraman, 2000; Rogers, 

1995), gender (Im et al., 2008; Nysveen et al., 2005; Tsikriktsis, 2004), age (Hartman
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et al., 2006), experience (Massey el a i ,  2007) and personality (Mahatanankoon, 2007; 

Dabholkar and Bagozzi, 2002; Parasuraman and Colby, 2001).

There are a number of differences in peoples’ dispositions towards using technology 

(Westjohn et al., 2009; Parasuraman and Colby, 2001; Rogers, 1995) and consumers 

can be categorised according to characteristic personality profiles in relation to their 

online behaviour (Baumgartner, 2002). The variation o f consumer differences arising 

from personality traits is described as of greater interest than demographics or 

psychographic factors because such variation is described as being critical for 

understanding different consumer behaviours in an online context (Bagozzi, 2007; 

Baumeister et a!., 2007). Personality traits such as novelty seeking, self-efficacy, self- 

consciousness (Dabholkar and Bagozzi, 2002), innovativeness (Agarwal and Prasad, 

2007; Matthing et al., 2006), optimism (Walczuch et a i, 2007; Liljandera et a l, 2006; 

Parasuraman, 2000), self-enhancement (Tuzovic, 2010; Hennig-Thurau et a i ,  2004) 

have all been empirically proven to directly or indirectly influence online consumer 

behaviour. For example. Kraut et al. ’s (2002:67) longitudinal study reveals that 

introverts and those without strong social support are more likely to experience 

negative outcomes associated with using the internet and online serv'ices than 

extroverts with strong social support.

Dabholkar and Bagozzi (2002:187) indicate that while psychographic studies such as 

the McMellon and Schiffman (2001) study which divide older consumers into 

“technology lovers” and “technology users”, offer insights to marketers as to different 

possible consumer segments, they do not go far enough in analysing underlying 

consumer motivation or how it influences attitudes and behaviour related to 

technology-based servdces. They argue that consumer differences arising from 

personality traits are of greater interest because such variation is at the “heart of 

consumer attitude formation and behavioural intention ”.

Ostrom et a l.’s (2010:24) conceptual paper proposes that understanding how 

consumers differ in their online propensity and the nature and frequency o f their 

online interaction is important in order to discover “the processes, tools, and business 

practices” that are useful in defining, motivating, and managing customer roles in the 

value-creation process.
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Empirical research also shows that unequal participation occurs in virtual 

communities in relation to blogging, giving feedback and posting comments (Nielsen, 

2006). Based on statistical data sourced as part o f an online study conducted by 

Forrester research which examined social technology participation, Li et al. (2007) 

developed the ‘Social Technographics Participation Ladder’. Accordingly, they group 

individuals into six categories based on their level of participation in a social media 

environment. These categories include ‘Creators’, ‘Critics’, ‘Collectors’, ‘Joiners’, 

‘Spectators’ and ‘Inactives’, as illustrated below.

Figure 3.2: Social Technographics Ladder

• Publish Web page
• Publish or m aintain a blog
• Upload video to  sites like YouTube

• C om m ent on  blogs
• Post ratings and reviews

. Use RSS
• Tag Web pages

• Use social networking sites

• Read blogs
• Watch peer-generated video
• Listen to podcasts

• None o f these activities

Base: US adult online consumers 

Source: Forrester's NACTAS Q4 2006 Devices & Access Online Survey_________________________________________
42057 Source: Forrester Research, Inc.

According to Lin and Hsieh (2007), individuals can be grouped into more than one o f 

these categories depending on their environment or the context in which they are 

participating. They note that as this categorisation is not static, it is possible for an 

individual to move up and down the ladder. A Critic, for example, may comment and

Segm ents include consum ers 
participating in a t least one 
of th e  indicated activities 
at least m onthly

Creators
13%
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post reviews on Web 2.0 enabled websites such as Amazon and Trip advisor. 

Subsequently, although this group may enjoy “adding to the conversation on forums”, 

they are less active then Creators who actively contribute content and publish or 

maintain a blog, for example. In addition, although Joiners become involved in social 

technologies such as Facebook and MySpace mainly to socialise, they can also 

become Spectators, Collectors or Creators. Spectators are described as individuals 

who actively read blogs or listen to podcasts, for example, based on their interests. 

Inactives are described as individuals who do not participate in online conversation 

which as noted by Li et al. (2007) may be as a result o f time commitments, lack of 

interest in content, or few social connections in this environment. Commenting on Li 

et al. ’s research, van Dijck (2009:44) notes that active contribution is not necessarily 

a derivative o f participation.

Li el al. (2007) argue that firms interested in utilising social media as a platform to 

interact with their customers need to develop a profile o f their target audience based 

on their online interaction propensity. They note that this basis can be used to gain an 

understanding of the consumer-firm relationship. For example, they suggest that if a 

firm’s customers are predominantly Spectators, then the firm’s key focus must be on 

providmg useful information in an organised contextual environment. They highlight 

the importance o f firms understanding how to motivate their consumers ‘up and 

down’ the ladder, depending on their readiness to engage.

In a similar study. Ridings ei al. ’s (2006:329) findings reveal that 90 percent o f the 

online members were “lurkers” which they defined as ‘peripheral’, ‘inactive’ or 

‘silent participants’ who never (or rarely) post content/comments online. Moreover, 

their findings reveal that only 9 percent of the online community members contributed 

intermittently, where a mere 1 percent was classified as heavy contributors. TTiese 

findings concur with studies highlighted in Section 2.4, that suggest some members 

are more active than others in the VCE (Hoyer et al., 2010; de Valck et al., 2009; 

Heinonen, 2009). Similarly, Hoyer et al. (2010) describe some consumers as market 

mavens who have a higher propensity to initiate an interaction and engage with others 

online. Accordingly, they posit that consumers can vary highly in their interest and 

ability to participate usefully in online co-creation tasks.
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Brandtzaeg (2011) divided social networking users into five distinct types based on 

their level o f participation (intensity o f use) and participation mode (objective and 

direction o f participation). For example, his study showed that 19 percent o f  users 

(“sporadics”) seldom participated and tended to be information focused, “ lurkers” (27 

percent) seldom participated and were more recreation focused, “socialisers” (25 

percent) participated frequently but these interactions were characterised by short 

messages, “debaters” (18 percent) participated frequently and were highly involved in 

discussions, reading, and writing contributions, and finally “actives” (11 percent) 

were heavy users that engaged in almost all kinds o f activities.

Heinonen’s (2011) netnographic study illustrates that there seems to be a gradual 

progression from lurker to poster when consumers desire knowledge and information 

from the online community. This finding highlights the potential relationship between 

the anticipated cognitive value gained from participating in an online forum and 

customer participation. However, Heinonen (2011) notes that further empirical 

investigations are needed to confirm the factors that cause community relationships to 

form, particularly from a consum er’s perspective. Galluagher and Ransbotham ’s 

(2010) case study research on Starbucks, discussed in Section 2.3, suggest that firms 

must not estrange consumers when attempting to engage with them  through this 

media, as results show that the highest-frequency customers were more tech-savvy 

than the average consumer. Findings also concur with Bughin et al. 's (2008) case 

study research discussed in section 2.2.5, which highlights the importance o f 

providing platforms to encourage custom er engagement, regardless o f  their online 

interaction propensity.

Thus, this section highlights the importance o f  consum ers’ online interaction 

propensity and its proposed influence on consumer engagement in the VCE.

3.5.3 Product/Service Involvement

A number o f  studies reveal that customers with higher brand connection and/or 

product/service involvement may be motivated to participate in brand communities so 

that they can learn about other brand users, or enhance their knowledge about a brand 

and its uses (Schau et al., 2009; Pillai and Goldsmith, 2008; Bagozzi and Dholakia,
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2006). Brand loyalty or commitment has also been found to encourage consumers to 

share their knowledge and experiences among others in an online community (Schau 

et a i ,  2009). Prior research shows that in ‘computer mediated discussion forums’ 

individuals that posted valuable advice were motivated by a sense of obligation to the 

organisation (Wasko and Faraj, 2005:35). It is also argued that if  consumers have low 

levels of involvement with the firm and the firm’s products or services, they may not 

appreciate the benefits of co-creation (Hoyer et a i ,  2010; Etgar, 2008) and do not 

bring the same quantity and quality of resources into the engagement process (Ward 

and Dagger, 2007). It is posited that product or service involvement may influence the 

intensity and nature of consumer engagement with a firm and this, in turn, influences 

the value co-created (Kumar et al., 2010). As discussed in Section 2.5, and adopting 

the approach taken by Nambisan and Baron’s (2009), Mathwick and Ridgon (2004) 

and Koufaris (2002), this variable is viewed as a control variable within the analytical 

sections of this thesis.

3.5.4 Customer Tenure

A customer’s overall tenure is described as the consumer’s membership duration in a 

virtual community (Nambisan and Baron, 2009). Previous empirical studies show that 

a consumer’s tenure is positively associated with their level of participation in a firm- 

hosted online forum (Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Wasko and Faraj, 2005). Nambisan 

and Baron (2009) posit that customers who have participated in the online forum over 

a long period of time (over 3 years) may perceive that there is more at stake for them 

in maintaining their participation. Wasko and Faraj (2005) note that individuals with 

longer tenure are likely to better understand how their expertise is relevant, and are 

therefore better able to share knowledge with others. Heinonen’s (2011) study also 

shows that long-term core members in a virtual community not only provide an 

important information resource to others in the community, but also a valuable social 

support. Thus, consumers’ tenure has been shown to result in higher participation 

levels in a virtual community (Hennig-Thurau et a i,  2004). Adopting the approach 

taken by Nambisan and Baron’s (2009) and Wasko and Faraj (2005), this variable is 

viewed as a control variable within the analytical sections of this thesis.

Based on the foregoing, the figure below locates these influencing factors within the 

conceptual framework to be used as the basis for hypothesis and model development
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within this research. More justification for this approach is detailed in Sections 4.3.4 

and 5.5.1.

Figure 3.3: Consumer Engagement Process in the VCE Context 
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s. 6 Conclusion

The purpose o f  this chapter was to build on the literature review carried out in 

Chapter 2, which discusses the importance o f consumer engagement in the VCE and 

the need to identify the distinct drivers and components within the engagement 

process. The SDL, and its realisation in terms o f the engagement process, provided 

the overarching guiding framework for the exploration o f  consum ers’ online 

engagement experiences.

Section 3.2 identifies and discusses the proposed antecedents to the consumer 

engagement process in the VCE. This includes the identification o f five distinct 

engagement ‘triggers’, i.e. motivational drivers relating to utilitarian, and/or hedonic 

needs, positive self-enhancement, personal and social integrative motives.
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Section 3.3 presents a discussion around the three interrelated dimensions o f 

consumer engagement: cognitive, emotional, and behavioural. Following this. Section 

3.4 examines the theoretical outcomes o f the consumer engagement process in the 

VCE, with a particular focus on affective commitment. A strong conceptual link 

between engagement and affective commitment is posited.

Section 3.5 proposes a number o f potential influences on the consumer engagement 

process. In particular, it discusses how the focus o f consumer engagement (C2C or 

C2F), and consumers’ online interaction propensity, can influence consumer 

engagement in the VCE context. Additionally, this section highlights other proposed 

influences relating to consumer engagement, i.e. tenure and product/service 

involvement.

The following chapter brings together the consumer engagement elements discussed 

above mto a conceptual model which will form the basis for the empirical research to 

be carried out in the remainder o f this thesis. Accordingly, this model, the dependence 

relationships posited, and the research hypotheses to be tested, are discussed.
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Chapter 4 - Conceptual Model and Proposed Hypotheses

4.1 Introduction

This chapter introduces the conceptual model and proposed hypotheses for this study. 

The literature review illustrates that (1) gaps exist in the extant literature concerning 

the factors underlying the consumer engagement concept in a VCE, despite its critical 

role in a firm’s performance (Brodie et a l,  2013; IBM, 2011; Porter et a i ,  2011; 

Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010; Sedley 2008); (2) little attention has been given to the 

nature and dynamics underlying SDL-based conceptual relationships, in particular 

value co-creation within specific C2C or C2F interactions, although this broader 

relational perspective recognises that consumer behaviour outcomes are generated by 

consumers’ interactive, value co-creative experiences (Brodie el al., 2013); (3) a 

model of consumer engagement in a VCE is needed which empirically tests the 

relationships between the antecedents, moderators and consequences o f this 

engagement (Wirtz et al., 2013; Brodie et a i, 201 la; van Doom, 2011; Nambisan and 

Watt, 2011).

As indicated in Section 2.6, this research uses the SDL as the main theoretical 

framework to structure the consumer engagement process in the VCE. This chapter 

commences with an overview of the proposed conceptual model. Following this. 

Section 4.3 provides a discussion of the specific hypothesised relationships. The final 

section describes the control variables that have been identified as having a potential 

influence on the hypothesised relationships.

4.2 Basis o f Model Conceptualisation

As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.6, the basis o f this study’s model lies in the SDL 

where the consumer engagement concept reflects “customers’ interactive, co-creative 

experiences with other stakeholders in specific service relationships” (Brodie et a i,  

2011b:264). Accordingly, derived from the analysis and combination o f the 

interdisciplinary literature presented in the preceding two chapters, the overarching 

theme o f this study is that the multiple dimensions o f consumer engagement mediate 

the relationship between the antecedents, value-based motivations, and the outcome 

variables, affective commitment to the firm and affective commitment to the virtual 

community.
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4.3 Research Hypotheses

Based on the conceptual framework proposed in Chapter 3, and presented in Figure 

3.3, a series o f distinct dependence relationships can be predicted. Accordingly, the 

research model comprising the hypothesised relationships to be empirically tested in 

this study is developed in the sections below.

4.3.1 The Influence of Consumers’ Value-based Motivations on Consumers’ 

Cognitive Appraisal and Participation

Drawing from the SDL, consumer engagement is described in Section 2.4 as a 

multidimensional, context-dependent concept that occurs within a specific set of 

situational conditions which may be observed at different levels of intensity, at 

different points in time (Brodie et aJ., 2011b). In the VCE, this implies that specific 

interactive experiences are required within the community, or between participants in 

the community and the firm. Through applying the SDL and relationship marketing 

literature, it is proposed that the expression o f specific cognitive, emotional, and/or 

behavioural dimensions will depend on value-based motivations (Brodie et al., 2013; 

Vivek et a i,  2012). As discussed in Section 3.2, value-based motivations prompt the 

onset o f consumer engagement within specific contexts. Research in the physical 

environment also suggests that consumers participate in value creating activities only 

if they anticipate benefits from a relationship (Chan et al., 2010; Gallan et al., 2012). 

Moreover, it is suggested that understanding and fiilfilling the motivational needs of 

VCE participants is vital for creating consumer value (Porter et al., 2011; van Doom 

et a l ,  2010; Vibert and Shields, 2003).

Extant SDL, service marketing and relationship marketing literature indicates that 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivational drivers act as antecedents to consumer 

engagement. Although some researchers have focused on positioning these 

motivational drivers as antecedents to consumer participation (Nambisan and Baron, 

2009; Lampel and Bhalla, 2007; Hennig-Thurau et a i ,  2004) or affective commitment 

(Wirtz et a i,  2013; Deci and Ryan, 2010; Parboteeah et a i,  2009), as highlighted in 

Section 2.4.2, research needs to focus on the role played by consumers’ cognitive 

appraisals relative to consumers’ motivational drivers (Mollen and Wilson, 2010; 

Chen and Duh, 2009). Research is also needed to uncover factors influencing 

consumer participation in firm-hosted virtual communities (Fuller et al., 2011;
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Nambisan and Watt, 2011) and the motivational drivers relating to consumers’ value 

creating activities (Heinonen, 2011; Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Wasko and Faraj, 

2005).

Furthermore, the service marketing literature suggests that motivational drivers can 

play a significant role in consumers’ appraisal of their online service experience and, 

in turn, their decision to engage in a given behaviour (Porter el ai, 2011; Curran and 

Meuter, 2007; Dabholkar and Bagozzi, 2002). As noted by Bhattacherjee (2001:355) 

“expectation provides the baseline level, against which confirmation is assessed by 

users to determine their evaluative response or satisfaction”. As the theory o f 

consumption values (Sheth et ai, 2000) and the consumer values perspective 

(Holbrook, 2006) suggest, consumers’ motivations toward engagement depends on 

the value they expect to receive from the experience.

Consistent with cognitive appraisal theory, the consumer’s cognitive appraisal o f their 

engagement experience is conceptualised as their evaluation of this experience in 

terms of how consumers perceive the engagement experience as being consistent or 

inconsistent with their motives (Ethier et ai, 2006; Ruth et ai, 2002; Roseman, 

2001). This position is also maintained by the S-O-R framework (Mehrabian and 

Russell, 1974) which posits that motivational drivers play a role in the formation of a 

consumer’s experiential response to the online environment (Mollen and Wilson, 

2010; Jeong et al., 2009; Parboteeah et ai,  2009; Eroglu et al., 2001; Donovan and 

Rossiter, 1982). For example, as discussed in Section 3.2, utilitarian expectations can 

be directly related to consumers’ cognitive appraisal of the usefulness of information 

provided by the virtual community, or to time or money saved as a result o f using this 

platform (van Doom et ai,  2010; Hennig-Thurau et ai,  2004). Moreover, hedonic 

motives reflect the consumer’s expectations o f emotional outcomes as part o f the 

engagement experience and these motives are proposed to directly affect how 

consumer’s evaluate their engagement experience (Sledgianowski and Kulviwat, 

2009). In addition, homeostase utility, which describes a consumer’s desire to restore 

balance in their lives through articulating their views (complaining, voicing 

satisfaction), is noted as requiring a significant level o f interactivity with members o f 

a community in order to provide consumers with a satisfying experience (Trusov el 

ai, 2009; Hennig-Thurau et ai,  2004).
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There have been numerous calls to investigate the various motives related to the 

online consumer experience (Heinonen and Strandvik, 2009; Dickinger et al., 2008; 

Curran and Meuter, 2007; Nysveen et al., 2005; Wasko and Faraj, 2005; Hennig- 

Thurau et al., 2004; Kleijnen et al., 2004; Vijayasarathy, 2004), particularly when 

participating in value creating activities in a firm-hosted virtual environment 

(Heinonen, 2011; Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Wasko and Faraj, 2005). Thus, in order 

to address this research gap and by drawing from the multiple literatures, it is 

expected that consumer’s expectations will influence their cognitive appraisal of their 

online engagement experience. It is also proposed that these motivational drivers will 

have a direct influence on consumers’ participation. Encapsulating all of the above, it 

can be hypothesised that:

Hla: Consumers’ expectations will have a direct influence on their cognitive

appraisal o f  the engagement experience.

Hlb: Consumers ’ expectations will have a direct influence on their participation.

Figure 4.1: Hypothesis One
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4.3.2 The Influence of Cognitive Appraisal on Participation and Affective 

Commitment

As highlighted in Section 2.6 and Section 3.3, when examining consumer behavioural 

intention in an online environment much of the prior research has focused on 

consumers’ instrumental beliefs and consumers’ rational appraisals (Anderson and 

Swaminathan, 2011; Walker and Johnson, 2006; Cronin et a l,  2000). Moreover, as 

discussed in Section 2.5, previous research suggests that a consumer’s participation
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within the firm-hosted virtual community is influenced by their cognitive appraisal o f  

the benefits o f engaging in such activities (Kohler et al., 2011; Nam bisan and Baron, 

2009; Hsueh-Hua Chen and Duh, 2009; Lampel and Bhalla, 2007). Findings indicate 

that the extent to which consum ers’ m otivational expectations are satisfied influences 

their participation. For example, W irtz et al. (2013b;223) proposes that engagement 

behaviours are m otivated by “the satisfaction o f needs, and the gain o f  benefits from 

the behaviour itse lf’. This is reflected in the studies documented in Table 2.5 and 

Table 2.6 which call for research to examine the motivational drivers o f consumer 

participation in value creating activities in the online environment. Customer 

participation in the value creation process is described as the extent to which 

customers invest time and effort in providing or sharing information, make 

suggestions, and become involved in decision-making (Chan et al., 2010).

As discussed in Section 3.3, based on the theoretical foundations in psychology o f 

emotions, seven affective states (liking, delight, joy, pride, frustration, anger and 

dislike) were identified in the literature as the key emotions effecting consumer 

engagement. For example, creating delightful and enjoyable experiences with the 

customer improves the nature o f  engagement and the relationship between the firm 

and Its consumers (van Doom  et al., 2010; Ramaswamy, 2009; Zeithaml ei al., 2006) 

or that active interaction and dialogue between the service provider and its customers 

can lead to consumer delight (Soscia, 2007). M oreover, empirical evidence suggests 

perceived enjoyment motivates consumers to participate in virtual communities 

(Hsueh-Hua Chen and Duh, 2009; Bagozzi et al. 2006), to engage in value creation 

(Kohler et al., 2011) and to encourage consumers to partake in consumer engagement 

behaviours (Hsu and Lin, 2008). A sense o f  pride can influence active participation 

among members o f  a virtual comm unity (van Doom  et al., 2010; Lampel and Bhalla, 

2007) or encourage EW OM (Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004). On the contrary, frustration 

has been identified in the service m arketing literature as an inhibitor o f  online service 

usage (Ethier et al., 2006; W alker and Johnson, 2006) or as Fuller et a l . ’s (2008) 

study shows, negative experiences can lead to custom er frustration and decreased 

motivation in a virtual community environment. Anger has been proposed as having a 

direct and indirect relationship with online behaviour (Beaudry and Pinsonneault, 

2010) and has been empirically shown to be a significant predictor o f  customers' 

behavioural responses to service failure, which includes complaint behaviour and
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negative EWOM (Gregoire et ai, 2010). Nyer’s (1997) study shows that complaint 

behaviour is a coping mechanism, associated with anger, which occurs when goal 

incongruence is experienced by the consumer. Flavian-Blanco et al.’s (2011) 

experiential research also shows that consumers can be influenced by the intensity of 

frustration and dislike felt during the online interactions encountered which can 

influence subsequent actions users perform on the web. In addition to the above 

conceptual and empirical work, these affective states are included in this research 

since they were the only emotions reported by virtual community users during the 

pre-test stages o f this research (which is discussed in Section 5.5).

Despite the growing recognition o f the importance of emotion in the consumer 

engagement process (Brodie el ai, 2013; Mollen and Wilson, 2010; Hoyer e( ai, 

2010), and in affecting online behaviour (Gallan et a i, 2012; Kohler et a i, 2011; 

Rose et a i, 2011), few studies have focused on its role in influencing consumer 

behaviour (Echeverri and SkMen, 2011; Xie et a i, 2008; Jones et ai, 2007; Bagozzi 

and Dholakia, 2006). Moreover, the impact consumers’ emotions have on their 

participation in value creation during the engagement experience in the VCE has yet 

to be established (Brodie et a i, 2011b; Gallan et a i, 2012; Chan et a i, 2010). 

Theorists such as Fuller (2010) and Kohler et ai (2011) highlight that future research 

should focus on investigating how consumers’ affective states arising from their 

interactive experience can influence their online participation in value creating 

activities in a firm-hosted virtual context.

According to Bagozzi and Dholakia (2006), interactive experiences among brand 

communities in the physical environment can produce higher levels o f positive 

emotions and subsequently greater consumer engagement. Drawing from the SDL, 

Brodie et a l.’s (2011b) findings suggest that a consumer’s positive emotional state 

resulting from an interactive experience in a virtual brand community leads to greater 

perceived value and positive expressions of consumer engagement. Conversely, Pie 

and Chumpitaz Caceres (2010) argue that interactions between service systems (e.g. 

firms, customers, etc.) may have detrimental consequences for the firm and may lead 

to value co-destruction, if based on a negative experience. Similarly, Fuller et a i ’s 

(2010) study highlights how negative experiences can lead to customer frustration and 

decreased motivation, which can hinder the quality o f participants’ contribution in co-
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creative activities. According to van D oom  et al. (2010), consumers with higher 

positive or negative em otions may generate different levels o f  engagement behaviour 

in the VCE. They note that while som e engagement behaviours are positive in nature, 

others reflect more negative expressions o f  consumer engagement. Moreover, the 

SDL suggests particular consumer engagement levels may be “moderated by specific  

individual-level and/or contextual variables” which include the individual’s emotions 

(Brodie et ah, 201 la:260).

Although som e appraisal theorists hold that em otions play a mediating role between  

cognitive appraisals and consumer behaviour (Zeelenberg et a l ,  2008; Siemer et al., 

2007; Bougie et al., 2003; Roseman, 2001; Bagozzi et al., 1999; Smith and Lazarus, 

1993) others posit that em otions can assume a moderating role (Brodie et al., 2013; 

Frijda, 2006; Bagozzi et al.,  1999). In line with the SDL, and answering the calls for 

research which exam ines the moderating effect em otions have on the relationship 

between consum ers’ cognitive appraisals and their participation in value creation 

activities (Kohler el al., 2011; Nambisan and Baron, 2009), this leads to the follow ing  

hypotheses:

H2a. Cognitive appraisal has a direct influence on participation, and this 

relationship will be m oderated by emotions.

As highlighted in the literature review, a number o f  theorists have called for research 

confirming the role C2C (Brodie et al., 2013; Baron and Harris, 2010; M ollen and 

W ilson, 2010; Dholakia et al., 2009) and C2F interactions (Dholakia et al., 2009) play 

in influencing consum ers’ participation in value creating activities in the VCE. The 

SDL view s consumers as proactive co-creators rather than as passive receivers o f  

value (Vargo and Lusch, 2010; Payne et al., 2008). According to Brodie el al. 

(2013:106), consumer engagement occurs by virtue o f  interactive, co-creative 

customer experiences. They posit that interactions within an online com munity serve 

to impact upon specific consumer engagement states and/or outcomes.

In virtual com munities, it is also suggested that C2C interactions are critical to the 

consumer’s engagement experience (Porter el a!., 2011; Tuzovic, 2010; Schau et al., 

2009; Dholakia et al., 2009) and to the process o f  value creation (Libai ei al. 2010;
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Kozinets et a!., 2008). Moreover, as discussed in Section 2.3, the interactive 

marketplace provides a means by which an increasing number o f  consumers can 

actively contribute knowledge and ideas (Libai e/ a i ,  2010; Kozinets et a i ,  2008; 

Gummesson, 2007). Chan et a l . ’s  (2010) findings suggest that in low  involvem ent 

C2F service situations, where consumers do not have the opportunities to interact with 

service providers and their em ployees, fewer value co-creation opportunities may 

exist as consumers may perceive engaging with the firm as a chore. This indicates that 

C2F interactions must be supported. As highlighted in Section 2.4, Almeida et al. ’s 

(2013) findings suggest that C2F interactions assume a lesser importance in both firm- 

managed and customer-managed brand communities. Hence, it is hypothesised that 

the focus o f  consum ers’ interactions in the VCE will influence their participation in 

value co-creation, thus providing the follow ing hypothesis;

H2b: The influence o f  cognitive appraisa l on partic ipa tion  w ill he m oderated  by the

con su m ers' engagem ent focus.

Figure 4.2: H ypothesis T w o
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A ffective commitment is proposed as being an important outcome o f  consumer 

engagement (Wirtz et al., 2013; Brodie et al., 2011b). Drawing on the relationship 

marketing literature, affective commitment is considered central to successful 

relational exchanges (Morgan and Hunt, 1994) and is view ed as critical to achieving  

valuable outcom es for the firm, such as the maintaining relationships (Gronroos, 

2010a; Berry et a i ,  2006), developing loyalty (Gustafsson, 2010; Fullerton, 2005) and 

creating positive attitudes and behaviours toward the firm and the brand (V ivek  et a l ,  

2012). D eveloping positive interactions serve to strengthen consum ers’ affective 

commitment (Gronroos and Ravald, 2011; A lgesheim er et al., 2010; G um messon and
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Mele, 2010). According to Vivek el al. (2012), facilitating enjoyable interactions 

between the customer and firm leads to greater affective commitment toward the firm. 

In service-quality research, the concept of affective commitment has been found to be 

highly relevant to relationship return evaluations (Bitner et a i ,  2010). Similarly, in the 

relationship marketing literature, affective commitment is considered to reflect the 

perceptual evaluations o f a relationship, including evaluations of extrinsic and 

intrinsic investments in a relationship (Auh el al., 2007).

As highlighted above, the emotional aspect of the consumer’s online engagement can 

emerge as negative or positive states and/or “long-term affective attitudes directed 

toward specific engagement objects” (the community or the firm) (Brodie et al., 

2013; 110). For example, it is suggested that positive or negative feelings experienced 

can directly impact on a consumer’s commitment to a firm (Strebel et al., 2004) or to 

a virtual community with which they were engaged (Kumar et al., 2010). In the 

physical environment, loyalty towards a firm or service has been found to be directly 

influenced by a consumer’s affective state (Gallan et a i ,  2012; Borle et a i ,  2010; 

Bagozzi and Dholakia, 2006). In addition, as proposed by Edvardsson et al. (2005), 

affective states relating to the consumer experience lead to longer-term associations in 

memory and consumer loyalty. On the contrary, as highlighted in Section 2.5, it is 

suggested that interactions in serv'ice systems can also cause value co-destruction and 

customer loss depending on the distinct affective states (Pie and Chumpitaz Caceres, 

2010; Sandstrom et al., 2008).

Based on the foregoing, it would seem reasonable to infer that affective commitment 

resulting fi-om the engagement experience is based on the distinctive positive or 

negative interactive experiences. This logic is also supported by the SDL, discussed in 

Section 2.5, where numerous theorists have posited that a positive engagement 

experience is seen as a necessary requirement for increasing consumers’ perceived 

value (Fuller et al., 2011), for encouraging continued engagement behaviours 

(Hollebeek, 2010) or for building long-term relationships with a firm (Fuller et al., 

2011; Ramaswamy, 2010) or members o f virtual community (Galluagher and 

Ransbotham, 2010). Furthermore, building on the social psychology literature which 

emphasises the importance o f emotional and non-utilitarian values in relationship 

formation (Dholakia et al., 2009; Mattila, 2004), and on the premise in the SDL
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literature that in teracting alone is not the key to value creation but providing enrich ing  

experiences is w hat m atters (G ronroos, 2010; K aplan and H aenlein, 2010; K um ar et 

al., 2010; R am asw am y, 2010), th is research posits that the consum er’s em otional state 

w ill p lay a m oderating  role on re lationship  betw een a consum er’s cognitive appraisal 

and their affective com m itm ent to  the firm  and/or the virtual com m unity. D raw ing on 

the above literature it is hypothesised that:

H.ia: C ognitive appraisa l has a  d irect influence on affective com m itm ent to  the firm ,

and this relationship w ill be m oderated by emotions.

Hjb: C ognitive appra isa l has a  d irect influence on affective com m itm ent to the

virtual com m unity and this relationship w ill be m oderated by  emotions.

Figure 4.3: Hypothesis Three
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4.3.3 The Influence of Participation on Affective Commitment

Section 2.5 discusses how  consum er engagem ent can increase firm  equity, as there are 

a num ber o f  outcom es suggested as a result o f  “a level o f  perceived value co-creation 

through specific engagem ent p rocesses” (B rodie et a i ,  2013:111). M oreover, “value 

co-creation is a central tenet o f  the SD L and the m ain prem ise o f  consum er 

partic ipation” (C han e t al., 2010:48). As noted by W agner and M ajchzak (2007:20), 

consum er engagem ent is associa ted  w ith an affective com m itm ent to an active 

relationship w ith both represen tatives o f  an organisation  and w ith  other custom ers in a 

“co llaborative know ledge exchange p ro c e s s”. A s d iscussed in Section 3.4, affective 

com m itm ent is described as an em otion-based  predisposition  to m aintain  and enhance 

a re la tionship  (V isw anathan et a i ,  2010). M oreover, affective com m itm ent to  the firm  

encapsulates an interactive re lationship  betw een the custom er and the firm  (Lusch et
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al., 2007). The SDL also impHes the existence o f  a strong conceptual link between 

consumer engagement and affective commitment (Brodie et al., 20 l ib) .  As discussed 

in Section 2.5, one o f  the underlying assumptions o f  the SDL paradigm is that firms 

must develop relationships with their customers through interaction and dialog 

(Helkkula and Kelleher, 2010, Payne ei al., 2009).

As noted earlier, while research offers initial insights into the nature o f  consumer 

engagement with a VCE, further research needs to test the relationship between 

engagement behaviours and specific consumer/firm  consequences such as affective 

commitment (Brodie et al., 2013; van Doom et al., 2010). M oreover, as the long-term 

survival o f  the VCE depends on its m em bers’ commitment, research is needed to 

identify the mechanisms for maintaining affective comm itm ent to the community 

(W irtz et al., 2013),

Extant findings in the physical environment show that the relationship between 

consumer participation in value co-creation and affective commitment is mixed and 

inconsistent (Chan et al., 2010; Auh et al., 2007). For example, Auh et al.’s (2007) 

findings indicate that consumer participation is positively related to service quality 

but has m ixed impacts on future behavioural intention. In contrast, Chan et al. ’s 

(2010) empirical findings indicate that customer participation in the service process 

drives service outcomes (consumer satisfaction) but only when an emotional bond 

between the customer and firm is created. Taking a similar stance, Fleming et al. 

(2005) note that interactions between the customer and firm provide opportunities to 

co-create relational value which may lead to affective commitment to the firm. It is 

also highlighted that enjoyable interpersonal relationships can act as an exit barrier for 

customers in a service interaction (Patterson and Smith, 2007; Parasuraman et al., 

2005). Support for this argument is also provided by Payne et al. (2008) who 

determine that positive interactive experiences are critical to the developm ent o f  

affective commitment to the firm.

As highlighted in Section 2.4, in a virtual brand community, previous research 

suggests that online comm unity participation has a positive influence on m em bers’ 

intention to continue community membership (W oisetschlager et al., 2008) or on their 

affective commitment to the community (Shang et al., 2006; W asko and Faraj, 2005).
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Community members, through individual and collaborate effort, create and co-create 

value for them selves and other members o f  the com munity (Schau et a!., 2009) and 

this collaboration may lead to affective commitment to the community (Fuller et al., 

2011; Nambisan and Watt, 2011). However, it is also suggested that consumer 

participation in value creating activities can lead to affective commitment to the firm 

hosting the VCE (Kumar el al., 2010; Bowden, 2009) although this potential 

relationship has so far been restricted to a conceptual relationship (Brodie et a /., 2013; 

Brodie et al., 201 la; Bowden, 2009). As highlighted above, the emotional aspect o f  

consumer engagem ent can em erge as negative or positive states (Brodie et al., 201 la) 

and a consum er’s emotional state resulting from an interactive experience may lead to 

different forms o f  value creation and co-creation (Gronroos and Voim a, 2013; Vivek  

et al., 2012). Therefore, the follow ing is expected:

H4 a Participation  has a d irect influence on affective com m itm ent to the firm  and  

this relationship w ill be m oderated by emotions.

H4 b Participation  has a d irect influence on affective com m itm ent to the virtual 

community and this relationship w ill be m oderated by emotions.

Section 4.3.1 above describes the influence o f  consumer focus on their level o f  

participation in value creating activities. However, Brodie et al. (2013) posit that C2C 

interactions may lead to emotional gratification or build “value-laden relationships”. 

Drawing on network theory research and the SDL, it is posited that C2C/C2F  

interactions are critical when determining consumer value and provide an opportunity 

for influencing consumer engagement (Gronroos, 2010a) and developing social and 

emotional bonds between co-operating parties (Chan et al. 2010; Johar, 2006). It is 

expected that these interactions w ill act as a stimulus influencing consum ers’ 

engagem ent experience, therefore, influencing the relationship between consum ers’ 

participation and the resulting affective commitment. Thus, Hypothesis five purports:

Hsa The influence o f  participation  on affective com m itm ent to the firm  w ill be  

m oderated by  the consum ers ’ engagem ent focus.

Hsb The influence o f  participation  on affective com m itm ent to the virtual 

com m unity w ill be m oderated  by the consumers ’ engagem ent focus.
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It has been empirically shown that individuals in an online environment strongly 

differ in their inclination to interact with others (Nielsen, 2006; Ridings et al., 2006; 

Wasko and Faraj, 2005) and that some members are more active when contributing 

information or interacting with others (de Valck et al., 2009; Heinonen, 2009). 

Personality traits relating to positive self-enhancement influence consumers 

predisposition to initiate dialog and interact with others in an online forum (de Valck 

et al., 2009; Heinonen, 2009). As highlighted in Section 3.5, the variation in 

consumer differences arising from different online groupings can offer further insights 

into the possible differences underlying consumer experiences or how these 

differences can be related to consumer engagement. For example, van Doom et al. 

(2010) conceptualise that some customers may have high levels o f self-enhancement 

and take a sense of pride when engaging with others via virtual communities and, 

therefore, may be more inclined to engage in a higher level o f engagement behaviour. 

It is also conceptualised that some consumers have a higher propensity to initiate 

discussions with, and respond to, information requested from others online, thus 

influencing their engagement behaviour (Hoyer et al., 2010).

Although it is well established that consumers differ in their online interaction 

propensity' and this, in turn, influences their participation in virtual communities, the 

impact this propensity has on the relationship between consumer participation and 

affective commitment to the firm or virtual community has not been studied to-date. It 

is suggested that consumers with a higher online interaction propensity tend to be 

more expressively motivated and hope to establish social relationships (Heinonen, 

2009). This viewpoint concurs with Chan et al. ’s (2010) concepmalisation that some 

consumers may be more attentive to the opportunity and value o f building 

relationships with the firm and adapt their behaviours to a role that facilitates co

operation and personal connections. Therefore, the following is expected:

H(,a The influence o f  participation on affective commitment to the firm  will he 

moderated by consumers ’ online interaction propensity.

H(,b The influence o f  participation on affective commitment to the virtual 

commtmity will he moderated hy consumers ’ online interaction propensity.
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Figure 4.4: Hypotheses Four, Five and Six
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4.3.4 Control Variables

In addition to the model constructs, a number o f  variables are identified as having a 

potential influence on the hypothesised relationships described above. As discussed in 

Section 3.5, consum ers’ product/service involvement and their membership length in 

the VCE (tenure) may control certain hypothesised relationships. Product or service 

involvement has been proposed to influence a consum er’s sense o f obligation to the 

organisation, i.e. affective commitment (W asko and Faraj, 2005). In addition, the 

length o f time the consumer has been an active member o f the virtual community has 

been shown to control their level o f participation in a virtual community (Nambisan 

and Baron, 2009; W asko and Faraj, 2005). After estimating the hypothesised model, 

the abovementioned potential determinants will be added in order to estimate their 

effect, if  any, on the structural model.

4.4 Conclusion

This chapter presents the conceptual model and its related hypotheses. Drawing 

theoretical guidance from the SDL, it is proposed that consumer engagement is an 

interactive, experiential process, based on an individual’s engagement with 

comm unity participants or the firm hosting the VCE. It is proposed that both intrinsic 

and extrinsic motivational drivers prompt the onset o f consumer engagement. 

Accordingly, these triggers lead to the interplay between cognitive appraisal, 

emotional states and participation. It is put forward that both affective comm itm ent to 

the firm and affective comm itm ent to the community result from the consum er’s 

interactive experience, however, these consequences will be moderated by
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consumers’ affective state, the focus o f their engagement, and their online interaction 

propensity. Additionally, other possible influences on the consumer engagement 

process that were identified from the literature include consumers’ product/service 

involvement and consumers’ membership length in virtual community (tenure). The 

figure below presents the complete hypothesised model for this research.

Figure 4.5: Research Model and Hypothesised Relationships

A ntecedents CE Olmensions Consequences

H lb

H2bCognitive
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Participation
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The next chapter discusses the implementation o f the chosen methodology in order to 

delineate and empirically test the above hypotheses.
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Chapter 5 - The Research Methodology

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the research philosophy, approach, design and methods used to 

address the research problem and objectives. Section 5.2 commences with an 

overview of the major research paradigms. Section 5.3 discusses the philosophical 

approach to this research. Following this, a critical discussion of the relevant methods 

and the corresponding research techniques, including justification for the chosen 

research design is provided. The research framework for developing, interpreting, and 

validating the multivariate analysis is presented in Section 5.4 and Section 5.5. This 

includes a description of how the research variables related to the hypotheses and the 

conceptual framework were operationalised. The measurement of each variable is 

described along with the development of the research instrument. This section also 

discusses the validation techniques used to confirm the validity and reliability o f data 

collection. Finally, Section 5.6 presents the structured approach and multivariate 

technique used in this research for examining the conceptual model.

5.2 Methodological Debate

The exploration o f research philosophy is significant because it guides the researcher 

to clarify the type o f evidence gathered and its origin, the way in which such evidence 

is interpreted, and the approach taken to answering the research questions posed 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2008).

As such, a number of philosophical traditions have developed into distinctive 

paradigms over the last two cenmries. Each philosophical tradition has an associated 

set o f assumptions, and terminology (Denzin and Lincoln, 2011; Easterby-Smith et 

a l,  2008). In essence, the inquiry paradigm is the researcher’s world view, based on 

ontological, epistemological, and methodological assumptions, and therefore 

influences what is to be researched, what research methodology is to be used, and 

how the research results will be interpreted (Easterby-Smith et a!., 2008).

When the issue o f the sociological nature o f research is debated in the research 

community, the discussion primarily focuses around five main camps of theory, each 

considering a different approach i.e. the positivist approach, the post-positivist
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approach, the critical theory approach, the social constructivist/interpretivist approach 

and the pragmatic approach (Creswell, 2012; Easterbrook et ai,  2008; Garrett et ai, 

2008; Cuba et ai, 2005; Dawson et ai,  2003; Khazanchi and Munkvold, 2003; 

Mingers, 2001; Baskerville and Wood-Harper, 1996). Objectivism and subjectivism 

are described as a continuum’s polar opposites with varying philosophical positions 

aligned between them.

Proponents of an objectivist ontological position contend that the world predates 

individuals and is made up o f hard tangible and relatively immutable structures, 

independent of the cognitive efforts o f individuals (Ahlqvist et ai,  2010). Within this 

view, it is believed that understanding about ‘things’ can be established with certain 

truths (Guba et ai,  2005). In addition, the view is taken that any problem can be 

reduced to a minimal set of absolutely basic elements and that the aim o f research is 

to provide cause and effect relationships, and fundamental laws (Babbie, 2012).

In contrast, subjectivists argue that researchers cannot distance themselves from what 

is observ'ed, the study’s subject matter, or the methods o f study. Therefore, the 

relativist ontology adopted by subjectivists stands in sharp contrast to the positivist 

realist view, as research results are guided by the interpretive part of scientific 

observation and are determined by the researcher’s observations (Denzin and Lincoln, 

2007). Consequently, since theory and/or patterns emerge as the research progresses, 

findings are created as the investigation proceeds. Therefore, the relevant 

epistemological stance is that knowledge cannot be discovered, as it is subjectively 

acquired (Guba et ai,  2005). Thus, ideas develop through induction from evidence 

and mutual simultaneous shaping o f factors (Creswell, 2012; Burrell and Morgan, 

1979). Subjectivists believe that ‘the truth’ requires consensus between different 

viewpoints and facts depending on the viewpoint o f the observer (Denzin and 

Lincoln, 2007). Accordingly, the researcher is value-laden with inherent biasness 

reflected by their background, status, interests, skills, resources and values. According 

to Kuhn, cited by Agassi (2002), as observations are theory-laden and 

incommensurable, objectivity in science is impossible. This argument highlights what 

many positivists consider a major weakness in subjectivism: relativism and 

incommensurability. Moreover, the interpretivist approach is often criticised for being
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too localised and subjective, resulting in findings that are difficult to generalise as 

'facts' of a social world (Hunt, 2001).

The relationship between data and theory is an issue that has been strongly debated by 

philosophers for a number of centuries. The literature highlights that philosophical 

tension exists between the older, positivist tradition and the newer, subjective 

perspective. Although there is a clear dichotomy between the positivist and 

interpretivist perspectives, and the distinct differences of opinion that exist between 

researchers about the desirability of different methods and approaches, the practice of 

research involves a lot of compromises between these pure positions (Silverman, 

2011; Smith, 1998). The literature shows that few researchers today make such 

extreme assumptions (Creswell, 2012; Bryman, 2012). The positivist approach and its 

findings seem to be widely accepted as the most powerful and dominant research 

paradigm and rigorous explanation o f ‘reality’ in social science (Babbie, 2012; Chan 

and Li, 2010). The following section outlines the author’s stance on ontology, 

epistemology and the methodology chosen to investigate this study’s research 

objectives.

5.3 The Philosophical Approach to this Study 

5.3.1 Ontological Stance

Ontologies are described as a researcher’s view of the nature of reality, are the 

foundation o f all other assumptions and, therefore, predicate the researcher’s 

assumptions concerning the nature o f society and the nature o f science (Creswell, 

2012; Boisot and McKelvey, 2010; Morgan, 2007; Burrell and Morgan, 1979). The 

researcher’s view of reality can be associated with three different world views, or 

combinations o f same, i.e. the objective world view, the social world view, and the 

individually constructed world view (Fox et a i ,  2007; Hussey and Hussey, 1997). 

This research is grounded in a positivist approach, which is associated with the 

particular philosophical assumption o f objectivism. Thus, ontologically, the author 

maintains that mind-independent reality exists, which supports the view that it is 

possible to conceptualise reality and make theories in order to describe reality (Cuba 

etal., 2005).
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Furthermore, the author takes the stance that the researcher and subject o f research are 

independent entities, thus supporting the objectivist/dualist epistemology associated 

with positivism (Guba et a i, 2005). Concurring with the view^joint taken by 

traditional realists, the researcher takes the stance that reality exists independent o f the 

observer’s perceptions and operates according to “immutable natural laws that often 

take cause/effect form” (Guba et al., 2005:195). This research seeks to develop 

relevant, true statements that can serve to explain key components of, and the cause 

and effect relationships within, the consumer engagement process. Therefore, truth is 

established by correspondence between observations and phenomena (Easterby-Smith 

et al., 2008) and a “set of statements that accurately describe reality” (Guba et al., 

2005:195).

After conducting an extensive literature review, the researcher’s ontological 

assumption is that consumer engagement in a VCE consists o f a number of key 

components which include affective, cognitive and behavioural elements, and that 

understanding this concept will lead to affective commitment to the firm. It is 

assumed that it is possible, for example, to formulate measures o f consumer 

engagement by a large number o f consumers in order to relate this engagement to 

identifiable influences With reference to Morgan and Smircich’s (1980) six stages o f 

ontology, the author’s stance is in the second positivist stage as it implies that reality 

is tangible yet humans have an input into forming its concreteness.

5.3.2 Epistem ological stance

Epistemologies deal with the nature of knowledge, its construction and its various 

sources and validity (Guba et al., 2005). The acceptance o f a particular epistemology 

usually leads the researcher to adopt methods that are characteristic o f that position 

(Easterby-Smith et a i, 2008). Accordingly, epistemologies provide a view on the 

relationship between the researcher and the subject of the research.

From an epistemological viewpoint, this research take a positivist stance in that the 

researcher and the subject of research are independent entities and that the focus of, 

and approach to, study are determined by objective criteria. Therefore, the relevant 

epistemological stance is that valid knowledge can only be discovered through 

observation and measurement, and reality is understood through the design o f
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experiments or large scale surveys in which key factors are measured precisely in 

order to test hypothesis (Guba et a l ,  2005). In addition, this perspective takes the 

view that any problem can be reduced to a minimal set o f absolutely basic elements 

and that the aim o f this research is to provide cause and effect relationships (Babbie, 

2012).

This research is not concerned with an interpretive perspective which deals with 

consumers in terms o f subjectivity and discourse theories (Boisot and McKelvey, 

2010). Such perspectives are considered inappropriate to this study’s research 

approach since typically they are concerned with what can be taken to be meaningful 

in relation to “how and why specific individuals behave and/or how and why specific 

events are meaningful to individuals” (Silva, 2007:255). More specifically, the 

concern o f consumer engagement in interpretive studies relates to issues of 

subjectivity formation, and the ontology o f such formations.

Positivists such as Comte, Hempel and Spencer focused on the need for reasoning that 

moves from theoretical ideas or a set of given premises, to a logical conclusion 

through deductive thinking (Keat and Urry, 2011). Thus, positivists argue that science 

proceeds through a process of hypothesising fundamental laws and then deducing 

what kind o f observations will verify these hypotheses (Creswell, 2012). This 

verification is conducted by scientists to ensure that their theories are confirmed by 

data (Gerring, 2011). In particular, the w ork o f Comte (1875;7) who coined the phrase 

positivism (Scharff, 2002) posited “there can be no real knowledge but that which is 

based on observed facts ”. Moreover, the need for rigour, precision, logical reasoning 

and attention to evidence are viewed as being o f utmost importance for this 

perspective (Creswell, 2012; Guba et al. 2005). Subsequently, in accordance with the 

positivist perspective, if a situation arises where there is a perception of influence, 

strategies are employed to eliminate it (Armitage, 2007; Egbo, 2006; Guba et al., 

2005; Hunt, 1991).

According to the SDL, value can only be created with, and determined by, the 

consumer (Lusch and Vargo, 2009); therefore, the consumer is always a co-creator of 

value and consumers participate to customise their own world (Xie et al., 2008). This 

realisation aligns with the postmodernist view, which deviates from a range of
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conceptual frameworks and ideologies commonly associated with the principles o f  

modernism such as realism, positivism, and reductionism (Ahlqvist et al., 2010). 

However, as highlighted in Chapters 2 and 3, a coherent, integrative, theoretical 

model is needed to address consum er engagement in a VCE, from a consumer 

perspective and in a generalisable way (Brodie et al., 201 la; Baron and Harris, 2010; 

Schau el al., 2009). In particular, the multiplicity o f factors which were researched in 

the previous exploratory studies discussed earlier, need to be tested in a quantitative 

and objective manner. As noted by Brodie el al. (201 lb), the relationships between 

the m ultiple dimensions o f  consumer engagement have been proposed but not 

confirmed. Importantly, research is needed in terms o f linking the antecedents, 

multiple dimensions, and consequences o f  consumer engagement and establishing and 

testing the relationships between these factors in a VCE (Brodie el al., 2013; Rose el 

al. 2012; van Doom  et al., 2010; Ostrom el al., 2010; Bijmolt et al., 2010). M oreover, 

a contingency approach, which examines potential m oderating factors that may 

influence, for example, the strength o f  the relationships between consumer 

participation in the VCE and affective comm itm ent to the firm, also remains 

essentially missing.

Thus, the ultimate goal o f the current research was to develop and verify a model that 

explains consumer engagement in the VCE by adopting a consum er’s perspective 

which involves examining the views o f  multiple consumers, rather than the approach 

taken by existing research in this area where samples are small as the researchers are 

not attempting to generalise findings. A deductive approach is appropriate for this 

research because the fields from which this thesis draws conceptual foundations and 

theoretical arguments are comprised o f  broad collections o f established, yet evolving 

knowledge, shared understanding, and popular convention. The current research 

approaches the enquiry o f  how and why consumers engage in VCEs in terms o f  

observable and measurable units o f cause and effect. Therefore, this research is 

oriented by a positivist perspective which involves investigating and testing the 

varying mechanisms o f  how and why specific relationships within the consumer 

engagement process occur, with causal knowledge claims.
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5.3.3 Methodological Approach

In contrast to epistemology, which describes the philosophy of knowledge, 

methodology defines the particular practical procedures a researcher uses to generate 

knowledge. Methodology is described as the researcher’s tool-kit as it represents all 

the means available to social scientists to investigate phenomena (Demopoulos,

2007). Although the difference between paradigms may be clear at a philosophical 

level, when it comes to choosing specific methods, and making a decision relating to 

the issues o f research design, the distinction becomes less clear (Easterby-Smith et al.,

2008).

Research design includes making decisions in relation to the organisation o f the 

research activity or the collection of data that are most likely to achieve the research 

objectives (Hair et a l, 2010). According to the positivist perspective, quantitative 

research methods provide an objective approach and the basis for sound 

generalisation o f theory. In order to maintain this position, the researcher’s 

hypotheses must be conceptualised in a manner that allows facts to be measured 

quantitatively (Creswell, 2012; Demetriou, 2009). Quantitative research is described 

as “entailing the collection o f numerical data and as exhibiting a view o f the 

relationship between theory and research as deductive” (Bryman, 2008:71).

As highlighted in Section 2.5, large-scale quantitative methods o f inquiry are needed 

to empirically test the relationships between the major variables that have been 

conceptualised, or subjectively found to exist in consumer engagement (Brodie et a l, 

2011a; Porter et a l, 2011; Heinonen, 2011; Schau et a l, 2009; Kristensson et al., 

2008). This objective approach should lead to more generalisable findings (Brodie et 

a!., 2013; Heinonen, 2011). Thus, the next stage in advancing the knowledge in this 

area is to quantitatively model these relationships.

According to Bulmer (2011), the normal process under a positivistic approach is to 

study the literature to establish an appropriate theory and subsequently construct 

hypotheses. Accordingly, the generation o f hypotheses is followed by processes of 

evaluation in order to discover the laws of cause and effect that determine behaviour 

(Dillman and Groves, 2012). Appropriately, this study involves the investigation of
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relationships between variables in the consumer engagement process, with major 

emphasis on estabhshing cause and effect (Bulmer, 2011; Baumgartner, 2010). 

Moreover, this research adopts a theory testing approach which draws on previously 

specified conceptual relationships to derive, and subsequently test hypotheses 

(Colquitt and Zapata-Phelan, 2007) related to the consumer engagement concept. By 

accepting existing knowledge concerning consumer engagement, the current research 

is undeniably based upon an objectivist approach. Therefore, although this work 

involves describing certain known characteristics of phenomena, it also involves the 

development o f a model which explicitly specifies that a causal-type research design 

must be utilised.

5.3.4 Causal Design

Structural equation modelling (SEM) seeks to explain causal relationships between 

variables (Bulmer, 2011; Baumgartner, 2010; Hair et al. 2010). This multivariate 

technique is considered one of the most important tools for causal analysis in the 

social and behavioural sciences (Straub et al., 2011; Landsheer, 2010; Markus, 2010; 

Pearl, 2010). In addition, SEM investigates nonlinear equations that describe patterns 

of variances and co-variances among variables (Ringle et al., 2012; Straub et al., 

2011). Hair el al. (2010:706) defines causation as the “principle by which cause and 

effect are established between two variables”. Ahhough Hair et a l (2010:707) note 

that in its “strictest terms causation is rarely found”, and that SEM alone cannot 

establish causality, they also argue that SEM can provide the evidence necessary to 

support causal inference (SEM is discussed in more detail in Section 5.6).

According to Hair et a l  (2010) and Chen et al. (2008), four types o f evidence are 

needed to establish causality through SEM. First, systematic and statistically 

significant co-variation betw'een constructs is needed. Second, there must be a 

temporal sequence o f events (i.e. one variable must clearly be the outcome o f the 

other). Third, non-spurious co-variance must exist (i.e. no other reasonable causes for 

the outcome are present). Finally, theoretical support is needed which includes a 

compelling rationale to support a cause and effect relationship, which is especially 

important when using cross sectional data.
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Accordingly, the deductive approach utilised in this study underlies Hair et al. ’s 

(2010) six step process for structural equation modelling (SEM ), as highlighted in 

Section 5.6 below. According to Hair et al. (2010), this approach ensures findings are 

reported in a generalisable and repeatable manner.

5.4 Research Design

Research design provides an overall guidance for the collection and analysis o f  data in 

any study (Fabrigar et al., 2010). As highlighted, appropriation between research 

paradigms, types o f  data, and collection methods, has significant implications upon 

the research findings.

Experimental design as an alternative research method would have been theoretically 

feasible for this positivistic research (Guba and Lincoln, 2005). This method involves 

artificially m anipulating one independent variable in the research design to isolate and 

better observe the dependent variable (Kirk, 2012). Thus, an attempt is made to hold 

all variables except the dependent variable so that the effect o f  the manipulation o f  the 

independent variable can be observed (Blanche et al., 2008; Elmes ei al., 2008). 

Experimental design is considered the most reliable method for establishing or 

suggesting causation (Blanche et al., 2008; Elmes et al., 2008).

Despite its strengths, experimental designs also have important limitations. First, 

experimental design can only handle a small number o f  variables at any one tim e and, 

therefore, it is difficult to compare variables in terms o f  their relative influence (Kirk, 

2012). M oreover, as experimental designs are narrow in scope, they are unsuitable 

when investigating patterns or relationships among a large number o f  variables 

(Centola, 2010). In order to implement an experimental research design which 

supports the research questions in this thesis, the number o f dependent variables and 

inherent relationships to be examined would have to be significantly reduced. This is 

due to the fact that the proposed research model and hypotheses contain multiple 

dependent variables, which are associated with one or m ore independent variables, 

thus controlling for these in an experimental design would not be practical. For 

example, an experimental design would require m anipulation o f  the “Expectations” 

variables in order to examine their effect on cognitive appraisal. Additionally, 

applying this technique would remove the real-world validity o f  the research (Martin,
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2007; Reips, 2000) since respondents would be answering survey items based on 

controlled criteria rather than reflecting on real-world experiences.

M oreover, sometimes important variables simply cannot be manipulated effectively 

(Kirk, 2012). For example, respondents’ emotional responses would have to be 

manipulated in order to control their effects on the relationships they have been 

proposed to moderate. Importantly, Reips (2000) posits that experimental design can 

have a biasing effect on emotional responses. He notes that “these data [collected in a 

non-experimental setting] might be less influenced by interactions between 

participants’ biological rhythms and levels o f the independent variable(s) used, as it is 

likely that in Web experiments with self-selected access personally comfortable 

participation times will be chosen” (Reips, 2000:100). Furthermore, he argues that the 

manipulative nature o f the experimental design can contaminate gathered data, for 

example, the voluntariness o f  participation can adversely affect the data and 

relationships being examined.

Experimental research design is also time consuming and difficult to implement due 

to its complexity, cost and limitations in terms o f  securing sufficient sample sizes 

(Bryman, 2012; Reips, 2000), particularly where a m ultiplicity o f factors are 

concerned (Brewer, 2010). M oreover, lower sample sizes inherent in experimental 

design have the potential to adversely impact on model power and Type I errors 

(Reips, 2000). Due to the strict inclusion or exclusion criteria that are intended to 

maximize the internal validity o f experimental studies, the extent to which the 

findings apply to the population o f  interest can be limited (Kirk, 2012). Thus, an 

experimental study was considered impractical and inappropriate to address the 

research questions in this study.

On the other hand, non-experimental designs are considered more practical to 

implement (Kirk, 2012) and are a better choice for field research where the 

relationships among variables need to occur fi'eely without manipulation, and where 

consumer behaviour can be observed in a naturalistic setting (Guba and Lincoln, 

2005). In this research, it was required to gather a large sample o f  VCE participants, 

with multiple views about their various nuances o f  their engagement experience and 

its consequences for firms. Thus, a cross-sectional study employing a survey m ethod
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was considered an appropriate data collection instrument for this study. In cross- 

sectional designs, the same variable is only measured on one occasion for each 

participant. Although the question o f causality cannot be tested definitively in cross- 

sectional designs, the relationships obtained can be used to support potential causal 

interpretations (Blumberg el a i,  2011). In addition, cross-sectional research can be 

used to determine the direction and the strength o f the association between two or 

more variables. Furthermore, the extent to which this association is affected by 

controlling other variables can also be assessed (Bryman, 2008).

Survey methods are the various means or techniques used to gather data related to 

some research question or hypothesis (Creswell, 2012). The survey is the most 

common quantitative research tool, implemented by several data collection modes; 

telephone, face-to-face, postal, on-line, or email (Dillman, 2007). The survey method 

offers an accurate means o f gathering data in order to examine and explain cause-and- 

effect relationships between constructs (Hair et a i 2010).

Data in this study were collected through a web-based questionnaire survey as it 

provided an effective method of gaining interest and subsequent participation among 

potential respondents (Griffis et al., 2011). This method allows access to a broad 

diversity o f consumers, in a short amount o f time, despite being separated by a large 

geographic distance (Creswell, 2012). Moreover, using a web-based survey offers the 

researcher a number of distinct advantages including the democratisation of research 

in terms o f cost savings, the speed o f data collection, and the ability to reach a diverse 

group o f respondents “who would otherwise be difficult to locate or to contact” 

(Frippiat and Marquis, 2010:288).

Although this method can be limited in terms o f controlling whether respondents 

complete the survey or the number o f times they access the survey (Reips, 2000), this 

limitation can be mitigated through the collection o f a large enough sample to render 

this issue negligible (Gosling et al., 2004). Moreover, the use o f the online survey 

tool’s response settings which limit responses to unique addresses, and through a 

manual examination o f supplied respondent email addresses, can also mitigate against 

this limitation (Gosling el a i, 2004). Additionally, the web-based survey allows the 

researcher to identify the moment when respondents ‘give up’ and do not continue
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with the survey (Frippiat and Marquis, 2010:288). According to lacobucci and 

Churchill (2009), web-based surv'eys offer many benefits including cost and time 

savings, a convenient method of importing data into analysis programs, simultaneous 

display o f response data with completion o f surveys, and the facility to follow-up on 

non-respondents in a relatively easy manner.

In addition, the researcher had direct access to a large group o f respondents by 

utilising this method, which is an important consideration when selecting a survey 

method (Creswell, 2012). Moreover, since the purpose o f the survey was to measure 

consumers’ online experiences while participating in a firm-hosted virtual 

community, usage o f a web-based survey facilitated respondents to participate in a 

manner which was natural and convenient to them (Downes-Le Guin et a i,  2012; 

Frippiat and Marquis, 2010; Nambisan and Baron, 2009). Furthermore, the use o f 

web-based surveys reduces respondents’ inclination towards responding in a socially 

desirable manner. The anonymity afforded to respondents as a consequence o f 

participating online “helps overcome respondents’ inhibitions and prompts them to 

reveal opinions or forms of behaviour that contravene social norms” (Frippiat and 

Marquis, 2010: 304). Couper (2000) notes that the proUferation o f web-based surveys 

as a research tool may cause complacency in respondents, and notes the criticality of 

good survey design (as discussed in Section 5.5.3).

The following diagram represents the process of data generation utilised in this study. 

The procedure o f questionnaire development was based on the approach 

recommended by Churchill and lacobucci (2009) and Hair et al. (2010). This process 

was divided into two major stages: 1. Generation o f the questionnaire; and 2. 

translation and pre-testing o f the questionnaire.
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Figure 5.1: The Process of Data Generation Utilised in this Study

Coiiceptiinl fi'sunework
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Translations' and pre-testing of qnestioniiaiie

Opel ationalisation of ron.vtiiirts

Source: Adapted from Hair et aL (2010); Churchill and lacobucci (2009)

5.5 Questionnaire Development Process

The literature review provides the underlying theory to support the conceptual model 

and the aforementioned measurement scales. As Hair et al. (2010) note, a good 

measurement theory is a necessary condition to obtain useful results from any 

multivariate data analysis. Therefore, it is important that the researcher invests time 

and effort early in the research process to make sure the measurement quality will 

enable valid conclusions. Based on guidelines from  Hair et al. (2010) and Churchill 

and lacobucci (2009), each construct used in this study was defined before selecting 

its measurement scale items and scale type, as illustrated in Table 5.1. This provided a 

clear and concise description o f  what needed to be measured.
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Table 5.1: Definition of each Construct used in this Research

Section A M otivational Drivers of Initial Consumer Participation (Antecedents)
Utilitarian/instrumental
values

Utilitarian value is measured by items reflecting extrinsic motivation that 
enables effective achievement o f a utilitarian task (van der Ileijdcn, 2004) 
such as economic (i.e., value for money) (Zeithaml, 1988) or ‘money 
savings’ (Curran and Meuter, 2007), judgments o f convenience and time 
savings (Kim et a l ,  2007).

Hedonic Expectations Individual behaviour is driven by the objective o f  being engaged in 
enjoyable or entertaining activities (Magni et al., 2010; Vallerand el al., 
1997). Hedonic expectations can be measured by items that describe 
intrinsically motivated service use, for the sake o f  the experience, without 
a specific goal in mind (Nainbisan and Baron, 2009; van der Heijden, 
2006; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001).

Social Integrative 
Hxpectations

These expectations are based on the benefits derived from the social and 
relational ties that may develop over time (Nambisan and Baron. 2009). 
For example, enhancement o f  a sense o f  belongingness or social identity 
(van Doom et al., 2010).

Personal Integrative 
Expectations

This is described as an individual being driven by a desire for positive 
recognition from others (Sundaram el al., 1998). Personal integrative 
benefits relate to gains in reputation or status and the achievement o f  a 
sense o f  self-efficacy (Nambisan and Baron, 2009).

Positive Self
enhancement

Positive self-enhancement encompasses those motives that focus on the 
communicator’s psychological benefits o f eWOM, thus integrating 
‘motives categories’ to express positive feelings (Henning et al., 2004:47) 
or to voice satisfaction in order to restore their ‘balanced state’ or ‘sense 
o f  equilibrium’(del Matos and Rossim, 2008; IIcnnig-Thurau et al., 
2004).

Section B M ultiple-dimensions of Consumer Engagement
Cognitive appraisal o f  
the engagement 
cxpencncc

Cognitive appraisal is defined as the perceptions o f  an event being 
consistent or inconsistent with one’s motives (Roscman, 2001) or the 
evaluation that the benefits sought were successiully received by the 
consumer (IIcnnig-Thurau et al., 2006).

Affective State The consum er’s affective state is measured by the intensity o f  emotions 
(positive and negative) felt during the engagement experience (Bagozzi et 
al., 2006). According to the assumptions o f  the SDL, affective states 
moderate engagement levels.

Customer Participation 
in Value Creation

Customer participation in value co-crcation is described as a behavioural 
construct that measures the extent to which customers “provide/share 
inlbrmation, make suggestions and become involved in decision-making” 
(Chan el al., 2010: 49).

Section C Consequences of Consumer Engagement
Affective Commitment Affective commitment is an emotion-based predisposition to maintain and 

enhance a relationship (Viswanathan el al., 2010). "The psychological 
attachment o f  an exchange partner to the other and is based on feelings o f 
identification, loyalty, and affiliation ” (Verhoef et al., 2002: 202).

Section D M oderating Variables
Focus o f  Engagement Interaction in the VCE can vary between C2C and C2F.
Online Interaction 
Propensity

Online interaction propensity describes an individual’s general tendency 
to engage in online interactions or to contribute knowledge and 
information (Wicrtz and de Ruyter, 2007).

Section E Control Variables
Product/serv'ice
Involvement

The perceived importance o f  the product or service to the customer 
(Novak el al., 2000 and Nambisan and Baron, 2009).

Tenure Membership duration in a virtual community (Nambisan and Baron, 
2009).

164



After each construct was defined, a list o f potential scale items that corresponded to 

the construct’s definition was generated based on prior conceptual and empirical 

studies in the literature, as discussed in Chapter 3. To operationalise the constructs 

used in this study, the work o f many researchers was referenced, as addressed in the 

following sections. Where scale items had to be modified or created to fit the context 

o f this study, a number o f steps were taken to ensure construct validity (discussed in 

5.5.2). Table 5.2 provides details o f construct reliability as noted in the source 

documents fi'om the literature. Details o f each construct’s final measurement items are 

also included in this table, while the mapping from questionnaire items to model 

variables is provided in Appendix I.

5.5.1 O perationalisation of Constructs

As noted by Ethier et al. (2006:634) “reflective items represent the effects o f the 

constructs and, therefore, ‘reflect’ the construct o f interest, whereas formative 

measures are items that cause the construct.... reflective and formative measures 

should be treated differently”. Items in a reflective construct are expected to correlate 

or demonstrate internal consistency, whereas this does not apply for constructs 

measured by formative items (Hair et a l ,  2010; Ethier et al., 2006; Diamantopoulos 

and Winklhofer, 2001). All first order factors employed in the research model are 

reflective constructs extracted from the extant literature, as detailed below. The 

positive and negative emotions second order factors (PosE and NegE) are also 

reflective (Ethier et al., 2006; Oliver et al., 1997). Formative second order factors 

require low correlation between first order factors, while reflective second order 

factors require high correlation (Hair el al., 2010).

The remaining second order factor, ‘Expectations’ represents the antecedents o f 

consumer engagement. A number o f reflective first order factors, representing 

multiple consumer motives, were sourced from the literature, as discussed Chapter 3 

and outlined below. As discussed in Section 2.3, research has shown that additional 

motivations, such as those resulting from prior engagement activities in the same 

context (Brodie et al., 2013), may also form part o f the overall suite o f  consumer 

expectations. However, since the current study was not longitudinal and required 

respondents to answer questions based on a single engagement experience, these 

additional motivational drivers were not applicable (Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer,
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2001). Moreover, while a number o f antecedents are proposed in the literature, the 

selected expectations were the most prominent and perceived to be most relevant for 

the VCE context. According to Diamantopolous and Winklhofer 

(2001:271),“reflective indicators are essentially interchangeable and therefore the 

removal o f an item does not change the essential nature o f the underlying construct, 

with formative indicators ‘omitting’ an indicator is impacting a part o f the construct”.

Based on the above, and because a subset o f all possible motivational drivers was 

selected for this research, the nature o f the ‘Expectations’ construct is proposed to be 

reflective rather than formative. Post-hoc analysis o f this construct, presented in 

Section 6.3.4.2.3, demonstrated the internal consistency, and correlations between the 

items (first order factors) representing this construct, thereby confirming the validity 

o f its reflective nature. Conceptual models for all first and second order factors are 

presented in Chapter 6, Section 6.3.

5.5.1.1 Motivational Drivers o f  Initial Consumer Participation 

As previously discussed in Section 3.2, motivational antecedents to online 

participation such as utilitarian, cognitive, homeostase, personal-self-enhancement 

and hedonic expectations are conceptualised in this study.

The Utilitarian Component. The utilitarian construct derives from 

conceptualisations (van Doom et a i ,  2010; Hoyer et al., 2010) o f antecedents to 

consumer engagement. The scale used was developed by Curran and Meuter (2007), 

which was based on the expectation-confirmation theory (Parasuraman et al., 2005; 

Bhattacherjee and Premkumar, 2004). As highlighted in Section 3.2, this theory 

argues that utilitarian expectations can play a significant role in a consumer’s decision 

to engage in a given behaviour in the online environment. Table 5.2 outlines the items 

used in the utilitarian scale, as well as the reliability measures identified in the 

literature. Given the self-service technology orientation present in the original scale 

items, modifications were required to improve the face validity o f all items in 

acknowledgement o f the VCE context.

Hedonic Expectations: The scale adopted to measure hedonic expectations was 

Nambisan and Baron’s (2009) hedonic scale. Various measurement scales are offered
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for measuring hedonic expectations (Curran and Meuter, 2007; Overby and Lee, 

2006; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001; Babin et a I., 1994). However, the hedonic scale 

developed by Nambisan and Baron (2009) was validated specifically in the context o f 

a VCE. In addition, the items used are within the guidelines o f acceptable reliability 

(H aire/ o/.,2010).

Social Integrative Expectations: The social integrative scale was also adopted from 

Nambisan and Baron (2009). This scale was based on previous empirical research 

which found that consumers’ derive social and relational ties from participating with 

other entities in a virtual community (Nambisan and Baron, 2007; Wasko and Faraj, 

2005). Such social relationships provide a range o f benefits to the customer, including 

enhancement o f a sense of belongingness or social identity. This scale was validated 

in conjunction with Wasko and Faraj’s (2005) scale, in a VCE.

Personal Integrative Expectations: The personal integrative component was derived 

from previous conceptualisations (Hoyer el al. 2010; van Doom et a i, 2010) and 

empirical evidence (Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Schau et al., 2009; Bagozzi and 

Dholakia, 2006) highlighting that participating in virtual communities provides 

consumers the ability to communicate with firms and other consumers, thus providing 

them with a sense o f empowerment. This component was measured with Nambisan 

and Baron’s (2009) personal integrative scale, which they empirically validated in a 

VCE.

Positive Self-enhancement. This scale was modified from Hennig-Thurau et al. 

(2004). This scale was labelled extraversion/positive self-enhancement by Hennig- 

Thurau et al. (2004), as it was based on motives associated with consumers striving to 

achieve psychological benefits such as ‘expressing positive feelings’ and ‘self

enhancement’ in a web-based ‘customer opinion platform’. This scale was based on 

‘balance theory’ (Sundaram et al., 1998), as discussed in Section 3.2.

5.5.1.2 The Multiple Dimensions o f  Consumer Engagement 

As discussed in Chapter 2, the working definition for Consumer Engagement in a 

VCE adopted for this research states:
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“Consumer engagement in a firm-hosted virtual community involves specific 

interactive experiences between consumers and the firm , and/or other 

members o f  the community. Consumer engagement is a multidimensional 

concept comprising cognitive, emotional, and/ or behavioural dimensions. In 

particular, it denotes the level o f  a consumer's participation in a collaborative 

knowledge exchange, combined with their cognitive and affective responses, 

resulting in a level o f  affective commitment to an active relationship, which 

can be either with the firm  or other customers in the VCE".

Drawing on this definition, consumer engagement is operationalised in three distinct 

parts: cognitive appraisal, affective states and participation in value creating activities. 

The discussion below operationalises these dimensions.

Cognitive A ppraisal: As highlighted in Sections 3.3 and 4.3, by applying the

cognitive appraisal theory to study consumers’ online experience, a more

comprehensive view o f this experience can be achieved (Desmet, 2010; Griskevicius 

et a i,  2010a; Bagozzi, 2007; Watson and Spence, 2007; Roseman et a i,  1996; 

Lazarus, 1991). Accordingly, the instrument that was used to measure the cognitive 

appraisal o f ‘situational state’ was derived from Roseman et ai. ’s (2002; 1996) 

research. Consistent with the studies highlighted in Section 3.3 (Schoefer and 

Diamantopoulos, 2008a; Zeelenberg et a i ,  2008; Siemer et a l,  2007; Ethier et al., 

2006; Bougie et al., 2003; Roseman, 2001; Bagozzi et a i,  1999; Smith and Lazarus, 

1993), this approach is considered appropriate where information processing is an 

important aspect of consumer behaviour (Ethier et a i, 2006; Roseman et a i, 2001) 

which, as highlighted in Section 2.4, is an essential component o f consumer 

engagement, particularly in a VCE. As discussed, these appraisal states play a crucial 

role in accounting for the distinction between positive and negative emotions and

therefore, provide a more comprehensive view o f the consumer experience

(Griskevicius et al. 2010a; Desmet, 2010; Watson and Spence, 2007; Bagozzi; 2007; 

Roseman. 1996; Lazurus, 1991).
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Affective States: Similar to the approach taken by Ethier et al. (2006)^, this research 

used seven key emotions (liking, delight, joy, pride, frustration, anger and dislike) 

which could be experienced while interacting in a VCE, as highlighted in Sections 3.3 

and 4.3. Each emotion was assessed by a three-item set that originated from Shaver et 

al. ’s (1987) cluster analysis of emotion terms, with the exception o f delight and anger 

(which showed low face validity in the current context). Accordingly, delight was 

adapted from Oliver et al. ’s (1997) scale, whereas anger was adopted from Bougie el 

al. 's (2003) scale, as both measures showed considerably higher face validity. In 

relation to the other dimensions of consumer engagement operationalised in this 

study, emotions are hypothesised to moderate the relationship between cognitive 

appraisal and participation (as discussed in Chapter 4).

Consum ers Participation in Value C reating Activities; This value was measured 

using a scale developed by Chan el al. (2010). This scale was based on the 

conceptualisations (Bolton and Saxena-Iyer, 2009; Auh et al., 2007; Bettencourt, 

1997) that customer participation is a behavioural construct that measures the extent 

to which customers provide, or share information, make suggestions, and become 

involved in decision-making during the service co-creation and delivery process. 

Because Chan et al. 's (2010) research purpose was to understand the value creation 

process when customers participate and interact with employees in the physical 

environment, formative changes were required to adapt the scale to the virtual 

environment. The resulting scale is highly consistent with extant empirical work on 

customer participation (Gallan et al., 2012).

5.5.1.3 Consequences o f  Consumer Engagement 

As discussed in Sections 3.4 and 4.2, according to the SDL and in parallel to Porter et 

a i ’s (2011), van Doom et al. ’s (2010), Wagner and Majchrzak’s (2007) and Patterson 

et a i ’s (2006) conceptualisations o f consumer engagement, this research proposes 

that consequences o f consumer engagement include affective commitment to the firm 

and/or affective commitment to the virtual community.

 ̂ Ethier e t al. (2006) meetsured six emotions liking, joy , pride, dislike, frustration and fear during an 
‘online shopping episode’.



Affective Commitment to the Virtual Community: This scale was adapted from 

Wasko and Faraj’s (2005) scale which was based on the theory that affective 

commitment can accrue to a collective (Constant et a i, 1996), such as a virtual 

community, to convey a sense of responsibility to help others within the collective on 

the basis of shared membership. Wasko and Faraj’s (2005) empirically validated this 

scale in the virtual community context.

Affective Commitment to the Firm: This construct was measured with three items, 

each adapted from Verhoef et al. (2002). The construct was based on the theory that 

since affectively committed customers feel attached to the firm because of positive 

feelings, they will display positive behaviour for the firm, such as referrals (Kumar et 

a i, 2000) and/or a more committed relationship with the firm’s services (Verhoef et 

al., 2002). Thus, this construct captures the customer’s desire to remain with the firm 

because of feelings of “attachment, identification, and loyalty” (Verhoef et a i, 

2002:207). Items are listed in Table 5.2, and resuhs indicate the construct had 

acceptable reliability.

5.5.1.4 Moderators and Controls 

Online Interaction Propensity; Online interaction propensity was identified as a 

factor which could influence the relationship between consumers’ level of 

participation and their affective commitment to the firm or virtual community. The 

scale used in this study was adapted fi'om Wiertz and Ruyter (2007). This scale was 

based on the theory that members of online communities strongly differ in their 

interaction ft’equency, thus their propensity to engage is a behavioural disposition, 

rooted in their personality (Schneider et a i, 2012; Brandtzaeg, 2011; Lin et al., 2007; 

Ridings et al., 2006). One scale item was reworded (*I like reading/browsing online 

discussions) and one item added to the scale (*I am someone who enjoys initiating a 

dialogue online) reflecting the empirical findings (discussed in Section 3.5) 

highlighting the distinct types of behaviour among members of a virtual community 

based on their level of participation (Schneider et al., 2012; Brandtzaeg, 2011; Lin, 

2007; Ridings 2006).

The Focus of Engagement: As discussed in 3.5.1, the mode of engagement in the 

VCE context can have a purely C2F/C2C focus, or a combination of both (Vivek et
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al., 2012; Brodie el a!., 2013; van Doom 2011; Libai et a i ,  2010). Accordingly, a 

single-item construct was included to capture the focus o f consumers’ interactions 

during engagement.

Product/service Involvement.- As discussed in Section 3.5, there is a need to control 

for customers’ perceived importance o f a firm’s product or service in the VCE 

context. The product/service involvement scale was measured with a semantic 

differential scale developed by Novak et al. (2000). This scale has shown success in 

reliably measuring product/service involvement and has received subsequent support 

in the literature (Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Mathwick and Rigdon, 2004; Koufaris, 

2002). Due to the general nature o f the items, no formative changes were required, 

although a context-based lead statement was added to supplement the precursory 

statement (as highlighted in Table 5.2).

Tenure; The study also controls for customers’ overall tenure (membership duration) 

in the VCE, since customers who have participated in the VCE for a long time may 

perceive that there is more at stake for them in maintaining their participation 

(Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Wasko and Faraj, 2005). The scale used in this study 

was based on measures used by Neimbisan and Baron (2009) and Wasko and Faraj 

(2005). Presented resuhs highlighted in Table 5.2 indicate the scale had acceptable 

reliability.

5.5.1.5 Descriptive Data 

Five questions obtaining demographic data were also included in the research. These 

questions were related to gender, age, occupation, education and two behaviour-based 

descriptors -  internet expertise and internet usage. The two behaviour-based 

descriptors measured were based on the participation ladder in social media, discussed 

in Section 3.5 (Li et al., 2007). The complete set o f demographic questions is outlined 

in Table 5.5.

5.5.2 Content Analysis

Content validity assesses the correspondence between the individual scale items and 

concepts through ratings by experts and pre-tests with multiple sub-populations or 

other means (Hair et al., 2010). As all constructs must display content validity, each
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scale must be checked for content validity irrespective of whether scales are new or 

taken from previous research (Straub et a l, 2011; Hair et a l, 2010). Several 

researchers have advocated querying multiple informants to increase the validity of 

research (Hair el a i,  2010; Jung et al., 2009; Bagozzi et al., 1992; Bollen, 1989). 

Accordingly, prior to administering the pilot study questionnaire, focus group surveys 

with consumers and expert reviews from academics and practitioners were conducted 

to assess the validity to which the scales accurately represented the concept of interest 

in the questionnaire.

First, as suggested by Churchill and lacobucci (2009), focus group surveys were 

conducted in order to further clarify the constructs related to the engagement 

experience. This pre-testing technique was also used to evaluate respondents’ 

understanding of the language and terminology associated with the consumer 

engagement concept. Themes and specific statements that resulted from focus group 

surveys helped create a survey instrument that was grounded in the views of the 

participants. Appendix B provides a summary of the key findings from these surveys.

These surveys were conducted with two groups of participants who had previously 

engaged in a VCE. Each group consisted of 8-10 respondents (mix between male and 

female). It was expected that this group would respond similarly to the samples used 

in the final study. In accordance with Hair et al. ’s (2010) recommendations, findings 

from the focus group studies were compared with the list of potential scale items 

generated from the literature relating to each construct, in order to identify potential 

modifications or additions if required. This enabled the researcher to develop the first 

draft of the questionnaire for review, where experts could assess the items’ content 

validity.

Following the above assessment, expert academics and practitioners examined and 

reviewed the content of each scale’s items to ensure the questionnaire possessed face 

validity. These experts reviewed how well the scale items matched the constructs and 

also examined items for redundancy.

Three senior lecturers from Waterford Institute of Technology, who hold PhDs in 

marketing disciplines, and one professor from Trinity College, Dublin reviewed each
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scale’s items. In addition, two social media experts*’ judged the items’ content for 

validity. One of the major purposes o f the review of constructs by practitioners was 

that they were considered key informants in the social media area.

Following recommendations made by informants, any two items that were so similar 

as to simply be another way o f phrasing the same meaning were dropped. Some o f the 

wording in scale items was simplified. In addition, any item that seemed unnecessary 

was noted for further checking at the pilot study stage. Following this review, a pre

test o f the questionnaire among a sample of respondents who had participated in a 

firm-hosted virtual community, was considered necessary to purify measures prior to 

confirmatory testing.

5.5.3 Design of the Data Collection Vehicle

Survey Monkey^ was used to create the questionnaire for the pilot study and final data 

collection vehicle (see Appendix D) as it provided a variety of templates to create and 

implement an online survey, as well as the facility to export the data collected to 

Microsoft excel (Valenzuela et a i ,  2009).

Care was taken to ensure that scale items were clear, concise and as specific as 

possible to measure the constructs in this study. For example, the use of double- 

barrelled questions (Krosnick and Presser, 2010) or words with multiple meaning or 

technical jargon were avoided (PodsakofF et a i ,  2003). The fiinnelling procedure 

(progressing logically fi'om general to specific questions) recommended in survey 

research literature (Krosnick and Presser, 2010; Peterson, 2000) was utilised.

The survey design also included formats to decrease non-response bias (Dillman and 

Groves, 2012). Based on guidelines described by Dillman (2007), a relatively short, 

personalised, and positively worded style introduction to the survey was included, 

stressing the importance o f the research and how valuable the participant’s 

contribution would be. As an inducement to completing the questionnaire, the title 

page o f the survey gave participants the opportunity to access more details about the

* rhese social media experts were employed by Eirconi and Meteor which are firms that participated in 
this research, as detailed in Section 5.5.4 
’ www.surveymonkey.com
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study by selecting an optional button (Dillman and Groves, 2012; Krosnick and 

Presser, 2010; Dillman, 2007). Participants were also given the opportunity to enter 

into a competition to win an Amazon gift voucher. Care was taken to ensure informed 

consent o f  the participant was obtained, with detailed information given before 

comm encem ent o f the study. The participants were also assured confidentiality with 

regard to their responses (Bradbum  el a l ,  2004). Accordingly, data protection was 

m aintained throughout the study ensuring ethical issues were considered and 

appropriately addressed (Dillman and Groves, 2012; Bradbum  et al., 2004).

A seven point rather than a five point scale was utilised for all Likert scales, as 

recommended when conducting structural equation modelling, in order to ensure that 

there was enough variance in the data to “allow a correlational relationship to 

manifest itse lf’ (Schumacher and Lomax, 2010:19). M ost items used a seven-point 

Likert scale with the anchors 1 =  Strongly disagree, 4 = Neither agree nor disagree, 7 

= Strongly agree. The intensity o f  emotions experienced was measured with unipolar 

items (e.g. the experience o f  surprise was indicated along a “not at all” to “very 

much” continuum to capture the extent to which one feels this positive emotion) in a 

similar approach to that taken by previous authors utilising Roseman et al. ’s (1996) 

research instrument (Griskevicius et al. 2010a; Siemer et a i ,  2007; Ethier et al., 2006; 

Roseman, 2001), In addition, consum ers’ involvement with the firm ’s product or 

services was also measured with unipolar items to m easure the extent o f  this 

involvement, with 1 equal to ‘important to m e’, ‘means a lot to m e’ or ‘relevant to 

m e’ and 7 equal to ‘unim portant’, ‘means nothing to m e’ or ‘irrelevant to m e’ 

(Nambisan and Baron, 2009).

Different formats for the predictor and criterion measures were used, where possible, 

to help diminish m ethod biases that can be caused by commonalities in scale 

endpoints and anchoring effects (Straub et al., 2011; M arsden and W right, 2010; 

Podsakoff et al., 2003). In order to create a psychological separation between the 

reasons why individuals participate in VCEs and the emotions felt during the 

engagem ent experience, an introduction to each section o f  the questionnaire was 

given to create the appearance that the measurement o f  the predictor variables was not 

connected with, or to, the measurement o f  the criterion variables. Creating this 

psychological separation was used to help reduce the respondents’ potential tendency

174



to use previous responses to answer subsequent questions (Krosnick and Presser, 

2010; Podsakoff et al., 2003). After the initial welcome page and research 

information, the questionnaire was divided into four sections:

• Section A began the survey with questions relating to the motivational drivers or 

reasons for participating in the VCE.

• Section B related to consumers cognitive appraisal o f  the engagement experience 

and the emotions experienced while engaging in the virtual community.

• Section C contained items that measured consum ers’ level o f  participation in 

value creating activities and their level o f affective comm itm ent with the firm and 

firm-hosted virtual community, as a result o f the engagement experience.

•  The survey concluded with Section D, which included questions to gather 

consumer demographics and their general online behaviour.

In order to reduce the potential effects o f response pattern biases, negatively worded 

items were incorporated into the questionnaire where appropriate (Dillman and 

Groves, 2012; Podsakoff el al., 2003) -  responses to these were subsequently reverse- 

coded prior to data analysis.

5.5.4 Pilot Testing of Data Collection Instrum ent

Based on guidelines from Hair et al. (2010) and Blumberg et al. (2012), the survey 

instrument was pre-tested prior to the final execution. The pre-testing stage enabled 

data to be collected in a predetermined m anner so that it was timely and could be 

tested rigorously for validity and reliability.

Data were collected through a web-based questionnaire survey for the pilot study over 

a period o f three weeks in January 2012. Care was taken to ensure the pre-test was 

administered to a sample that was expected to respond sim ilarly to the sample on 

which the final data collection instrument would eventually be applied. In total, one 

hundred and forty people were invited to participate in the survey, all o f  whom were 

m em bers o f  one or more virtual communities. O f  this number, fifty four respondents 

self-selected the questionnaire link and took part in the survey (a response rate o f 38.5 

per cent).
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Adopting the approach o f similar studies in this space (Nambisan and Watt, 2011; 

Nambisan and Baron, 2009), the analysis o f the pilot test data provided preliminary 

support for the reliability and validity of the scales. Items that did not “behave 

statistically as expected” were refined or deleted in order to avoid these issues when 

the final model was analysed (Hair et al., 2010: 735). This stage also helped to 

identify and correct any ambiguity or problematic wording in the questionnaire.

Reliability is the extent to which research findings would be the same if  the research 

was repeated at a later date, or with a different sample o f subjects (Ticehurst and 

Veal, 2000). According to Sekaran (2003), the reliability of a measure indicates the 

extent to which the measure is without bias (error free) and, therefore, offers 

consistent measures across time and across the various items in the instrument. It 

helps to assess the goodness o f measure, and indicates accuracy in the measurement 

(Hair el al., 2010).

The research used the most popular test o f inter-item consistency reliability, 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (Hair et al., 2010; Hair et al., 2006; Kohne et al., 2005; 

Sekaran, 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2003). This test measures the consistency o f 

respondents’ answers to all the items in the instrument and therefore, indirectly 

indicates the degree to which these items measure a single unidimensional latent 

construct. Generally, the higher the alpha, the more reliable the test, usually 0.7 and 

above is acceptable (Hair et al., 2010; Nunnally, 1978).

In certain cases results indicated that Cronbach’s Alpha v/ould change slightly if a 

scale item was removed, however, the level of this change was not significant (~ +/- 

0.05) enough to warrant removal of an item. As this method can be used in cases 

where too many scale items exist (Hair et al., 2010), items were removed in three 

cases to shorten the survey length, where Cronbach’s Alpha was not detrimentally 

altered.

The pilot test subjects were encouraged to provide descriptive comments on the 

survey in relation to the ambiguity o f item descriptions used. They were also given 

the opportunity to provide general feedback on each question. These findings were 

used to further refine the items wording if  needed. Appendix C presents a synopsis of
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the feedback per survey section from respondents and includes how modifications 

were made to the survey instrument by the author based on these findmgs. 

Accordingly, as highlighted in Appendix C, a number o f issues needed to be resolved 

in relation to question wording, the layout o f the questionnaire and the purpose o f the 

study.

In addition, a number o f people directly emailed the researcher after the pilot study 

was administered to report that they had never participated in a VCE and therefore felt 

they were not in a position to respond to the questionnaire. Based on this, it was 

therefore decided to include a section in the final survey to target people who might 

access the questionnaire but opt out if they feel it is not relevant for them. These 

respondents were given the opportunity to detail reasons why they do not participate 

in virtual communities of this nature, along with their demographic and general online 

behaviour details. Fifty five respondents supplied this data. This provided tangential 

data which was used to complement the main analysis carried out in this study.

To mitigate agamst memory bias and method bias, a number o f additional steps were 

taken in the final survey design. As can be seen in Appendix C, a number of 

respondents provided feedback to indicate that the pilot survey was not clear 

regarding the timing or regularity o f their engagement with respect to the survey 

questions. This has been noted as a common cause of memory bias in survey-based 

research (Kasprzyk, 2005). Resulting from this, and taking the advice of Kasprzyk 

(2005) and Podsakoff et al. (2012), the introduction to the survey clearly stated that 

respondents should answer questions based on a single engagement experience, rather 

than generalising.

Additionally, the issue of time between the event being examined and completion of 

the associated survey was also given attention. Mathiowetz’s (2000) meta-analysis 

test results indicate that the quality o f retrospective reports from survey respondents is 

a direct fiinction o f the length o f recall period. Accordingly, the invitation sent to 

potential respondents clearly indicated that they should respond based on their most 

recent engagement experience and respondents were also reminded o f this during the 

survey. This coupled with questions pertaining to respondents’ frequency of
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participation and their online interaction propensity, attempted to ensure that only the 

most recent events were recalled.

Furthermore, Schwartz et al. (1998) and Podsakoff et a i  (2003) note that survey 

respondents must understand the pragmatic meaning o f a question in order to respond 

in the manner intended by the survey designer. This issue was also reflected in a 

number o f the descriptive responses provided by respondents to the pilot study, for 

example, one respondent noted that “answers might completely change based on a 

different forum”, while another stated “The more I proceed, the more I feel that the 

survey is targeted to those with just one such experience and I have difficulties in 

choosing”, thereby indicating that they were not clearly instructed, at the pilot stage, 

to answer relative to a single engagement instance. To deal with this issue, the full 

purpose of the survey and the intended results were clarified in the final online 

questionnaire and in the introductory invitations.

Additionally, care was taken to ensure that the order o f questions presented facilitated 

response assimilation, as questions were oriented thematically (Kasprzyk, 2005). 

Again the purpose o f this approach was to ensure consistency amongst respondents’ 

event recall. A number of survey items were reverse coded to mitigate against 

respondents clicking through the survey automatically, as suggested by Gosling et al. 

(2004), Reips (2000) and Martin (2007). Furthermore, questions were designed using 

texmal prompts such as “I expected it to be... faster than other available methods of 

engagement” to support aided recall rather than leaving the questions open to 

misinterpretation (Sudman and Bradbum, 1973).

Podsakoff et al. (2012) note that method bias in survey design can be avoided through 

the use of muhiple constructs from different sources. As discussed in Section 5.5.1, 

questionnaire items were sourced from multiple verified scales in the extant literature. 

As an additional precaution, dependent and independent variables were separated 

within the questionnaire survey (Podsakoff et a i ,  2012).

After the questionnaire modifications were made based on the above findings, as 

recommended by Krosnick and Presser (2010) and Dillman and Groves (2012), a final 

review of the completed survey was undertaken by one o f the social media experts
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and one o f  the academics previously used at the content validity test stage. The results 

from these reviews were positive with no more recommendations for further 

refinements or revisions.

Table 5.2 outlines the final scale items used in the questionnaire survey. As noted, an 

asterisk beside specific items indicates new items developed for this study. A copy o f  

the questionnaire is included in Appendix D.

Table 5.2: Constructs and Final M easurem ent Items

’ Represents new items developed by the author as a result o f the literature review and content validity tests

Construct M easurement Items
Utilitarian Expectations (instrumental 
values) (adapted from Curran and Mculcr, 
2007, a=.81/AVE*=.60)

/  decided to engage in the online forum/social network 
because I expected it to he...
• Cheaper than other available methods of 

engagement
• Faster than other available methods of engagement
• More convenient than other available methods of 

engagement

Hedonic Expectations
(adapted from Nambisan and Baron, 2009, 
a=.8.^/AVK=.66).

/  decided to engage in the online forum/social network 
because I  expected to ...
• Hntertain and stimulate my mind
• Derive tun and pleasure from the engagement
• experience
• Derive enjoyment from problem solving, idea 

generation or knowledge sharing.

Social Integrative Motives
(adapted from Nambisan and Baron, 2009 
and Wasko and Faraj, 2005, 
a=.80/AVK=.70).

/  decided to engage in the online forum/social network 
because I  expected to ...
• Expand my personal/'social network
• Enhance the strength of my affiliation with the 

customer community
• Enhance my sense of belongingness with the 

customer community

Personal Integrative Motives
(adapted from Nambisan and Baron, 2009 
and Wasko and Faraj, 2005, 
a=.93/AVE=.72)

/  decided to engage in the online forum/social network 
because /  expected to ...
• Enhance my status/reputation as a product expert
• Reinforce my product-related credibility
• Derive satisfaction from inHuencing producL'servicc 

usage by other customers
• Derive satisfaction from influencing product'service 

design and development

Homeostase Utility
Extraversion/positive self-enhancement
(adapted from IIcnning-Thiirau et cil., 

2004, a=.788/AVE=.548)

/  decided to engage in the online forum/social network 
because I  expected to...
• Express my joy about a good buy
• Feel pood when I can tell others about my buying

AVE (Average Variance Hxlracted) is defined as “a summary measure o f com ergence among a set o f items 
representing a construct. It is the average percent o f  variation explained among the items” Paswan, A. (2009)
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successes
• Tell others about a great experience with the fimi or 

firm’s offerings

Cognitive Appraisal of the Engagement 
Experience (adapted from Ethier e! a!., 
2006; Roseman, 2002)
(a=82/AVK=.61).

Did you feel that participating in the online
forum/social network
• (jave you the opportunity to accomplish your 

goals/tasks successfully
• * Provided you with the benefits you expected to 

receive
• Was a good example of what you expected when 

engaging with a firm in an online forum/social 
network

• Was satisfactory

Liking (reflective)
(adapted from Ethier et a i ,  2006; 
Roseman, 2002, a=. 90/AVE=.76)

Thinking about your overall experience did you feel
• Appreciation for this type of online experience
• I>iking for this type of online experience
• Preferences for this type of online experience

Delight (reflective)
(adapted from Oliver et a i ,  2007, 
a=.82/AVE=.61)

• Surprise
• Happiness
• Delight

Joy (reflective)
(adapted from Ethier et a l ,  2006; 
Roseman, 2002, a=.90/AVK=.76)

• Pleasure
• Enjoyment
• Enthusiasm

Pride (reflective)
(adapted from Ethier et a i,  2006; 
Roseman, 2002, a=.90/AVE=.76)

• Self-confidence
• Pride
• Worthy ofpraisc

Dislike (reflective)
(adapted from Ethier et al., 2006; 
Roseman, 2002, a=.90/AVK=.76)

• Antipathy
• Dislike
• Aversion

Frustration (reflective)
(adapted from Ethier et a i, 2006; 
Roseman, 2002, a=.90/AVK=,76)

• Frustrated
• Prevented from getting what you wanted
• Blocked from, certain actions

Angry
(adapted from Bougie et al. 2003, a = .921, 
.78)

• Enraged
• Angry
• Mad

Participation in Value Creating 
Activities
(adapted firom Chan et a!., 2010, 
a=.87/AVE=.61).

Based on your overall experience while you 
participated in the forum/social network, please 
indicate if it influenced you to:
• Spend a lot of time sharing information about your 

needs and opinions.
• I’ut a lot o f effort into expre.ssing your personal 

needs
• Provide suggestions for improving the firm’s 

products or services.
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Affective Com mitm ent
Affective Commitment to the Firm
(adapted from Verhoel'e/ al., 2002, 
(a=.87/AVE=.61)

Thinking about the firm you engaged >vith, please 
indicate your level o f agreement with the following 
statements:
• 1 want to continue engaging with this firm because 1 

genuinely enjoy my relationship with them
• 1 expect my relationship with the firm to continue 

for a long tune
•  1 care about the long-term success o f the finn

Affective Commitment to the Virtual 
Community (adopted from Wasko and 
Karaj, 2005, (a=.90/AVK=.86)

•  I want to continue participating in this forum/social 
network because I genuinely enjoy my relationship 
with the customer community

• I would feel loss if  this Ibrum/'social network was no 
longer available

• I care about the fate o f this forum/social network
• 1 will say positive things about this forum/social 

network to other people

Online Interaction Propensity (adapted 
from Wiertz and Ruyter, 2007, 
a=.96/AVH=.85)

•  *I like reading/browsing online discussions
•  1 am someone who enjoys interacting with like- 

minded others online
•  I am someone who likes actively participating in 

online discussions
• I enjoy exchanging information and sharing 

experiences with other people online
• *I am someone who enjoys initiating a dialogue 

online

Focus of Engagement (Vivek et a!., 2012; 
Brodie et a/., 2013; van Doom 2011; Libai 
et ah, 2010)

When you participated in the online forum/social 
network, with whom did you engage:
The Firm, Other Consumers, Both

Product/service involvem ent
(adapted from Novak el al., 2000 and 
Nambisan and Baron, 2009, 
a=.84/AVE=.68)
(Semantic differential scale)

Please rate the firm’s produet(s)/serviee(s) along 
these dimensions:
•  Unimportant/important
• Iirelevant/relevant
• Means a lot to me/ means nothing to me

Tenure
(Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Wasko and 
Faraj, 2005)

How long have you been actively participating in this 
forum/social network :
< 3 months, between 3 and 6 months, 6 months and 1 
year, 1 -2 years, 2-3 years, > 3 years. Other.

Type o f Engagement Behaviour:
(adapted from I'he Participation Ladder in 
Social Media, Forrester Research, 2007)

• Blogging and web posting
•  Making recommendations or referrals
•  Writing online reviews
• Reading online reviews
• Complaining behaviour
•  Offering constructive ideas and suggestions on 

product or serv'ice usage
• Offering innovative product ideas and suggestions to 

the firm
• Related to a future purchase or past purchase

Frequency of Participation
(adapted from deValk et al. 2009; Bagozzi 
and Dholakia, 2006)

How often do you participate in this online 
forum/social network? Daily, weekly, monthly, yearly, 
not on a regular basis, other.
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The length o f  time spent participating in the online 
forum:
Less than 10 minutes , 10 minutes to 20 minutes, 20 
minutes to 30 minutes, 30 minutes to 1 hour 
More than 1 hour

Gender Male/Female

Age Under 21, 22-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, 
65 and over

Occupation/other • Employed
• Self-employed
•  Unemployed
• A homemaker
• A student
•  Retired
•  Unable to work

Education •  Secondary school qualilication
•  Third-level qualification
• Bachelor degree
•  Post-graduate
•  PhD
•  Other

5.5.5 Population, Sample Profile and Data Collection

Survey methodology is concerned with drawing a sample o f subjects from a 

population and studying this in order to make inferences about the population (Hair et 

a l,  2010). When a population is large, only a sample o f the whole population is used. 

According to Churchill and lacobucci (2008), statistical tests depend on certain 

assumptions for their validity which include independent samples, normal distribution 

o f the characteristics o f interest in each population, and equal variance in the two 

populations.

The consensus among researchers is that larger samples generally produce more 

stable solutions that are more likely to be replicable (Chatterjee and Hadi, 2012; 

Fabrigar et a l ,  2010; Ullman, 2006). However, sample size must be based on the 

model complexity and basic model characteristics, such as the commonalities 

(average variance extracted among items) in each factor (Hair et al., 2010).

Table 5.3 below illustrates that the required sample size for SEM is debatable as 

suggested figures vary. Hair et al. (2010), for example, indicate that the sample size 

needs to increase to approximately 15 observ'ations per parameter if data violates the
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assumption o f normality. They state that sample size should be greater than the 

number o f covariances/correlations in the input matrix.

Table 5.3: Sample Size Requirements

T-Test Sample size (n) o f  30 plus for each .eroup (Pallant, 2005)
Structural Equation Model (SE.M) 5000 is sometimes insufficient (Hu et.al., 1992)

A minimum o f  200 is recommended (Hair et al. 2010; 
Fabrigar el al., 2010; Byrne, 2005)
Sample size recommended -  400 (Sehumacker and Lomax, 
2010; Boomsma, 1985)
A ratio o f  5 observations per variable is sufficient i f  two 
conditions are met (1) the data is nonnally/elliptically  
distributed and (2) each latent variable has multiple 
indicators (Bentler and Dudgeon, 1996).

A sample size less than 100 is a cause for concern (Kline, 
2010)
SEM models can perform well, even with small samples 
(e.g., 50 to 100) (lacobucci, 2010)

Based on Zwick and Velicer’s (1986) and Bentler and Dudgeon’s (1996) 

recommendations, this research sought to obtain a minimum sample size o f 5 

respondents per observed item. This sample of consumers was needed in order to be 

able to describe the likely degrees o f variation that exist among variables measured 

and to establish relations between particular patterns, their assumed outcomes in terms 

o f engagement strength, and a range o f contextual variables. Furthermore, as seen m 

Section 6.6, a power analysis was carried out which verified that the collected 

data/sample was adequate to test the hypothesised relationships. In addition, questions 

on participants’ demographic background and general online behaviour were 

documented for a more complete understanding o f the sample surv'eyed.

5.5.5. J Criteria fo r  Sample Selection 

The population o f interest for this study was consumers that had participated in a 

VCE. The studies most closely aligned with this research are those which focus on 

consumer participation in the VCE for product/serv'ice support (which includes 

consumers who participate in providing advice, feedback and discussion). In 

particular, the work o f Nambisan and Baron (2009) which looked specifically at users 

o f IBM and Microsoft’s VCEs who were involved in peer product support, and 

Nambisan and Watt (2011) which focused on how experiential elements of the online
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forums o f IBM, Adobe, Intel and Microsoft influence consumer participation in value 

co-creation. A key limitation o f these studies was that they focused on a specific 

technology-based product. Additionally, their respondents were mainly young, 

educated and male consumers.

This study followed the context selection criteria specified by Nambisan and Watt 

(2011), which are closely aligned with Nambisan and Baron’s (2009), or Porter et 

at. ’s (2011) definition of the VCE, namely that the community is firm-hosted, and that 

the discussions in the virtual community were product/service related (as described in 

Section 2.5).

Accordingly, in order to secure a critical mass o f respondents, it was necessary to 

identify suitable firms to approach in terms of participating in this research. As a 

result, the following process was followed:

• The Kompas directory was used in conjunction with Enterprise Ireland and IDA's 

company listings to develop a list o f potential participating companies - the 

criteria for this early stage o f the selection process was that the companies had to 

have a business to consumer (B2C) aspect.

• With an initial list of companies identified, the next step was to visit the various 

company websites in order to determine if they had a VCE in place (such as an 

online support forum, twitter feed, Facebook presence) and to determine the 

number of active users.

• Following an examination of the various companies that had an active virtual 

community as part o f their online strategy, a number o f companies were judged 

suitable and were sent a request to participate in this research. This contact 

constituted an initial email setting out the scope and goals of the research, 

followed by email or phone interaction where companies expressed an interest in 

participating in the research.

Two companies, Eircom and Meteor agreed to participate. Eircom is the principal 

provider o f fixed-line telecommunications services in Ireland with approximately 

2.6 million fixed-line telephone access channels in serv'ice. Other services provided 

by the company include broadband, Eircom mobile and My Eircom (an online support
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service). Meteor, which was acquired by Eircom in Novem ber 2005, is the third 

largest mobile operator in Ireland. At the end o f  2010, M eteor had 1,043,000 mobile 

customers.

Both companies were noted as having large active online user groups, for example, in 

April 2012 the author recorded the following statistics from their websites;

• Eircom - 2,884 Twitter followers, 15,641+ Tweets, Active support forum (2000

plus posts). Kudos Leaderboard on Eircom forum (to encourage consumer

participation).

•  M eteor - 7,903 Twitter followers, 18,085+ Tweets, Active support forum (2000

plus posts). Kudos Leaderboard on M eteor forum (to encourage consumer

participation).

In addition, both companies were willing to help promote survey participation on their 

social media and provided suggestions on the survey content, as described in Section 

5.5.4.

The survey was promoted by each firm ’s social network team through various 

communications. Any comm unication to encourage consumers to participate in the 

research directed them to a single survey monkey page where they could read the 

purpose o f  the research and the criteria for participation (as shovm in Appendix D).

• The link to the survey was posted on both firm s’ online forums (For example, see 

Appendix D, Figure D .l).

• The survey was linked to Twitter campaigns from both firms which included one 

or two tweets a day over a period o f  six weeks, with a two week interval in the 

middle o f  this period. The tweet requested their customers to answer the survey 

questions in terms o f  their engagement experience in the firm ’s online forum or 

social network.

• Approximately fifty regular users o f both firm ’s online fonim were privately 

messaged directly.

• Approximately fifty Eircom and M eteor users on Twitter were also privately 

messaged directly.
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• In addition to this, the researcher sent eight hundred people a request for their 

participation in the study using various means such as direct emails, and Linkedln 

messages. The survey link was also posted on Linkedln groups, Facebook and 

Twitter.

The survey was posted online for an eight-week period, from April 5th, to May 31®', 

2012. Seven hundred and fifteen respondents self-selected to participate in the survey, 

after completing the initial screening questions. From that response pool, three 

hundred and eight respondents completed the survey in full and thus represented the 

final sample used for this analysis. A further one hundred and thirty six respondents 

completed a qualitative description and provided demographic information in relation 

to why they did not engage in this manner.

5.5.5.2 Generalisation 

Another critical element that must be considered when sampling in this manner is that 

o f generalisability. Cross-sectional surveys may cause concerns about generalisability 

o f results (MacCallum and Austin, 2000). Accordingly, it is cautioned that the 

Expected Cross Validation Index (ECVI) should be applied (Shah and Goldstein, 

2006; Wicherts and Dolan, 2004), “which is computed from a single sample, as an 

index o f how well a solution obtained in one sample is likely to fit an independent 

sample” (MacCallum and Austin, 2000:212). This has been incorporated into the 

model analysis, and is presented in Chapter 6, Section 6.6.

Additionally, alternative models must be tested, rather than relying on acceptable 

model fit for the proposed model (Kleinbaum and Klein, 2010; MacCallum and 

Austin, 2000) which, as discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.5.1, was the approach taken 

in this research. According to MacCallum and Austin (2000), the population of 

interest is also important in terms o f generalisability. In this research, the population 

of interest is reflective o f the current internet population in terms o f age levels, 

employment status and education (Leon et al., 2013)^ '®. This also lends credibility to 

generalisation claims. MacCallum and Austin also stress the importance o f selecting 

verified measurement scales. As discussed in Section 5.5.1, this PhD research used

9
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variables from pre-verified sources and all variables were validated in the pre-test 

stage, the pilot study, and in the main analysis. Additionally, it must be noted that the 

sample size, discussed in Chapter 6 Section 6.2.1, is consistent with previous 

quantitative studies in this field in which conceptual models, of similar complexity, 

were developed and analysed using structural models. Examples include: Almeida et 

al. (2013) -  N:336, Olsen and Mai (2013) -  N:252, Nambisan and Watt (2011) - 

N:I78, Nambisan and Baron (2009) - N: 181, Fuller et al. (2008) - N:550, Wiertz and 

de Ruyter (2007) -  N:203, and Ludford el al. (2004) -  N:245. To further verify 

generalisability, future studies would need to apply the same measurement model in a 

similar context.

5.6 Method o f  Data Analysis

As indicated in Section 5.3, a deductive approach is undertaken in this research. This 

involved the successful completion o f a multivariate analysis in order to test the 

complex interrelationships that are predicted to exist in consumer engagement. 

According to Hair et al. (2010), this process starts with detailing the relationships to 

be examined in the conceptual model. Once defined in conceptual terms, the empirical 

issues can be addressed, including the selection o f a specific multivariate technique 

and the implementation issues. Accordingly, after obtaining significant results, 

interpretation follows, with special attention directed toward the variate and validation 

in order to assess the degree o f generalisability o f the results.

The remainder o f this chapter provides an overview o f the stages in the structured 

approach to multivariate model building used in this research.

5.6.1 The Research Problems, Objectives, and Multivariate Technique

The starting point for any multivariate analysis is to define the research problem and 

objectives in conceptual terms before specifying any variables or measures (Hair et 

al., 2010). Chapter 4 presented the hypotheses to be investigated in this study. As 

noted in Section 5.3, it is difficult to focalise variables in total isolation from other 

influences in order to examine association (cause—>• effect) relationships (Hair el al., 

2010; Chen ei al., 2008; Bollen, 1989). Therefore, it is important to identify all the 

model’s parameters. This includes establishing a relationship between the variables 

and assuming a direction o f influence, that is, “the cause precedes the effect” (Bollen,
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1989:103). As highlighted in Section 4.2, in this study the direction o f influence was 

drawn from both conceptual and empirical studies.

Structural Equation Modelling; As highlighted in Section 5.3, in order to 

investigate this study’s proposed hypotheses, structural equation modelling (SEM) 

was considered the most appropriate tool to employ (Straub el al., 2011; Landsheer, 

2010; Markus, 2010; Pearl, 2010). SEM is a multivariate technique combining aspects 

o f multiple regression (examining dependence relationships) and factor analysis 

(representing unmeasured concept-factors with multiple variables) to estimate a series 

of interrelated dependence relationships simultaneously (Hair et al, 2010). Unlike 

other statistical methods, this multivariate technique provides “the appropriate and 

most efficient estimation technique for a series o f separate multiple regression 

equations estimated simultaneously” (Hair et a l ,  2010:22). Therefore, it is possible to 

estimate multiple and interrelated dependence relationships (Straub et al., 2011). 

According to Dillard (2002:346):

“SEM permits the researcher to rule out systems o f  inferences that are 

incompatible with the data .... and to accept those systems that do f i t  the data

Data analysis using SEM procedures can incorporate both unobserved and observed 

variables, whereas traditional data analysis methods are based on observed 

measurements only (Byrne, 2005). In addition, SEM has the ability to correct for 

measurement error in the estimation process (Hair et al., 2010). Theory drives the 

SEM process which allows the researcher to enumerate the actual depth and breadth 

o f the relationships between concepts and mediating influences (Hair et al., 2010; 

Landsheer, 2010; Markus, 2010; Pearl, 2010). Thus, it is suited to the analysis o f data 

for the purposes o f inferential statistics whereas other methods are more suited to 

descriptive studies (Jung et al., 2009).

Maruyama (1997: 21) states that the importance o f SEM as an analytical technique 

comes to the fore when researchers need to understand “not only how well the 

predictors explain the criterion variable, but also which specific predictors are most 

important in predicting”. Since this research seeks to understand the interplay between
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a number of predictor variables embedded in the engagement process, this approach is 

most applicable.

According to Roldan and Sanchez-Franco (2012), the holistic analysis that SEM can 

perform is accomplished though one of two distinct, yet complementary statistical 

techniques: covariance-based SEM (CBSEM) and variance-,or components-based 

SEM, also known as Partial Least Squares (PLS). CBSEM focuses on “estimating a 

set o f model parameters so that the theoretical covariance matrix implied by the 

system of structural equations is as close as possible to the empirical covariance 

matrix observed with the estimation sample... PLS works with blocks of variables and 

estimates model parameters via maximising the explained variables of all dependent 

variables” (Roldan and Sanchez-Franco, 2012:196). Hence, CBSEM which 

emphasises overall model fit, is oriented towards testing existing theory and is best 

suited for confirmatory research (Roldan and Sanchez-Franco, 2012; Hair et a i, 

2010), which is the research approach taken in this thesis, whereas PLS is more 

appropriate for exploratory research (Goodhue et a i, 2013; Reinartz et a i,  2009; 

Ethier et al., 2006).

Additionally, PLS employs composites rather than multi-item factors, which can 

result in overestimated loadings and underestimated path coefficients (Goodhue et al., 

2013; Roldan and Sanchez-Franco, 2012). According to Joereskog and Wold (1982), 

Maximum Likelihood (ML) employed in CBSEM is theory-oriented and emphasises 

the transition from exploratory to confirmatory analysis. In contrast, PLS is primarily 

intended for causal-predictive analysis in situations o f high complexity but low 

theoretical information (Goodhue et a i, 2013, Roldan and Sanchez-Franco, 2012). 

Reinartz et al. (2009: 342) note that PLS is suitable for all situations in which the 

number of observations is lower than 250 (“400 observations in the case of less 

reliable measurement models, i.e., low loadings and/or few indicators”), while ML- 

based CBSEM should be chosen otherwise. Critically, Rouse and Corbitt (2008) note 

that PLS regression is problematic in that it produces results which may not be 

generalised across alternative settings, thereby making it problematic when used to 

test theory. Therefore, considering that this research is primarily focused on testing 

existing theories, PLS would not be a suitable analytical method in this instance.
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M oreover, according to Byrne (2005; 2001), by using CBSEM  the hypothesised 

model can be tested statistically in a simultaneous analysis o f  the entire system o f  

variables to determine the extent to which it is consistent with the data. Accordingly, 

if the goodness o f  fit is adequate, the model argues for the plausibility o f  the 

postulated relations among variables. In contrast, if  the goodness o f  fit is inadequate, 

the tenability o f  such relations is rejected. Based on the foregoing, CBSEM  was 

selected as the most suitable m ethod for this research.

5.6,2 Analysis Plan

When the conceptual model is established and the multivariate technique selected, the 

researcher is recom mended to develop an analysis plan that addresses the set o f  issues 

particular to its purpose and design (Hair et al. 2010). Before any model estimation 

was attempted, both statistical and conceptual assumptions in relation to SEM were 

considered. This was based on Hair et a l . ’s (2010) six-step approach to structural 

equation model building, as highlighted in the figure below. This approach provided a 

series o f  guidelines that helped in the model building process.

Figure 5.2: Six-step Approach to Structural Equation M odel Building

Defining Indh'idual Constructs

De\'eloping the Overall Measurement Model

Designing a Study to Produce Empirical Results

Assessing Structural M odel \'alidit\'

Assessing the Measurement Model Validity (CFA)

Specifying the Structural Model

Source: Hair etaL  (2010)
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Guidelines in relation to Stages 1-3, highlighted in the above figure, were discussed 

previously in this chapter. When each scale’s items were specified, each latent 

construct that was included in the model was identified and the measured indicator 

variables (items) assigned (as highlighted in Table 5.2). A basic illustration o f the 

overall measurement model could then be created, using the indicators associated with 

each construct and a correlational relationship between constructs (as illustrated in the 

following chapter). Following this, a plan for data analysis was prepared, as discussed 

below and reflected in the analysis details provided in Chapter 6. This plan represents 

stages four to six above, and replicate the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) -  

covariance-based structural equation modelling (CBSEM) approach adopted to test 

the hypotheses in this research.

5.6.2.1 Analysis Plan -  Examination o f  Collected Data 

Firstly, the collected data were examined to identify issues such as missing data, 

response rates and tests for sphericity, outliers and communalities. The purpose o f this 

was to produce a set o f data which was suitable for full statistical analysis later in this 

process. The following sub-sections discuss the procedure and requirements for this 

aspect o f the analysis.

Missing D ata: Missing data is a common problem in quantitative research (Hair et 

al., 2010). Data can often be missed when a respondent, for example, fails to answer a 

question while completing a survey. When the questionnaire survey was designed for 

this research, all required data items were marked as mandatory in Survey Monkey. 

Accordingly, respondents had to either complete the entire survey or exit at some 

point. As noted in Chapter 6, 556 respondents proceeded with the online survey, while 

308 fully completed it.

Techniques for dealing with missing data, such as data imputation, are often 

appropriate in situations in which a small number o f items from individual constructs 

are missing responses (Hair et al., 2010; Byrne, 2005). However, in this study if a 

construct did not have a complete set o f data associated with it, it would not have 

been possible to impute missing values based on other independent constructs. This 

was due to the large amount o f response items in the survey. Moreover, the model 

includes a significant number o f variable inter-relationships, covering a number of
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hypotheses, and this in turn requires complete data sets to be provided. Hence, data 

imputation techniques were not appropriate. Consequently, this research adopted a 

iis tw ise  deletion strategy’, which involved deleting any response set that did not 

contain complete answers for the latent variable items (Hair et al., 2010; Hair et a!., 

2006:79; Schreiber el al., 2006; Byrne, 2005).

C om m unalities: Com m unalities describe the “total amount o f  variance a m easured 

variable has in common with the constructs upon which it loads” (H air et al., 

2010:702). Hair el al. (2010) suggest that larger sample sizes are required as 

communalities become smaller and they recom mend a cut-ofF point o f  0.5 as a 

communality value. All the data were checked against this threshold.

S pheric itj’ and  Sam pling  A dequacy: The Kaiser-M eyer-Olkin (KM O) test measures 

sampling adequacy, and is required to be greater than 0.5 in order to proceed with 

factor analysis (Franzen and M eyer, 2010). Essentially, the KMO m easure indicates 

the proportion o f variance in the model variables which can be categorised as 

common variance. KM O values approaching 1.0 indicate strong partial correlations 

(Mondi el a!., 2008).

Bartlett’s test o f sphericity “ indicates whether the data correlation matrix is an identity 

matrix, which would indicate that variables in the data set are unrelated” (Sayer, 

2000:249). Small significance level values (p<0.05) indicate that there are 

relationships among the variables, while higher levels (p>0.10) suggest that factor 

analysis is not appropriate with the tested data set. All data were checked against this 

threshold.

O utliers: An observation that lies outside the overall pattern o f  a sample distribution 

is known as an outlier (Moore and M cCabe, 2003). The presence o f  an outlier can 

indicate that there is a problem  with an individual case, possibly due to an error in 

measurement or an unacceptable fit w ith the model being researched. To identify 

potential outliers for this research a boxplot diagram was generated for each model 

construct (reference Appendix F).
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Analysis of Descriptive Statistics: For the statistical analysis presented in Chapter 6, 

in relation to the descriptive statistics produced by SPSS, a number o f concepts are 

prevalent. Hair el al. (2010:79) note that one o f the most fundamental assumptions in 

multivariate data analysis is normality, which they define as the “shape of the data 

distribution for an individual metric variable and its correspondence to the normal 

distribution”. Additionally, they note that “if the variation from the normal 

distribution is sufficiently large, all resulting statistical tests are invalid” . Thus, 

normality can be assessed by examining the sample size and the shape of data 

distribution. While sample size has been deah with previously in Section 5.5, it is 

important to note that samples of 200 or more can reduce the detrimental effects of 

non-normality (Jung et al., 2009; Hair et al., 2006).

The shape o f the data distribution can be described and examined by measures of 

kurtosis and skewness (Straub et al., 2011; Markus, 2010). Kurtosis is defined as the 

‘peakedness’ or ‘flatness’ of the distribution compared to the normal distribution, i.e., 

the height of the distribution, and skewness in relation to “the balance of the 

distribution; that is, is it unbalanced and shifted to one side (right or left) or is it 

centered and symmetrical with about the same shape on both sides” (Hair el al., 

2010:80). The recommended critical values for skewness and kurtosis are +-2.58 

(p<0.01) and +-1.96 (p<0.05) (Silva, 2007:139; Hair et al., 2006:82). Accordingly, 

these benchmark values were used in this research.

5.6.2.2 Analysis Plan Examination o f  Model Constructs 

Before proceeding with this analysis step, it is pertinent to reflect on the terminology 

used.

L atent V ariable: A latent variable represents the operationalisation of a construct in 

structural equation modelling, and represents an item which is not measured directly 

but can be represented by a number of indicator variables (Hair et al., 2010). A 

second order latent variable is one which combines a number o f latent variables 

(Straub et al., 2011; Markus, 2010). For example, the second order latent variable 

positive emotions (PosE) combines the first order latent variables liking, delight, joy 

and pride.
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Exogenous V ariable: An exogenous variable is not caused by another variable in the 

model. It is described as a construct equivalent to an independent variable which is 

caused by factors outside the model (Straub et a i,  2011; Hair et a i ,  2010). For 

example, the ‘Expectations’ variable in relation to consumer engagement as 

highlighted in Figure 6.4.

Endogenous V ariable: This variable is described as a latent, multi-item equivalent to 

a dependent variable (Hair et a i,  2010), This variable is caused by one or more 

variables withm the model, for example, affective commitment to the firm.

With a validated data set, each model construct was analysed, as detailed in Chapter 

6, Section 6.3, in order to ensure consistency and reliability. To achieve this, each 

construct was examined in terms o f internal consistency, convergent validity (CV) 

and discriminant validity (DV), while descriptive data were documented for later 

reference.

C onstruct Consistency: SPSS vl7 .0  was used to determine Cronbach’s alpha for 

each latent variable in the model. As noted previously, Cronbach’s alpha is a 

reliability measure which determines the degree of consistency between multiple 

measurements o f a variable and the generally acceptable lower limit o f this measure is 

0.70 (maximum is 1.0) (Hair et a i ,  2010).

D iscrim inant Validity: Discriminant validity is described as the degree of 

uniqueness achieved from item measures in defining a latent construct (Gefen, 2003). 

Hair et al. (2006:137) define discriminant validity as “the degree to which two 

conceptually similar concepts are distinct” . Accordingly, the Fomell-Larcker criterion 

proposes that the average variance extracted (AVE) estimates for each latent construct 

should be greater than the corresponding squared inter-construct correlation (SIC) 

with any other construct (Fomell and Larcker, 1981).

Therefore, in order to test for discriminant validity, the AVE for each construct must 

be calculated (as shown below). Next, the squared inter-construct correlations (SIC) 

must be calculated. This involves taking the inter-construct correlations fi'om AMOS 

for each inter-construct relationship and squaring each value to generate the SIC
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value. Finally, the AVE value for each construct must be compared to all SIC values 

related to that construct.

Convergent Validity: Convergent validity (CV) is synonymous with criterion 

validity and with correlational analysis (Zikmund, 2003). CV assesses “the degree to 

which two measures of the same concept are correlated” (Hair et a!., 2010:137) and 

indicates that items which are indicators o f a specific construct should converge or 

share a high proportion of variance in common (Ethier el ai, 2006). Thus, CV 

confirms that the scale is correlated with other known measures of the concept, with 

high correlation indicating that the scale is measuring its intended concept (Hair et al., 

2010). Accordingly, correlations between items are represented by standardised 

regression weights (factor loadings), which are required to be at least 0.5 and 

preferably greater than 0.7 (Hair et a i, 2010; Markus, 2010).

Moreover, the AVE, which is the amount of variance captured by a construct’s 

measures relative to random measurement error (Fomell and Larcker, 1981), must be 

calculated using the following formula (Hair et a i, 2010):

” or AVE = Sum of Squared Factor Loadings / number of items.

Finally, construct reliability (CR) must be calculated using the following formula 

(H aire/ a/., 2010):

C i?= -;p -= !— ;;—

or CR = (Sum of Factor Loadings)^ / ((Sum of Factor Loadings)^ + 

(Sum of Construct Error Variance Terms)).

The following thresholds, as recommended by Hair et ai (2010), for reliability, CV 

and DV tests were applied.

Table 5.4: Validity Test Thresholds

Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.7 CR > (AVE) AVE > SIC

AVK > 0.5
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5.6.2.3 A nalysis Plan -  Measurement Mode! A nalysis 

Once the measurement model constructs had been verified, confirmatory factor 

analysis was applied to determine initial model fit, nomological validity, model power 

and verification o f inter-construct correlations. The measurement model was 

evaluated by using the maximum likelihood (ML) estimation technique. The reasons 

for choosing this estimation procedure were that firstly, this technique is suitable for 

medium sized samples (Hair el al., 2010; Chatterjee and Hadi, 2006). Moreover, it is 

described as an unbiased technique compared to other estimation methods under 

moderate violations o f normality, particularly in cases o f a medium sample size and 

when the number o f categories in Likert scales are four or greater (Hair el al., 2006; 

Ullman, 2006; Bollen, 1989). Finally, ML is considered the most widely used 

estimator in SEM analysis because this technique minimises the difference between 

covariance and observed matrices and as a result it improves the parameter estimates 

(Jung et al., 2009; Hair ei al., 2006). The following sub-sections discuss the 

process/requirements for this aspect o f the analysis.

Selecting Model Fit Indices: A critical concept within SEM analysis, and one which 

causes much debate m the literature, is that o f model fit (Hooper et al., 2008; Bollen. 

1989). Model fit refers to the extent to which an hypothesised model “fits or, in other 

words, adequately describes the sample data” (Byrne, 2001:75). Hair et al. (2010) 

suggest that researchers should report model fit using a combination o f fit indices 

which include:

• The Chi-square (X^) value and associated degrees o f  freedom (Df)

• One absolute fit index (e.g. X^/Df, RMSEA, SRMR)

• One incremental fit index (e.g. IFI, CFI, TLI)

• One goodness-of-fit index (e.g. CFI, TLI)

• One badness-of-fit index (e.g. SRMR, RMSEA)

Taking on board Hair el a l .’s (2010) recommendation above, and considering the 

views o f Schreiber et al. (2006) and Hooper et al. (2008), the chosen set o f  fit indices 

for this study are: X '/D f, RMSEA, SRMR, IFI, CLI, TLI, PNFI.
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The Chi-square (X^) is described as a traditional model fit measure which measures 

the “magnitude o f discrepancy between the sample and fitted covariances matrices” 

(Hooper et a i ,  2008: 53). It has been noted that Chi-square is very sensitive to sample 

size and model complexity (Hooper et al., 2008; Hair et a i  2008; Hair et a i ,  2006), 

and as a result has lost popularity (Hair et a i ,  2010). Hooper et al. (2008) note that a 

relative/normed Chi-square test can be utilised which minimises the impact of sample 

size. A guideline ratio for this statistic is 1.0< X^/Df<3.0 (Hooper et al., 2008; 

Schreiber et al., 2006), where D f signifies degrees of freedom.

The root mean square error o f approximation (RMSEA) has been noted as one o f the 

most informative fit indices due to its “sensitivity to the number of estimated 

parameters in the model” (Hooper et al., 2008:54). Given the complexity of the model 

used in this research, it is appropriate to use this fit index as a benchmark. 

Recommended values for RMSEA are 0.03 < RMSEA < 0.08 (Schreiber et al., 2006; 

Byrne, 2005) with a confidence interval >0.50 (p-value). RMSEA values closer to 

0.03 indicate better fit, while values closer to 0,08 indicate mediocre (adequate) fit. 

The Pclose value (which is the probability value associated with this test of close fit) 

associated with RMSEA adds further confidence to model fit estimation, with Pclose> 

0.5 indicating good fit (Byrne, 2001).

The Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) is the square root o f the 

difference between the hypothesised covariance model and the sample covariance 

matrix (Hooper et al., 2008). While an SRMR value o f zero represents perfect model 

fit, values can range from zero to 1.0, with acceptable fitting models falling within the 

0.05 > SRMR < 0.08 range (Hair et al., 2006).

The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) tests the null hypotheses that all latent variables in 

the model are uncorrelated (Hooper et al., 2008). CFI values fall between zero and 

1.0, with higher values representing good fit, i.e. rejecting the null hypotheses. 

Recommended values for CFI, for appropriate model fit, are CFI > 0.90, although 

recent literature suggests a cut-off point o f > 0.95 (Hooper et al., 2008).

It is important to note that while Hooper et al. (2008:55) also indicate that the 

Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI) should be reported, they posit that since “no
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threshold levels for these statistics have been recommended it has made them more 

difficult to interpref’ and that this index “seriously penalise for model complexity” 

which results in lower values when tested. They suggest that PNFI values >0.5 taken 

in tandem with other fit indices are acceptable to report. Hair et al (2010) indicate that 

the PNFI should not be reported alone.

The Incremental Fit Index (IFI) was developed to take degrees of freedom into 

account in order to address issues o f parsimony and sample size. This fit index has a 

recommended value of >0.90, with values exceeding 0.95 indicating superior fit 

(Byrne, 2005).

The Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) predates the CFI index and produces relatively similar 

results. The main difference is that TLI is not normed so it can range outside the usual 

0 to 1.0 limits. As with the other indices, a value > 0.9 indicates good model fit (Hair 

et al., 2006).

Nomological Validity: Hair et al. (2010:138) define nomological validity as “the 

degree that the summated scale makes accurate predictions of other concepts in a 

theoretical based model” . Accordingly, nomological validity determines whether the 

scale demonstrates the relationship shown to exist based on theory or prior research 

(Hair et al., 2010; Markus, 2010).

Hair el al. (2010) recommend testing for nomological validity by examining the 

correlations between the constructs in the measurement model to ensure that they 

make sense in terms o f the expected correlations specified in the theoretical model.

Model Power: Before progressing with the structural equation modelling phase o f the 

analysis, it is necessary to analyse model power. This is calculated using Preacher and 

Coffman’s RMSEA based technique (Preacher and Coffman, 2006). An acceptable 

level o f power for a model is 0.8 or higher (Fadlelmula, 2011).
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5.6.2.4 Analysis Plan -  Structural Model Analysis 

Adopting the approach taken by theorists in this research space (Nambisan and Baron, 

2009; Chen et a i ,  2008; Ethier et a i ,  2006), a number o f techniques were applied to 

evaluate the structural model, as discussed below.

Initial Structural Model and Nested Models: The hypothesised relationships and 

control variables were incorporated in an initial structural model and model fit was 

examined. Next, nested models were produced and cross-compared to determine 

which produced the best fit with the gathered data.

Mediation Analysis: Following the structural model and nested model analysis, a 

series of mediation tests were carried out (Preacher and Hayes, 2008), encompassing 

all proposed mediation paths within the model. Mediation tests were carried out 

through multiple regression analysis using bootstrap confidence intervals, rather than 

the more traditional Sobel test. The reason for this was because o f “the unrealistic 

assumption the Sobel test makes about the shape of the sampling distribution of the 

indirect effecf’ (Preacher and Hayes, 2008:880). To undertake the mediation analysis, 

the following procedure was applied. First, each path in the proposed mediation 

model was examined for statistical significance. Next, in cases where both the a-path 

(from the independent variable to the mediator(s)) and the b-path (representing the 

direct effect of the mediator(s) on the dependent variable) were significant, mediation 

analysis was performed using the bootstrapping method with bias-corrected 

confidence estimates (MacKinnon et a i,  2004; Preacher and Hayes, 2004), which 

allowed a 95% confidence interval o f the indirect effects to be obtained with 5000 

bootstrap resamples (Preacher and Hayes, 2008). This technique allowed cases o f 

multiple mediation to be examined in a single test. Finally, in cases where mediation 

was confirmed, a further test was carried out to determine whether partial or full 

mediation was observ'ed. This was accomplished by examining the direct effect o f the 

independent variable on the dependent variable while controlling for the mediator.

Testing Alternative Theories: With the mediation paths verified, a number o f 

alternative theories (detailed in Chapter 6, Section 6.5.3) were also employed to 

determine whether alternative paths might be required, or better fitting, within the
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model. Results of these tests were, where valid, applied to the structural model and 

accordingly, the model fit was re-examined.

Moderation Tests and Hypotheses Verification: Next, hypothesised moderation 

effects were analysed using hierarchical moderated linear regression (Preacher and 

Hayes, 2008) and the results were documented. This was achieved by creating 

uncentered interaction terms (predictor x moderator), which are used to determine the 

amount of variance in the model accounted for by the predictor variables on the 

dependent variable, with and without the interaction in place. A regression model is 

then created which predicts the outcome variable from both the independent variable 

and the moderator variable. Next, the process is repeated with the interaction term 

added to the model. In cases where statistically significant moderation was observed, 

i.e. a significant change and a significant effect by the new interaction term are 

observed, and then moderation is observed. In cases where moderation was seen to be 

statistically significant, Hayes (2012) “PROCESS” technique was utilised to 

determine, and graph, the level of moderation in effect.

The final step in the analytical process is to examine and document the statistical 

results for each hypothesised relationship. This is discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.

5.7 Conclusion

This chapter presents the chosen methodology for this research. After an extensive 

literature review and based on the objectives of this study, a deductive approach was 

adopted to investigate the phenomenon. Choices of lower-level methodological 

considerations were influenced by this philosophical perspective.

An online questionnaire survey was used as the main data collection instrument for 

this study. This survey was reviewed by practitioners and expert academics in order to 

assess its content validity. Moreover, two focus group surveys were conducted in 

order to further clarify the constructs related to consumer engagement. After making 

the necessary modifications, the surv ey ŵ as pre-tested with a sample of consumers.
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Recognising the objectives o f the present study, SEM was regarded the most effective 

analytical instrument. Thus, the rationale for using SEM was documented. With the 

basic model specified in terms o f  constructs and measured variables/indicators, the 

next stage in this process involved issues relating to research design and model 

estimation. Accordingly, a detailed analysis plan was produced. The next chapter is 

devoted to testing both measurement theory (how the constructs are represented) and 

structural theory (how the constructs relate to each other).
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Chapter 6 - Analysis

6.1 Introduction

Following the analytical plan discussed in Section 5.6.2, this chapter presents the 

results o f the analysis and hypotheses testing. Section 6.2 examines the statistical data 

gathered from the online survey. It begins by discussing response rates and missing 

data, and concludes with a description o f the respondent profiles which includes data 

relating to demographics, frequency o f  participation and online interaction propensity. 

To produce this initial statistical data analysis. Statistical Package for Social Sciences, 

version 17.0 (SPSS) was used. Section 6.3 presents the analysis and validation o f the 

model constructs used in this research. Section 6.4 presents the measurement model 

analyses while Section 6.5 details the structural equation modelling. IBM SPSS Amos 

21.0.0 was utilised for this analysis. Following this, Section 6.6 discusses 

generalisation. Finally, Section 6.7 presents the hypotheses test results.

6.2 Examination o f  Statistical Data 

6.2.1 Response Rate

As described in Section 5.5, the online questionnaire survey for this study was 

distributed using email and a number o f social media channels. In total, 715 

respondents accessed the surv'ey. O f these, 4 simply exited, while the remaining 711 

progressed with the survey. In total, 161 respondents selected to read the background 

to the research, while 550 choose to commence the survey immediately.

As a starting point, to verify their suitability, respondents were asked if  they had ever 

participated in a firm-hosted virtual community. O f the number o f  respondents who 

indicated that they had not participated in this m anner before, 136 provided a 

qualitative description o f their reasons for this, followed by their demographic details 

as requested in the survey. Although these findings do not have direct relevance for 

this particular part o f  the research, they are reported in Appendix E, as they provide 

additional useful insight relating to barriers to online consumer engagement.

In total, 556 respondents proceeded with the main survey, o f this group, 308 saw the 

survey through to completion. Some respondents stopped half way, or close to the end 

o f the survey. It was noted in the pre-test stage that the survey instrument was quite
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long and although it was refined where justifiably warranted, the remaining questions 

were considered necessary due to the complex nature o f  the research model and the 

number o f  interrelationships that required testing.

The following sections present the descriptive statistics o f  the construct items used in 

this study.

6.2.2 Pre-SEM Analysis

6.2.2.1 KMO and Bartlett Test 

Regarding the Kaiser-M eyer-Olkin measure o f  sampling adequacy (0.912), combined 

with Bartlett’s test o f  sphericity, as can be seen in the table below, the significance 

value (0.000) is P < 0.05. This indicates that factor analysis is appropriate for the 

sample collected.

Table 6.1: KMO and Bartlett's Test

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin M easure of Sam pling Adequacy. .912
Bartlett's T est of Sphericity Approx Chi-Square 14793.700

df 1596
Sig. 0 .000

6.2.2.2 Communalities 

Communalities between the m easured items in this study are shown in the table 

below. As can be seen, there are no communality issues in the recorded data set.
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Table 6.2: Communalities in Data Set

Communalities
Initial Extraction Initial Extraction

UE1 1.000 .515 Avers 1.000 .722
UE2 1.000 .755 Frust 1.000 667
UE3 1.000 .793 Prevent 1.000 .683
HE1 1.000 .735 Block 1.000 .521
HE2 1.000 .696 Enrage 1.000 .768
HE3 1.000 .804 Anger 1.000 .780
SI1 1.000 .733 Mad 1,000 .802
SI2 1.000 .727 CA1 1.000 .745
PI1 1.000 .789 CA2 1.000 .828
PI2 1.000 .833 CA3 1.000 .777
PI3 1.000 .766 CA4 1.000 785
PI4 1.000 .744 ACFil 1.000 .830
PSE1 1.000 881 ACFi2 1.000 902
PSE2 1.000 .876 ACFi3 1.000 832
PSE3 1.000 .855 ACFol 1.000 .752
Appr 1.000 .768 ACFo2 1.000 .745
Like 1.000 .802 ACFo3 1.000 .776
Pref 1.000 .739 LOP1 1.000 .728
Surp 1.000 .602 LOP2 1.000 .729
Happ 1.000 .806 LOP3 1.000 .675
Delight 1 000 .799 PSI1R 1.000 .908
Pleas 1 000 .787 PSI2R 1.000 .899
Enjoy 1 000 .794 PSI3R 1.000 896
Enthus 1.000 .757 Rfreq 1.000 600
Sconf 1 000 .739 Tenure 1.000 .583
Pride 1.000 .813 OIP1 1.000 .657
WoP 1.000 .707 OIP2 1.000 .840
Antip 1.000 .730 0IP3 1.000 .805
DisI 1.000 .700 OIP4 1.000 .788

6.2.2.3 On fliers

Appendix F provides details on the tests for data outliers for the latent variables used 

in the model. While a number o f responses were flagged as outliers, only one item 

appeared as an outlier in a number of separate questionnaire sections. In addition, a 

visual examination o f this particular respondent’s set o f data highlighted that they 

incorrectly completed the survey, as they indicated a value of 7 for all emotion 

questions (i.e., the respondent indicated that he/she fully agreed with all suggested 

emotions experienced, both positive and negative). This resulted in the removal o f this 

respondent’s results from the data set before model analysis was carried out.
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A test for m ultivariate outliers was also carried out for each latent variable in the 

m odel, and a number o f  cases were flagged as being outliers. However, these cases 

did not appear as problematic in the univariate outlier analysis, and therefore were not 

excluded in the initial model analysis.

6.2.3 D escriptive In fo rm atio n  on Survey R esponden ts

D em ograph ic  D etails: The table below presents demographic details for the group o f 

respondents who completed the entire survey. In terms o f  gender balance, the ratio o f 

male to female respondents was approximately 2:1. Respondents ranged in age, 

although the majority o f respondents fell into the 22-44 bracket. There was a 

reasonable spread o f  education levels varying from secondary school to post-graduate, 

with a small percentage (8%) having PhD qualifications. Finally, the majority o f 

respondents (55%) were in full-time employment or self-employed (12%).
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Table 6.3: Survey Respondent Dem ographics

Male 61.84 Employed 55.19

Female 38.16 Self-Employed 12.01

Out of work looking for work 4.87

<21 12.34 Out of work not looking for work 1.95

22-34 43.51 Homemaker 2.92

35-44 28.57 Student 21.1

45-54 12.34 Retired 0.65

55-64 221 Unable to work 1.3

>65 0.97

Daih^ 20

Secondary' p
4

C
O Weekh- 20

Third-le\'el Qualification 20.13 Monthh' 17.7

Bachelor Degree 24.68 Yearh' 3

Post-graduate qualification 25.97 Not Regularh.- 39.3

PhD 8.44

<3 Months 22.8

<10 Minutes 21.1 3-6 Months 9.9

10-20 Minutes 30.5 6-12 Months 17.5

20-30 Minutes 18.5 1-2 Years 18.9

30-60 Minutes 14.9 2-3 Years 14J2

>1 Hour 14.9 >3 Years 16.6

Engagement related to a past purchase service 
related querv 77.3 Firm Onh" 35

Engagement related to future acti\'it\' such as a 
purchase

22.7 Customer Onh' 18

Firm and Consumer 47

Frequency and Duration of Participation: Respondents were asked to quantify the 

amount o f  time they spent, in general, engaging with the VCE they used as the basis 

for their responses. Findings revealed that 57.7% o f the respondents participated in 

the virtual community regularly (daily, weekly monthly) while 43.3% o f  the 

respondents did not participate on a regular basis.

The above table illustrates the amount o f  time the respondents were engaged with the 

virtual community on the occasion referred to for this survey. As highlighted, the 

majority (51.6%) o f  respondents spent up to 20 minutes engaging, 18.5% spent
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between 20 and 30 minutes on the online platform, 14.9% engaged for up to one hour, 

while the remainder (14.9%) engaged for longer than an hour. The average length o f 

time respondents spent in the VCE was between 20 and 60 minutes.

Duration o f membership in the table above, relates to the amount o f time a respondent 

had been a member or participant in the particular virtual community. O f the total 

respondents, 49.7% had memberships o f more than 1 year (with 16.6% of this group 

being members for over three years), a significant number (22.8%>) were new to the 

virtual community.

Focus of Engagem ent: Respondents were asked to broadly describe whether their 

engagement behaviour related to a past purchase or service activity, or in relation to a 

future service/product related activity. The majority o f respondents (77.3%) were 

engaging with the virtual community in relation to a past purchase or service related 

query. This included, for example, querying a faulty phone, entering a competition, 

waiting for overdue product deliveries, querying new operating system software for 

smart phones, or requesting elite club membership. The remaining 22.7% were 

consumers which could be broadly classified as being in the pre-purchase stage as 

many consumers in this category commented on that fact that they were primarily 

seeking information on the attributes o f the products or service that they were 

considering purchasing.

The table above illustrates that a total o f 35% o f consumers engaged only with the 

firm hosting the community. The remaining respondents engaged either directly with 

other consumers only (18%) or with both the firm and other consumers (47%) who 

were members o f the firm ’s virtual community.

O nline In terac tion  P ropensity  and  G eneral O nline Behaviour: As highlighted in 

Chapter 5, online interaction propensity (OIP) describes an individual’s general 

tendency to engage in online interactions or to contribute knowledge and information 

(W iertz and de Ruyter, 2007). As can be seen from Figure 6.1, the majority o f 

respondents had a high OIP level, meaning they were not new to the online 

experience.
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Figure 6.1: Respondents Online Interaction Propensity’
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■  A verage level of a g re e m e n t

In term s o f general online behaviour, as illustrated in Figure 6.2, the majority o f  

respondents (79%) indicated that they spend tim e reading online reviews made by 

other consumers. Blogging and web posting were activities participated in by more 

than 57% o f  respondents, in a customer to custom er context (C2C). In total, 42%  o f  

respondents indicated that they had previously made recom mendations to other 

customers, while 39% had written online reviews. A total o f 47%  indicated that they 

had offered constructive ideas and suggestions on product or service usage to other 

custom ers in the past, while only 23% had provided innovative product ideas or 

suggestions directly to the firm. Finally, 29% o f  respondents indicated they had 

previously engaged in complaining behaviour in relation to a past product or service 

experience. Overall, the findings highlighted that the m ajority o f  online activities 

exhibited by these respondents was in consum er to consumer (C2C) rather than a 

consum er to firni (C2F) context.

208



Figure 6.2: Respondents General Online Behaviour
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6.3 Examining Model Constructs

This section presents the initial analysis o f the model constructs used in this research, 

as presented in the diagram below. This diagram was generated from AMOS.

Figure 6.3: Latent Variables
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As can be seen, the model contains a number o f first and second order latent variables 

which are used to ultimately test the hypotheses presented in this research. 

Descriptive statistics pertaining to the second order variables are presented briefly in 

Sections 6.3.1-6.3.2. It should be noted that for brevity, while all skewness and 

kurtosis values are reported in Appendix G, they are not commented on here unless 

critical values are exceeded. Additionally, descriptive statistics associated with the 

model constructs and related responses are not pertinent to the CFA and SEM analysis 

aspects o f this research. However, a comprehensive analysis and discussion o f the 

descriptive statistics for all first order factors is provided in Appendix G. Descriptive 

statistics for the second order factors are outlined below.

6,3.1 C onsum er Expectations

In this study, consumer motivational drivers o f initial participation are represented by 

the reflective second order latent variable ‘Expectations’, which combines a number 

o f first order factors relating to hedonic, utilitarian, social integrative, personal 

integrative and personal self-enhancement motivational drivers, as depicted below. 

Figure 6.4: Expectations V ariable S tructure

Figure 6.5 illustrates the average resuhs attributed to the individual elements o f the 

Expectations construct.

210



Figure 6.5: Expectations Average Results

Expectations
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■  l*Strongry Disagree. TsStrongfy Agree

As illustrated, the average level o f respondent agreement towards the utilitarian 

expectations item was the highest, with the other variables being relatively equal. 

Appendix G provides a comprehensive analysis o f the descriptive statistics for the 

expectations variables, in terms o f the individual responses that constitute each first 

order factor for these constructs.

6.3.2 Emotions Experienced

As described in Section 5.5, the intensity o f emotions experienced during 

respondents’ online engagement experience was measured with unipolar items (e.g. 

the experience o f suiprise was indicated along a “not at all” to “very much” 

continuum to capture the extent to which one feels this positive emotion).

Figure 6.6 shows the average levels o f positive and negative emotions exhibited by 

the respondents. In general, respondents reported more positive than negative 

emotions for their respective engagement experiences. Appendix G provides a 

detailed examination o f the descriptive statistics related to emotions.
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Figure 6,6: Emotions Average Results

Emotions
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Table 6-4 shows the average levels of each emotion (highest intensity mean) 

experienced by the respondents. Liking is the emotion with the highest intensity 

mean, followed by ‘jo y ’, ‘pride’, ‘delight’, ‘faistration’, ‘dislike’ and ‘angry’. 

Although the mean intensity level o f each emotion is not at the upper end o f the scale, 

the analysis o f the data revealed that a substantial portion o f respondents experienced 

some emotions strongly -  for example 35.4% of respondents reported experiencing 

liking at the “Somewhat” to “Very much” level. The following table presents each of 

the emotions along with the percentage o f respondents who experienced these at 

varying levels.

Table 6.4: Percentage of Respondents Experiencing each Emotion

% Liking Delight Jov Pride Dislike Frustration Angry
Low 8.4 33.1 24 28.6 63 61.4 75.6

M oderate 56.2 58.1 63 61.4 34.7 33.4 19.8
High 35,4 8.8 13 10.1 2.3 5.2 4.5

I.ow -“Not at all” (1) to (2), M odcratc~“Somewhat” (^) to (5), High~“Very much” (6) to (7)

As can be seen in Figure 6.7, liking was the strongest positive emotion, while 

frustration was the strongest negative emotion experienced by respondents. The 

emotions are grouped as second order variables: positive emotions (PosE) (liking, 

delight, joy, pride) and negative emotions (NegE) (dislike, frustration, angry), and 

each is presented in terms o f descriptive statistical results in Appendix G.

212



Figure 6.7: Average Levels of Emotions
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6.3.3 Validity Tests

Following an investigation o f the descriptive statistics for the model variables, the 

next step in the data analysis was to confirm the validity of the model constructs.

The results presented in Appendix G confirm the internal consistency o f all 

constructs. This result was expected considering that the scales were validated by 

previous theorists, and that face validity had been established in relation to the content 

of the modified scales through expert ratings and pre-tests as highlighted in Section 

5.5. Since the proposed model contains second order latent variables, following the 

procedure recommended by Morgan et al. (2009), Kim and Kim (2010), and 

Koufteros et al. (2009), these variables were tested in isolation first in order to analyse 

validity. Detailed results for each validity test are provided in Appendix H, Sections 

H .l.l-H .1.4.

6.3.3.1 Positive Emotions (PosE)

The second order latent variable positive emotions (PosE) include liking, delight, joy 

and pride. Construct reliability values for PosE ranged from 0.863 to 0.931, therefore 

exceeding the recommended minimum of 0.70 (Fomell and Larcker, 1981). AVE 

values for this construct ranged from 0.678 to 0.819, exceeding the recommended 

minimum of 0.50 (Hair el al., 2010; Nambisan and Baron, 2009). Thus, this second
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order factor demonstrated good internal consistency (CV). In terms of discriminant 

validity, standardised item loadings for each construct satisfied the recommended 

limit o f  0.70 (Fomell and Larcker, 1981), while each construct satisfied the 

requirement that variance extracted must be higher than the squared correlation 

between all constructs. Additionally, the inter-construct correlations among the latent 

constructs were found to be less than one (Hair et a!., 2010; Ethier et a l,  2006), thus 

confirming that DV between constructs was achieved.

6.3.3.2 Negative Emotions (NegE)

The negative emotions dislike, frustration and anger, are represented by the second 

order factor NegE. Composite reliability values ranging from 0.829 to 0.916, and 

AVE values ranging from 0.621 to 0.783, satisfied CV conditions. Standardised item 

loadings for each construct ranged from 0.813 to 0.916; while each construct satisfied 

the requirement that variance extracted must be higher than the squared correlation 

between all constructs. Additionally, the inter-construct correlations among the latent 

constructs were found to be less than one, thus confirming that DV between 

constructs was achieved.

6.3.3.3 Expectations

Consumer motivational drivers are represented by the second order factor 

‘Expectations’ which comprises HE, SI, PI, PSE, and UE. Initial results o f the DV 

and CV tests highlighted a convergent validity issue with the Utilitarian Expectations 

(UE) items ((AVE) < 0.5). The correlation table for UE highlights that UEl (‘cheaper 

than other available methods o f engagement’) is weakly correlated with UE2/UE3 

(‘faster than other available methods o f engagement’ / ‘more convenient than other 

available methods o f engagement’), indicating that it may be a suitable candidate for 

removal. Examining Cronbach’s Alpha (0.636) for the UE scale confirmed that 

removing the UEl item would increase this value significantly (0.805) (see Appendix 

G, Section G.1.1, Table G-4). Accordingly, UEl was removed, and the tests for DV 

and CV were repeated. Results verified that CV was acceptable (component reliability 

ranged from 0.831 to 0.933, while standardised factor loadings ranged from 0.694 to 

0.975, AVE ranged from 0.687 to 0.823, and AVE to squared inter-construct 

correlations comparisons met the Fomell-Larcker criterion). As highlighted in 

Appendix H, Section H I.3,
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Table H.7, the results confirm that DV and CV is no longer a concern for this 

construct.

6.3.3.4 Full Model Validity 

Following the confirmation o f the second order factors for CV and DV, the next step 

was to examine the CV and DV for the model as a whole (Koufteros et al., 2009; 

Morgan et a l,  2009), following the methods discussed in Section 5.6.2.2. This was 

carried out in two steps. Firsdy, the complete model was tested with second order 

factors in place. Secondly, the complete model was tested without second order 

factors (i.e. all first order factors were tested together to ensure that there were no CV 

or DV violations). The results are documented in Appendix H and show no validity 

concerns.

6.4 Analysis o f  Measurement Model

As recommended in the literature, to start the overall SEM analysis it is first 

necessary to examine the measurement model to ensure its validity and data fit (Jung 

et al., 2009; Morgan et al., 2009; Hair et al., 2006). The software package used for 

this analysis is IBM SPSS Amos 21.0.0. Following the appropriate adjustments made 

during the factor analysis o f the individual constructs examined in the previous 

section of this chapter. Appendix H, Figure H.2, shows the original measurement 

model. Appendix I provides a map o f survey items against the associated variables 

used in the model.

6.4.1 Measurement Model Analysis

The first run of the model fit indices indicated an acceptable fit with the data 

(X^=2271.527, D f^l329, X^/Df=1.709, SRMR=0,0671 and RMSEA=0.048 with 

Pclose=0.817). However, a number o f fit indices indicated that improved fit could be 

achieved with some modifications to the model (IFI=0.933, CFI=0.932, TLI=0,927, 

PNF1=0.792) (Jung et al., 2009; Hair et al., 2006). As a result, AMOS output statistics 

were examined to determine whether a more appropriate fit could be attained.

The first step in the model fit analysis was to examine the modification indices (Mis) 

for the error items for each variable (Hair et al., 2010). An examination o f the Mis for 

the error terms associated with the model items indicated an improvement in fit if
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these error terms could co-vary, as recommended by Hair et al. (2010) and Byrne 

(2005) (as listed in Table 6.5). it should be noted that Mis were provided by AMOS 

for certain residual variables. However, as noted by Byrne (2005), it does not make 

sense to allow residuals to co-vary with the items they are associated with, and 

therefore, these have been excluded from the table below. This principle was also 

applied to suggested co-variances between items that were not related to the same 

latent variable.

Error items were allowed to co-vary based on the fact that each pair o f suggested 

covariances related to items that loaded on a particular construct (for example PI3e 

and P14e load on PI). In order to exercise caution, following the recommendations o f 

Hair et al. (2010), Byrne (2005) and Hooper el al. (2008), an initial cut-off point for 

applying Mis was chosen as 14 (as this encompassed the top two required Mis). 

Subsequently, this meant that Mis under this limit were not acted on in this initial 

revision o f the model. For brevity. Mis with values less than 13 are not shown in the 

table below.

Table 6.5: Error Term Modification Indices

M.I.
Par

Change
PI3e <—> PI4e 70.17 0.656
PI2e <—> P ile 14.178 0.145

Implementing these modifications resulted in a significantly improved model fit:

Table 6.6: Fit Indices - First Revision

Fit M easure

Chi-
Square

(X‘) Df xVof SRMR IFI CFI TLI PNFI RM SEA

Acccptable Range >1 <J <0.09 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90 >0.5
>0.03 <0.08 
Pclose>0.5

Cl-A Model 1 2271.5.3 l .W 1.709 0.0671 o.m 0.932 0.927 0.792 0.048, Pclose 0.817
('I'A  Model 2 2178.55 1.327 1.641 0.0658 0.94 0.9.39 9.934 0.796 0.046, Pclose 0.979

Following the examination o f Mis, standardised residuals were investigated. Hair el 

al. (2010) indicate that standardised residuals less than 2.5 are not problematic, while 

standardised residuals greater than 4.0 suggest what can be considered an 

unacceptable degree o f error. Three items (O IPl, UE3, Pref) display standardised 

residual covariance values which were marginally over the 4.0 suggested limit.
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However, when examining these items in light o f  other model output results, there 

was no justification for rem oving these items from the model, with the exception o f 

OIPl which was seen to be weakly correlated with the other OIP items. The above 

results indicate an acceptable good fit o f  the model and indicate that the proposed 

model is suitable for structural equation modelling. Following this, with DV and CV 

confirmed, nomological validity requires attention.

6.4.2 Nom ological Validity

To verify nomological validity, the table below shows the covariances and 

correlations for the model. For brevity, only hypothesised relationships are shown in 

this table. Each correlation value displays the correct sign (positive/negative) in cases 

where the correlation relates to a hypothesised relationship and the m ajority o f item^ 

are shown to be significant (P-value = ***).

Table 6.7; Nom ological Validity Testing

C orrelations C ovariances
Estimate Estimate S.E. C.R. P

CogAppr <--> Expectations 0.208 0.298 0.095 3.134 0.002
CogAppr <—> PSI 0.051 0.1 0.118 0.843 0,399
CogAppr < —> OIP 0.235 0.333 0.092 3.613
CogAppr < —> ACFo 0.608 0.754 0.098 7.723 * * *

CogAppr <—> ACFi 0.558 0.816 0.109 7.503
CogAppr < —> LoP 0.222 0.3 0.088 3.395 * * *

LoP < —> Expectations 0.51 0.889 0.135 6.607
LoP < —> PSI -0.094 -0.223 0.15 -1.486 0.137
LoP <—> OIP 0.53.3 0.92 0.132 6.977 * * *

LoP <—> ACFi 0.311 0.556 0.119 4.678 * * *

LoP < —> ACFo 0.63 0.954 0.12 7.921
ACFi <—> Expectations 0.278 0.526 0.127 4.143
ACFi < - > PSI 0.163 0.42 0.157 2.668 0.008
ACFi <—> OIP 0.276 0.516 0.122 4.232
ACFi < —> ACFo 0.579 0.95 0.123 7.727
ACFo < —> Expectations 0.493 0.791 0.121 6.514
ACFo < —> PSI 0.05 0.11 0.134 0.821 0.412
ACFo <—> OIP 0.369 0.586 0.11 5.326
PSI <—> OIP -0.026 -0.066 0.154 -0.425 0.671
Expectations < - > OIP 0.391 0.716 0.133 5.383 * * *

Expectations < - > PSI -0.078 -0.197 0.161 -1.221 0.222

Overall, the correlations were consistent with the hypothesised model and thus, 

support the claim  o f  nomological validity. The final, verified m easurem ent model is 

presented in the Appendix H, Figure H.3.
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6.4.3 Power of the Study

Taking the resuhs of the CFA model analysis (specifically Df=1327, RMSEA=0.046, 

RMSEA (null)=0, N=307) the model power was calculated (Preacher and Coffinan, 

2006) as being 1.0, which verifies that the model power is acceptable (Fadlelmula, 

2011).

6.5 Structural Model Evaluation

This section discusses the analysis of the structural model developed to represent the 

hypothesised relationships between the latent variables. The diagram" below shows 

the initial structural model based on the hypothesised relationships presented in 

Chapter 4. Moderation is discussed in Section 6.5.4.

Figure 6.8: Structural Model VI
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6.5.1 Initial Model Fit and Nested Models

In order to verify the hypotheses, it is first necessary to retest the model with the 

causal relationships and control variables in place in order to confirm that model fit 

was still acceptable (Hair el at., 2010). Running AMOS on this initial model version 

produced the following fit indices, (X^=723.767, Df=419, X^/Df=1.7273,

SRMR=0.0697 and RMSEA=0.049 with Pclose=0.628). This demonstrates that 

model fit is good and no model adjustments were necessary (Hair et al, 2006; Byrne, 

2005). However, in this first test of the model, the proposed controlling effect of

" For clarity, all model diagrams are presented without individual measurement items in place. 
Complete diagrams are provided in Appendix H, Section H.5.
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Tenure on LoP was found to be statistically insignificant, and so this path was 

removed from the model.

Next, the Chi-square difference test was used to compare the hypothesised model with 

alternate nested models (Chan et a i ,  2010; Nambisan and Baron, 2009). The first 

objective was to test the implied null-hypotheses which implies that the impact of 

expectations on outcomes was mediated by the consumer engagement dimensions 

(CogAppr and LoP). To accomplish this, a fully saturated model (SEM2) was 

specified in which direct paths from Expectations to ACFi and ACFo were introduced 

to SEMI. The resulting model fit was marginally better than that of the original 

model, and so this model was retained for further comparisons.

Finally, a non-mediated model (SEM3) was also tested (Chan et al., 2010; Nambisan 

and Baron, 2009). In this case, the paths from Expectations to CogAppr and LoP were 

constrained to zero, while the paths from Expectations, and CogAppr/LoP to ACFi 

and ACFo were freely estimated. Results from this test indicated a significant 

reduction in model fit (SRMR=0.1456, RMSEA=0.054, Pclose =0.122), and so this 

final model could be rejected.

Table 6.8: Nested Model Tests and Fit Indices

Fit IVIeasare

Chi-
Square
(X') Df X^/Df SR.MR I FI CFI I I I PNFl RMSEA

Acceptable Range >1 <3 <0.09 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90 >0.5
>0.03 <0.08 
Pclose>0.5

SI-Ml 72.3.767 419 1.727.3 0.0697 0.959 0.959 0.955 0.819 0.049, Pclose 0.628
SKM2 711.852 417 1.707 0.0657 0.961 0.96 0.956 0.816 0.048, Pclose 0.696
SEM.1 797.16 421 1.89.3 0.1456 0.95 0.949 0.944 0.814 0.054, Pclose 0.122

The model comparisons detailed above indicate that SEM Model 2 was the best- 

fitting model and so was retained.

As can be seen in the figure below, there are a number o f apparent mediation paths 

within this revised model. In the following section, each o f these relationships are 

examined to ascertain statistical significance.
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Figure 6.9: SEM Model 2
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6.5.2 Mediation Tests

As noted in Chapter 5, the conceptual model presented in this research implies 

multiple potential mediation paths. As such, it is necessary to examine each mediation 

path for statistical significance in order to arrive at the most suitable model for 

hypothesis verification. For each o f  the mediation tests below, full test results are 

provided in Appendix H, and follow the procedure described in Section 5.6.2.4. The 

sections below present the mediation analysis results and a diagrammatic view o f 

these results.
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6.5.2.1 Expectations  -  LoP, m ediated by CogAppr

Table 6.9; Expectations-LoP, Mediated by CogAppr

Proposed M ediated R elationship Expectations - LoP, M =C ogA ppr
P ath  Tests P t P Signiflcant C l
Expectations - LoP 0.546 (.■?05)-l 1.85 0.000 Y
Expectations - CogAppr 0.1927 (305)-4.2153 0.000 Y
CogAppr-LoP 0.1425 (305)-2.489 0.010 Y
Bootstrapped bias-corrected
confidence (M^CogAppr) 0.0282 0.0053 to 0.0632
Direct EtYect: Expectations - LoP,
controlling for mediator 0.5187 (305)= 11.03 0.000 Y
Mediation Confirmed? Y
M ediation Type Partial

Figure 6.10: Expectations-LoP, Mediated by CogAppr

(.’ogAppr

Expectations LoP

Indirect effect o f  “Expectations” on "LoP” 
through "CogAppr”

Note: 0-‘’- **/? < 01. •* * p <  .001
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6.5.2.2 Expectations - A C F l ,  through CogAppr and LoP

Table 6.10: Expectations-ACFi, Mediated by CogAppr and LoP

Proposed Mediated Relationship Expectations - ACFi, M=CogAppr & LoP
Path Tests P t P Signiflcant Cl
Ivxpectalions - ACl-i 0.3576 (305)-5.9716 0.000 Y
Expectations - CogAppr 0.1927 (305)-4.215 0.000 Y
lixpectations - LoP 0.5462 (305)-11.85 0.0(X) Y
LoP - ACFi 0.1679 (305)-2.7244 0.007 Y
CogAppr - ACFi 0,7207 (305)-11,66 0.000 Y
Hootstrapped bias-corrected
confidence (M^CogAppr) 0.1257 0.0718 to 0,
Bootstrapped bias-corrcctcd
confidence (M^LoP) 0,0825 0.0190 to 0.
Direct KfTect: CogAppr - ACFi,
controlling for mediator 0,1275 (305)-5.9716 0.033 Y
Mediation Confirmed? Y
Mediation Type Partial

Figure 6.11: Expectations-ACFi, Mediated by CogAppr and LoP

(7ogAppr

I.oP

Expectations

Indirect effect o f  “Expectations" on “ACFi” 
ih roug lr COgAppr" and "LoP".

Note; > < .0 5 .  * * p < . 0 ] .  .001
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6.5.2.3 Expectations -  A CFo, through CogAppr and LoP  

Table 6.11: Expectations-ACFo, Mediated by CogAppr and LoP

Proposed M ediated R elationship Expectations - ACFo, M =C ogA ppr & LoP
Path  Tests P t P Significant Cl
Expectations - ACFo 0.5045 (3 05 )-l 1.458 0.000 Y
Expectations - CogAppr 0.1927 (305)-4.215 0.000 Y
1-xpectations - LoP 0.5462 (305)-11.85 0.000 Y
LoP - ACFo 0.4405 (305)-12.757 0.000 Y
CogAppr - ACFo 0.5492 (305)-15.777 0.000 Y
Hootstrapped bias-corrected
confidence (M^^CogAppr) 0.1151 0.0668 to 0.1373
Bootstrapped bias-corrected
confidence (M -LoP) 0.2616 0.2002 to 0.3273
Direct Lflect: CogAppr - ACI o,
controlling for mediator 0.1581 (305)-4.7l93 0.000 Y
M ediation Confirmed? Y
Mediation Type Partial

Figure 6.12: Expectations-ACFo, Mediated by CogAppr and LoP

.4405LoP

C ogA ppr

Expectations A CFo

Indirect eft’ect o f “Expectations” on “.ACFo” 
through "Cog-Appr" and “LoP",

Note: V <  .05. •* /? <  .01, • • > <  001
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6.5.2.4 CogAppr-ACFi, through LoP

Table 6.12: CogAppr-ACFi, Mediated by LoP

Proposed M ediated R elationship C ogA ppr - A CFi M =LoP___________________
Path  Tests P t P Significant C l
CogAppr - ACI'i 0.8057 (305)-l 3.053 0.000 Y
CogAppr - LoP 0.2907 (305)-4.221 0.000 Y
LoP - ACFi 0.2373 (305)-4.554 0.000 Y
l5ootstrapped bias-corrected
confidence (M ^LoP) 0.0513 0.0230 to 0.0938
Direct Effect: CogAppr - ACFi,
controlling for mediator 0.7367 (305)-l 1.939 0.000 Y
Mediation Confirmed? Y
Mediation Type Partial

Figure 6.13: CogAppr-ACFi, Mediated by LoP

LoP

ACTiC OS Appi

Indirect effect o f “CogAppr" on “ACFi” 
through “LoP"
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6.5.2.5 CogAppr-ACFo, through LoP

Table 6.13: CogAppr-ACFo, Mediated by LoP

Proposed Mediated Relationship CogAppr - ACFo M=LoP
P a th  T ests P t P S ig n iflcan t C l
C ogA ppr - A C Fo 0.7225 (305)-14.746 0.000 Y
C ogA ppr - LoP 0.2907 (305)-4.221 0.000 Y
LoP - ACFo 0.5276 (305)-17.482 0.010 Y
B ootstrapped b ias-corrected
confidence (M =LoP) 0.137 0.0811 to 0.2053
Direct Effect: C ogA ppr - ACFo,
controlling for m ediator 0.5691 (305)=15.919 0.000 Y
M ediation C onfirm ed? Y
M ediation Type Partial

Figure 6.14; CogAppr-ACFo, Mediated by LoP

LoP

ACFoC ogAppr

Indirect effect o f  "CogAppr" on  “ACFo” 
through "LoP”

Note: V < .0 5 ,  * * * p <  .001

The preceding analysis results provide confirmation that all proposed mediation paths 

in the model are statistically significant and indicate partial mediation. As such, these 

paths are retained in the model version used to test the hypotheses. In addition to the 

above mediation tests, alternative theories must be considered, as discussed below.

6.5.3 Alternative Theories

6.5.3.1 Theory’ I - Expectations to Consequences 

Skinner’s (1935) traditional Stimulus-Response theory (Logan, 1973) suggests that 

when a person is exposed to external stimuli, inner organism changes do not precede
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or effect responses (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974) and therefore motivational drivers 

can act as a direct stimulus to consum ers’ responses (Deci and Ryan, 2010; Logan, 

1973), such as their affective commitment. Accordingly, an individual is viewed as “a 

passive creature, reacting to an environment that stimulates him or her, and that 

person’s influence on the environment is ignored” (Lazarus, 1991:684). Similarly, 

Nambisan and Baron (2009) posit that consum ers’ expectations can act as antecedents 

to their future loyalty intentions. The mediation tests results above verify that there is 

a direct relationship between expectations and consequences (ACFi/ACFo). However, 

it can be seen from the results that while this direct relationship exists it is 

significantly m ediated by LoP and CogAppr.

6.5.3.2 Theory’ 2 - Emotions as a M ediator rather than a M oderator o f  

Consumer Behaviour

As discussed in Section 3.3, some appraisal theorists argue that emotions play a 

mediating role between cognitive appraisals and consumer behaviour (Zeelenberg el 

a l ,  2008; Siemer et at., 2007; Bougie et al., 2003; Roseman, 2001; Bagozzi et al., 

1999; Smith and Lazarus, 1993). In order to test this theory, firstly PosE and NegE are 

tested as mediators, using the techniques described in 6.5.2 above, between CogAppr 

and LoP. The results show that PosE mediates this relationship while NegE does not. 

However, introducing PosE and NegE as mediators in the structural model (SEM 

Model 2) causes the model fit to drop to an unacceptable level (SRM R=.1118, 

RM SEA=.052, Pclose=. 188). On the other hand, employing these emotions as 

moderators (Section 6.5.4 below) has been shown to result in a good model fit. As a 

result, findings indicate that emotions play a m oderating rather than a mediating role 

in consumer engagement.

6.5.3.3 Theory 3 -  Participation leads to a Positive Cognitive Appraisal

Chan et al. (2010) propose that consumer participation in value creation activities 

leads to consum er satisfaction which they view as a consum er’s positive cognitive 

evaluation o f  the service experience. However, w hen this relationship is introduced to 

the structural model, the resulting model fit is reduced to an acceptable, but 

significantly lower, level (SRM R=.072, 1FI=.942, TFI=.939, PNFI=.812), and so this 

model version is rejected.
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6.5.3.4 Theory 4 - Affective Commitment as an Antecedent to Consumer 

Engagement

Brodie et al. (201 lb) posit that engagement outcomes, such as affective commitment 

and perceived value, may act as antecedents to subsequent interactive, co-creative 

experiences between the customer and a focal engagement object. To examine this 

theory, SEM Model 2 was redrawn with ACFi/ACFo acting as antecedents to 

CogAppr and LoP. TTie resulting model fit (SRMR=1.673, RMSEA=.066, 

Pclose=0.000) is unacceptable and so this model version is rejected. However, it is 

important to note that in order to test this theory comprehensively, a longitudinal 

study would be required in which respondents are asked to answer relative to multiple 

engagement experiences with a focal engagement object.

6.5.3.5 Theory 5 - Emotion influencing Cognition

As discussed in Section 3.3, some researchers believe that while cognitions may be a 

sufficient influence o f emotions, they may not be necessary for the formation of 

emotions (Izard, 1993; Zajonc, 1984). A number of theorists have addressed the 

interrelationship between cognition and emotion by highlighting the importance of 

studying the influence o f emotion on cognition (Lopez and Ruiz, 2011; Djamasbi et 

al., 2010; Griskevicius et al., 2010a; Griskevicius et al., 2010b). Accordingly, a 

version o f SEM Model 2 was produced in which PosE and NegE act as antecedents to 

CogAppr. Resuhs show a statistically significant relationship between PosE and 

CogAppr (P=.448, p<.001), and between NegE and CogAppr (P=-.534, p<.001). 

However, the overall resulting model fit has reduced to an unacceptable level 

(SRMR=0.0980, RMSEA=.048 Pclose=.382) and so this model is rejected. 

Moderation tests described below demonstrate the influence o f emotions as a 

moderator on multiple hypothesised relationships within SEM Model 2.

As a final step in the initial structural model analysis, non-significant paths (p>.05 and 

C.R.<1.95) were removed fi'om SEM Model 2 and model fit was reassessed. As a 

result, the model fit increased (SRMR=0.678, IFI=0.96, CFI=0.96, TLI=0.956, 

PNFI=0.818, RMSEA=0.049 with Pclose=0.689) with the exclusion o f non

significant paths and so this model (SEM4) was retained for hypotheses verification.
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Figure 6.15: Structural Model V4

Expectations

CogAppr ACFo

Before proceeding witii hypotheses testing, the final step in the analysis was to 

examine the hypothesised m oderating effects o f  the variables relating to emotions, 

online interaction propensity, and the engagement focus.

6.5.4 Moderation

M oderation testing was carried out in accordance with the procedure described in 

section 5.6.2.4. The sections below present the results o f all moderation tests. In each 

case, results are presented for the significant direct effect o f  the predictor and 

m oderator variable on each dependent variable under examination. Following this, 

results are presented which demonstrate the influence o f  the interaction term on the 

dependent variable, the significance o f  which determines whether m oderation can be 

observed. A discussion o f  each moderation test result is presented in Section 6.7, in 

which the research hypotheses are tested. All detailed moderation result tables are 

presented in Appendix H.
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6.5.4.1 Emotions moderating the CogAppr -  LoP relationship

Table 6.14: CogAppr-LoP, M oderated by Emotions

Dependent Predictors Interaction F p Sig.
\'ariable: LoP Term
Main Effects PosE, 0.317 F(2,304)=70.709 <.001 Y
Model CogAppr
Interaction PosE* 0.031 AF(3,306)=14.223 <001 Y*
Effects Model CogAppr

Dependent Predictors Interaction r - F p Sig.
Variable: LoP Term
Main Effects NegE, 0.074 F(2,304)=12.218 <.001 Y
Model CogAppr
Interaction NegE* 0.024 AF(3,306)=8.102 =0.005 Y*
Effects Model CogAppr
• indicates moderation is obsers'ed

6.5.4.2 Engagement Focus moderating the CogAppr -  LoP relationship

Table 6.15: CogA ppr-LoP, M oderated by Engagem ent Focus

Dependent Predictors Interaction r - F p Sig.
Variable: LoP Term
Main Effects Focus. 0.28 F(2.304)=59.189 < 001 Y
Model CogAppr
Interaction Focus* 0.021 AF(3 J06)=4.511 =0.004 Y*
Effects Model CogAppr
* indicates moderation is observ'ed
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6.5.4.3 Emotions moderating the CogAppr -  A CFi relationship

Table 6.16: CogAppr-ACFi, M oderated by Em otions

Dependeot Predictors Interaction r * F p Sig.
Variable: ACFi Term

MainEflFects PosE, 0.451 F(2,304)=125.065 <001 Y
Model CogAppr
Interaction PosE* 0.008 AF(3,303)=4.268 p<.05 V
Effects Model CogAppr

Dependent Predictors Interaction r - F p Sig.
Variable: ACFi Term

Main Effects NegE, 0.359 F(2,304)=85.092 <.001 Y
Model CogAppr
Interaction NegE* 0 P^ 5 N
Effects Model CogAppr
* indicates moderation is observ ed

6.5.4.4 Emotions moderating the CogAppr -A C F o relationship

Table 6.17: CogA ppr-ACFo, M oderated by Em otions

Dependent Predictors Interaction r - F p Sig.
^’ariable: Term
ACFo
Main Effects PosE, 0.581 F(2,304)=211.146 < 001 Y
Model CogAppr
Interaction PosE* 0.002 AF(3J06)=1.536 p=.212 N
Effects Model CogAppr

Dependent Predictors Interaction r * F p Sig.
Variable: Term
ACFo
Main Effects NegE, 0.419 F(2J04)=109.397 <.001 Y
Model CogAppr
Interaction NegE* 0.222 AF(3,306)=186.053 < 001 Y*
Effects Model Cog.'\ppr
• indicates moderation is observ ed
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6.5.4.5 Emotions moderaling the LoP -  A CFi relationship

Table 6.18: LoP-ACFi, M oderated by Emotions

Dependent Predictors Interaction F p Sig.
Variable: ACFi Term

Main Effects PosE. LoP 0.402 F(2.304)=102.266 <.001 Y
Model
Interaction PosE* LoP 0.002 AF(3 J06)=8.372 p< 01 Y*
Effects Model

Dependent Predictors Interaction jj-  \ r - F p Sig.
Variable: ACFi Term

Main Effects NegE, 0.273 F(2,304)=57.081 <.001 Y
Model LoP
Interaction NegE* LoP 0.037 AF(3,306)=16.079 < 001 Y*
Effects Model
• indicates moderation is obsers ed

6.5.4.6 Online Interaction Propensity moderating the LoP ACFi relationship

Table 6.19: LoP-ACFi, M oderated by O IP

Dependent Predictors Interaction r - F p Sig.
Variable: ACFi Term

Main Effects OEP, LoP 0.133 F(2 J04)=23.390 < 001 Y
Model
Interaction OIP* LoP 0.018 AF(3 J06)=6.451 <05 Y*
Effects Model
• indicates moderation is observ ed

6.5.4.7 Engagement hocus moderating the LoP -  A CEi relationship

Table 6.20: LoP-ACFi, M oderated by Engagem ent Focus

Dependent Predictors Interaction r ’ F p Sig.
Variable: ACFi Term

Main Effects Focus, 0.122 F(2,304)=21.114 < 001 Y
Model LoP
Interaction Focus* 0.02 AF(3 J03)=7.016 <01 Y*
Effects Model LoP
• indicates moderation is observed
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6.5.4.8 Emotions moderating the LoP -  ACFo relationship

Table 6.21: LoP-ACFo, Moderated by Emotions

Dependent Predictors Interaction r - F p Sig.
Variable: Term
ACFo
Main Effects PosE, LoP 0.662 F(2J04)=297.818 < 001 Y
Model
Interaction PosE* LoP 0.003 AF(3,303)=2.457 p>.l N
EflFects Model

Dependent Predictors Interaction r - \ r - F p Sig.
Variable: Term
ACFo
Main Effects NegE, 0.608 F(2 J04)=253.753 < 001 Y
Model LoP
Interaction NegE* LoP 0.005 AF(3 J03)=4.207 <.05 Y*
Effects Model
• indicates moderation is observ ed

6.5.4.9 Online Interaction Propensity moderating the LoP -  ACFo relationship

Table 6.22: LoP-ACFo, Moderated by OIP

Dependent Predictors Interaction jj- F p Sig.
Variable: Term
ACFo
Main Effects OIP, LoP 0.467 F(2 J04)-133.354 < 001 Y
Model
Interaction OIP* LoP 0.006 AF(3,303)=3.497 <.l Y*
Effects Model
• indicates moderation is observ ed

6.5.4.10 Engagement Focus moderating the LoP -A C F o  relationship

Table 6.23: LoP-ACFo, Moderated by Engagement Focus

Dependent Predictors Interaction jj- F p Sig.
Variable: Term
ACFo
Main Effects Focus, 0.468 F(2.304)=133.610 <.001 Y
Model LoP
Interaction Focus* 0.003 AF(3,303)=1.789 >1 N
Effects Model LoP
• indicates moderation is observ'ed
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6.6 Generalisation

As noted in Section 6.2.1.1, the Expected Cross Validation Index (ECVI) should be 

applied to the model to support claims of generalisability (Kleinbaum and Klein, 

2010; MacCallum and Austin, 2000). Taking this advice on board, the following 

ECVI data were extracted during model analysis.

Table 6.24: Expected Cross Validation Index - Model 4

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI
Default model 2.842 2.616 3.099 2,904
Saturated model 3.242 3.242 3.242 3.620
Independence model 26.034 25.103 26.986 26.057

Given the lower ECVI value and confidence levels for the hypothesised model, 

compared to the saturated (3.242) and independence model (26.034), it can be 

concluded that this best fits the collected data. Similarly, ECVI for SEM Model 2 

(2.845) and SEM Model 1 (2.869) reconfirms that SEM Model 4 best fits the data and 

indicates that this model is suitable to represent other similar populations.

6.7 Hypotheses Testing

The diagram below shows the hypotheses represented by causal paths that were used 

to test the relationships between the latent constructs.

Figure 6.16: Hypothesized Model
CE DimensionsA ntecedents Consequences

H lb

H2bH la

H2a

Focus

Cognitive
A ppraisal

Level of 
Participation

Affective
Com m itm entE xpectations

Appendix H presents a summary of the parameter estimates (regression estimates, 

standard error, critical ratio, P value, and standardised regression estimates) for the 

latent constructs in the current model. These estimates were used to evaluate the 

hypothesized structural model. Hair et al. (2010) and Byrne (2005) note that for a path
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estimate to be statistically significant, the critical ratio (CR) value must be >1.96 for 

P<0.05. Examination of the standardised parameter estimates and significance levels 

(detailed in Appendix H) in addition to the moderation and mediation tests discussed 

above, confirmed the hypothesised relationships in the proposed model. However, in 

some cases proposed moderation effects could not be supported. The results 

pertaining to each hypothesis are presented below.

The Influence o f Consumers’ Value-based Motivations on Consumers’ Cognitive 

Appraisal and Participation

Hia: Consumers’ expectations will have a direct influence on their cognitive

appraisal o f  the engagement experience.

Hib: Consumers ’ expectations will have a direct influence on their participation.

Hypotheses Hu and Hib relate to the influence of consumer expectations on their 

cognitive appraisal of the engagement experience, and on their level o f participation 

in value creating activities.

Results for Hi a ([5=0.196, CR>1.96, P<0.01) confirm that these expectations directly 

influence cognitive appraisal, while results for Hib (P=0.485, CR>1.96, P<0.001) 

confirm the direct influence o f expectations on participation, thereby providing 

support for both hypotheses. In terms o f respondents’ responses related to 

expectations, as documented in Section 6.3.1 above, utilitarian expectations was the 

item with the strongest level o f agreement, with the other expectations being 

relatively equal in importance. Additional analysis identified that o f the five 

expectations variables examined, SI followed by PSE had the strongest influence on 

cognitive appraisal, with PI having the weakest. In addition, HE followed by PI had 

the strongest influence on level o f participation, with UE having the weakest.

Additionally, results relating to the factors associated with expectations demonstrate 

the influence o f the expectations construct on each first order factor, for example, HE 

(p=0.855, CR>1.96, P<0.001).
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The Influence o f Cognitive Appraisal on Participation and Affective Commitment

H2a: Cognitive appra isa l has a d irect influence on participation , an d  this

relationship w ill be m oderated  by emotions.

H:a relates to the proposed moderating effect o f  consumer em otions on the 

relationship between their cognitive appraisal and participation. Firstly, results show  

that the path between CogAppr and LoP is statistically significant (|3=0.122, C R >1.96, 

p<0.05) thereby confirm ing this direct relationship. Secondly, moderation results 

(Section 6 .5 .4) confirm that both positive and negative em otions are moderating this 

relationship, and that 33% o f  the variation'^ o f  LoP is accounted for by PosE, N egE  

and CogAppr. Examination o f  the interaction plot below  shows an enhancing effect 

such that as cognitive appraisal and positive em otions increased, level o f  participation  

increased. At lower levels o f  positive em otions, the effect o f  cognitive appraisal on 

LoP decreased. The interaction plot for negative em otions show s, as expected, the 

opposite effect. Specifically, at lower levels o f  cognitive appraisal, negative em otions 

have a more significant influence on LoP, whereas as cognitive appraisal levels  

increase, the effect o f  negative em otions becom es marginal. Interestingly, at low  

cognitive appraisal levels, higher negative em otions produced higher levels o f  

participation.

Figure 6.17: Positive Emotions Moderating CogAppr-LoP

Moderating effect of Positive Emotions on 
the CogAppr-LoP relationship
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'■ For brevity, variance is only reported for moderation analysis. However, full results are available in 
Appendix H.
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Figure 6.18: Negative Emotions Moderating CogAppr-LoP

Moderating effect of Negative Emotions 
on tlie CogAppr-LoP reiationsiiip

7

6

5

3 *
3

2

1

•Low Negative 
Emot ions

•Average Negative 
Emotions

•High Negative 
Emotions

LowCogAppr Average High CogAppr 
CogAppr

H2b The influence o f  cognitive appraisal on participation will be m oderated by the 

consumers ’ engagement focus.

H:b relates to the proposed moderating effect o f consumers’ engagement focus (C2C, 

C2F engagement) on the relationship between their cognitive appraisal and 

participation. Results above (Hia) confirm the direct relationship between CogAppr 

and LoP, while moderation resuhs confirm that engagement focus moderates this 

relationship, and that 28% o f  the variance in LoP is accounted for by CogAppr and 

Engagement Focus. The interaction plot below demonstrates that where the focus o f  

engagement is more community based (i.e. in cases where respondents engaged only 

with consumers participating in the VCE or with both the firm and other consumers) 

that cognitive appraisal has a stronger effect on participation. Additionally, it can be 

seen that in cases where consumers engaged solely with the firm that cognitive 

appraisal had a lesser effect on participation.
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Figure 6.19: Engagement Focus Moderating CogAppr-LoP

Moderating effect of Engagement Focus 
on the CogAppr-LoP relationship

7

6

5

3 ^

3

2

1

•C2F onty 

•C2C only 

■Both

Low CogAppr Average CogAppr High CogAppr

Hia: Cognitive appraisal has a direct influence on affective commitment to the firm,

and this relationship will be moderated by emotions.

Hja relates to the proposed moderating effect o f consumer emotions on the relationship 

between their cognitive appraisal and affective commitment to the firm. Firstly, 

results show that the path between CogAppr and ACFi is statistically significant 

(P=0.501, CR>1.96, p<0.001) thereby confirming this direct relationship. Moderation 

results confirm that 45% of the variance in ACFi is accounted for by PosE, NegE and 

CogAppr, and that positive emotions moderate the CogAppr-ACFi relationship. 

However, the moderating effect o f negative emotions was not statistically significant; 

therefore this hypothesis is partially supported. An enhancing effect can be observed 

in this case, as shown in the interaction plot below, such that as cognitive appraisal 

and positive emotions increased, affective commitment to the firm increased. In 

contrast, at lower levels o f  positive emotions, the effect o f cognitive appraisal on 

ACFi decreased.
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Figure 6.20: PosE Moderating CogAppr-ACFi
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H.ib: Cognitive appraisal has a direct influence on affective commitment to the

virtual community and this relationship will be moderated by emotions.

H.ib relates to the proposed moderating effect o f consumer emotions on the 

relationship between their cognitive appraisal and affective commitment to the virtual 

community. Firstly, results show that the path between CogAppr and ACFo is 

statistically significant (p=0.479, CR>1.96, p<0.001) thereby confirming this direct 

relationship. Moderation results confirm that 58% of the variance in ACFo is 

accounted for by PosE, NegE and CogAppr, and that negative emotions moderate the 

CogAppr-ACFo relationship albeit marginally (see detailed statistical results in 

H.3.4). The interaction plot below shows a degrading effect, such that as cognitive 

appraisal and negative emotions increased, affective commitment to the virtual 

community decreased marginally. However, the moderating effect of positive 

emotions was not statistically significant; therefore this hypothesis is partially 

supported.
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Figure 6.21: NegE Moderating CogAppr-ACFo
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The Influence o f Participation on Affective Commitment

H4 a Participation  has a d irect influence on affective com m itm ent to the firm  and  

this relationsh ip w ill he m oderated by emotions.

H4a relates to the proposed moderating effect o f  consumer em otions on the relationship  

between their participation and affective com mitment to the firm. Results show that 

the path between LoP and ACFi is statistically significant (p=0.237, C R >1.96, 

p<0.001) thereby confirm ing this direct relationship. Moderation results confirm that 

41% o f  the variance in ACFi is accounted for by PosE, NegE and LoP and that both 

positive and negative em otions moderate this relationship, thereby providing support 

for this hypothesis. The interaction plots below  demonstrate that as participation and 

positive em otions increased, affective com mitment to the firm increased. In contrast, 

negative em otions produce the opposite effect on this relationship. Specifically, as 

negative em otions and participation increase, affective com mitment to the firm 

decreases.
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Figure 6.22: PosE Moderating LoP-ACFi
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Figure 6.23: NegE Moderating LoP-ACFi
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H4b Parlicipation has a direct influence on affective commitment to the virtual 

community and this relationship will be moderated by emotions.

H4b relates to the proposed moderating effect o f consumer emotions on the 

relationship between their participation and affective commitment to the virtual 

community. Results show that the path between LoP and ACFo is statistically 

significant (P=0.451, CR>1.96, p<0.001) thereby confirming this direct relationship. 

Moderation results confirm that 68% of the variance in ACFo is accounted for by 

PosE, NegE and LoP, however only negative emotions moderate this relationship,
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thus providing partial support for this hypothesis. The interaction plot below shows 

that as participation and negative emotions increased, the influence o f participation on 

affective commitment to the virtual community was lessened. Similarly, as 

consumers’ levels o f negative emotions decreased, the influence o f participation on 

affective commitment to the virtual community increased.

Figure 6.24: NegE Moderating LoP-ACFo
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Hsa The influence o f  participation on affective commitment to the firm  will be 

moderated by the consumers ’ engagement focus.

Hsa relates to the proposed moderating effect o f consumers’ engagement focus on the 

relationship between their participation and affective commitment to the firm. Results 

above confirm the direct relationship between LoP and ACFi, while moderation 

results confirm that engagement focus moderates this relationship, and that 12% of 

the variation in ACFi is accounted for by Engagement Focus and LoP. Examination o f 

the interaction plot below illustrates that where the focus o f engagement is more 

community based (i.e. C2C or both C2C and C2F) participation has a stronger effect 

on affective commitment to the firm. Additionally, it can be seen that in cases where 

consumers engaged solely with the firm, higher participation levels had a lesser effect 

on affective commitment to the firm.
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Figure 6.25: Engagement Focus Moderating LoP-ACFi
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Hsb The influence o f  participation on affective commitment to the virtual 

community will be moderated by the consumers ’ engagement focus.

Moderation results for the influence of engagement focus on the relationship between 

participation and affective commitment to the virtual community were not statistically 

significant, hence hypothesis Ĥ b cannot be supported.

Hf,a The influence o f  participation on affective commitment to the firm  will he 

moderated by consumer online interaction propensity.

Hfia relates to the proposed moderating effect o f consumers’ online interaction 

propensity on the relationship between their participation and affective commitment 

to the firm. Results above confirm the direct relationship between LoP and ACFi, 

while moderation results confirm that OIP moderates this relationship, while 46% of 

the variance in ACFi is accounted for by OIP and LoP. Examination of the interaction 

plot below shows an enhancing effect whereby the influence o f participation on 

affective commitment to the firm is increased in cases where consumers have higher 

OIP levels, while the moderating effect at lower participation levels is marginal. 

Accordingly, this provides support for this hypothesis.
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Figure 6.26: OIP Moderating LoP-ACFi
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Hf,b The influence o f  participation on affective commitment to the virtual 

community will be moderated by consumer online interaction propensity’.

Finally, Heb relates to the proposed moderating effect of consumers’ online interaction 

propensity on the relationship between their participation and affective commitment 

to the virtual community. Statistically significant moderation results confirm that OIP 

moderates this relationship, albeit marginally (see detailed statistical results in section 

H.3.9), and that 46% of the variance in ACFo is accounted for by OIP and LoP. The 

interaction plot below illustrates the effect o f this moderation, such that participation 

has a stronger effect on affective commitment to the virtual community in cases 

where consumers have higher OIP levels, while the moderating effect at lower 

participation levels is marginal. Thus, support for this hypothesis is provided.
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Figure 6,27: OIP Moderating LoP-ACFo

Moderating effect of OIP on the  LoP-ACFo 
relationship
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Control Variables

Firstly, as noted in Section 6.5.1, tenure was found to have no statistically significant 

controlling effect on customer participation (P= 0.042), which was not expected in 

this context.

Secondly, as expected, PSI (product/service involvement) was found to have a 

controlling effect (P=0.155, CR>1.06, p<0.05) on affective commitment to the firm.

6.8 Conclusion

The purpose o f this stage of the research was to carry out a rigorous analysis o f the 

data captured and the model developed, so as to test the hypothesised relationships 

proposed in Chapter 4.

The data captured was verified in terms o f nomological-, convergent-, and 

discriminant-validity, as well as sphericity. Following this, a detailed analysis o f the 

descriptive model data were carried out, to re-confirm the validity o f the measurement 

scales employed. The measurement model was then tested, assessed in terms o f model 

fit, and adjusted to fit the data set. The study’s model had a good fit, indicating that it 

was a suitable vehicle for the analysis o f its associated hypotheses. In addition, the 

effects o f control and moderating variables on the hypothesised relationships were
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examined and detailed. As part o f this process, competing models and mediating 

variables were analysed.

The results o f the elimination o f the unsupported paths and the inclusion o f other 

potential determinants resulted in a final comprehensive model, again with a good fit. 

All hypotheses with the exception o f Hsb were supported.

Based on the foregoing resuhs and the analysis of the power o f the model, it is 

perceived that there is a high probability that the model fits the population o f interest 

well. With this analysis complete, and with the hypotheses tested, the following 

chapter discusses these findings in relation to extant theory.
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Chapter 7 - Discussion

7.1 Introduction

The main goal in this doctoral study was to advance substantive theory on consumer 

engagement by the identification, examination, and empirical validation, o f key 

components of this engagement, and their interrelationships, in the context of the 

VCE. This overarching objective was achieved by integrating several literature 

streams including service marketing, relationship marketing and virtual communities. 

The majority o f the hypothesised relationships were supported. While there are 

competing perspectives or explanations for consumer engagement (Section 6.5.3), this 

study’s data suggest that a multi-dimensional perspective has considerable merit in 

this discussion. Additionally, this research provides empirical evidence for the nature 

and the influence o f these dimensions within the consumer engagement process. From 

this attempt to enrich existing conceptually dominant literature pertaining to consumer 

engagement, a number o f key findings emerge for further discussion; each is briefly 

presented below, and discussed in the subsequent sections.

Firstly, this research is the first to quantitatively examine the moderating influence o f 

the focus of consumer interactions (C2C/C2F) during engagement in the VCE. 

Findings show that although both C2C and C2F interactions play a moderating role on 

the relationship between consumers’ cognitive appraisal and their participation in 

value creating activities, and between participation and their subsequent affective 

commitment, C2C interactions have a stronger influence, compared to purely C2F 

interactions. Furthermore, results show that when the focus o f engagement includes 

both peer-to-peer and C2F interactions, the influence o f the predictor variable on the 

dependent variable is strongest. This supports the SDL in that exchange and value 

creation is not restricted to just C2F interactions, but open to other actors which in this 

context involves a diversity of C2C interactions. Moreover, this research builds on the 

body o f literature that recognises the importance o f understanding the consumer 

experience (Baron and Harris, 2010; Lusch and Vargo, 2009; Ramaswamy, 2009), 

and value that is created through interactions in service systems (Gronroos and 

Voima, 2013).
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Secondly, this research fills an important gap in the service m arketing literature by 

providing empirical evidence showing that consum ers’ participation in value creating 

activities in the VCE and affective comm itm ent to the firm is influenced by 

consum ers’ affective states during their engagement experience. Specifically, results 

show that consum ers’ emotions directly moderate the relationship between their 

cognitive appraisal o f  the engagement experience and their resulting participation, 

with higher levels o f  positive emotions playing a more significant influential role. 

This finding concurs with Gallan et al. ’s (2012) findings in a physical environment 

which indicates that that as custom ers’ relative affect levels become m ore positive, 

their level o f  participation in value creation activities increases. Additionally, results 

show that as the engagem ent experience becomes more positively appraised, the 

influence o f consum ers’ negative emotions on their participation is significantly 

reduced. Furthermore, results verify the influence o f consum ers’ affective states on 

their affective comm itm ent to the firm and virtual community arising from their 

participation and cognitive appraisal. As affective commitment refers to an emotion- 

based predisposition to maintain and enhance a relationship with the finn (W irtz et 

al., 2013; Viswanathan et al, 2010; M attila, 2004) or to engage in future actions 

(W asko and Faraj, 2005) in the VCE, this indicates that these affective states appear 

to play an important role in a firm ’s long-term success. Critically, findings indicate 

that firms can encourage consumer engagement in the VCE if  they are sensitive to 

consum ers’ affective needs.

Thirdly, this research identified and verified the moderating role o f  consum ers’ online 

interaction propensity w ithin the engagement process m the VCE context. With the 

exception o f  Heinonen (2011), Chan et al. (2010) and Li et al. (2007), relatively few 

studies have questioned the impact o f  consum er online interaction propensity on 

affective comm itm ent to the firm. Consequently, this is the first study to show that 

consum ers’ online interaction propensity m oderates the relationship between their 

participation and their affective comm itm ent to both the firm and the virtual 

community. Findings show that consumers with higher online interaction propensity 

levels demonstrate higher levels o f affective commitment to both the firm and firm- 

hosted virtual community. W hen combined with the results related to consum ers’ 

engagem ent focus, this finding highlights the criticality o f  identifying and m otivating
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these lead users in order to drive deeper C2C interactions, and subsequently 

engagement, within the VCE.

Fourthly, this research identified five key antecedents o f consumer engagement in the 

VCE (social integrative and personal self-enhancement values, hedonic, utilitarian 

and psychological needs) and verified their impact on key dimensions of consumer 

engagement, and the causal effects these drivers have on the relationships between 

these dimensions. Specifically, results show that consumers’ cognitive appraisal of the 

engagement experience, and their participation, is directly influenced by these 

multiple expectations. This findings concurs with previous research in the physical 

environment which indicates that consumers’ cognitive appraisal o f their engagement 

experience is dependent on their perception of the value received during this 

experience (Gallan el a!., 2012; Chan el a l ,  2010; Woodruff and Flint, 2006; Cronin 

et al., 2000).

The following sections discuss these key findings, in order o f significance, within the 

context o f the literature.

7.2 The Moderating Role o f Engagement Focus

Cognitive appraisal refers to whether a specific event helped the consumer to achieve 

their goals or whether the experience “blocked the path to goal achievement” (Soscia, 

2007:875). Results lend quantitative support to exploratory research, discussed in 

Section 2.5, which suggests that a positive appraisal o f the engagement experience 

can be seen to encourage the availability o f the consumer as an operant resource in 

value co-creation (Brodie et al., 2013; Brodie et al., 2011 a; Payne et al., 2009). This 

research shows that consumers’ cognitive appraisal directly influences their 

participation; however, this relationship is more complex than previously stated. 

Critically, findings show that the strength o f the relationship between cognitive 

appraisal and participation was moderated by consumers’ focus such that this 

relationship was more significant for individuals that engaged with both the firm and 

other consumers within the community during their interactive experience. Moreover, 

findings indicate that in cases where the focus o f engagement was purely C2C, 

consumers’ cognitive appraisal had a stronger effect on their participation, compared 

to purely C2F interactions.
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Despite the growing recognition of the importance of C2C interactions in the virtual 

environment, few studies have examined its role in influencing individuals’ 

behaviours (Brodie et ai, 2013; Baron and Harris, 2010; Mollen and Wilson, 2010; 

Dholakia et al, 2009). This result confirms the crucial role C2C interactions play in 

the consumer’s online experience and in their participation in value creating activities 

in the VCE (Brodie et a l,  2013; Baron and Harris, 2010; Mollen and Wilson, 2010; 

Dholakia et ai,  2009).

Similar to the relationship between cognitive appraisal and participation, C2C 

interactions also play a critical moderating role on the relationship between 

participation and affective commitment. Consumer participation in value creation 

measures the extent to which respondents agreed that they provided suggestions for 

improving the firm’s products/services, and spent time sharing information about their 

needs and opinions during their engagement experience (Chan et a i,  2010). Findings 

provide empirical evidence supporting the view that a relationship exists between 

consumer participation and both affective commitment to the firm (Brodie et al., 

2013; Ramaswamy, 2010; van Doom et ai,  2010; Mathwick et al., 2008) and 

affective commitment to the virtual community (Heinonen, 2011; Schau et a i,  2009; 

Kozinets et a i,  2008). However, findings suggest that, similar to above, this is not a 

straightforw'ard relationship. Results clearly show' that the focus of consumer 

engagement moderates this relationship, with interactions which include a peer-to- 

peer element playing a more influential role.

Results suggest that these interactions add value for the consumer which enhances 

their engagement experience and increases their affective commitment. Findings 

support the contention that virtual community participants create and co-create value 

for themselves, other members, and/or firms through individual and collaborative 

effort (Fuller et ai, 201 \ ; Nambisan and Watt, 2011; Ramaswamy, 2010; Schau et ai, 

2009; Wagner and Majchrzak, 2007). In addition, findings provide empirical evidence 

supporting the assertion of the SDL that consumer participation alone is not the key to 

affective commitment but that value co-creation is what matters, and that the locus of 

value creation is a collaborative process of co-creation between parties (Jacob and 

Ulaga, 2008; Vargo and Lusch, 2008a). Empirical support is also offered for recent 

thinking in the service marketing area on the effect social media peer communications
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and the collective can have on value co-creation (Durkin, 2013; Berthon el ai, 2012; 

Hoyer et a i, 2010), such as the central role these interactions play in developing 

relationships (Edelman, 2010; Hollebeek, 2010; Kozinets et a i, 2008). Accordingly, 

findings provide empirical support for the contention that consumer engagement 

reflects consumers’ interactive experience within the VCE, and value co-creation 

among community participants (Brodie e! al., 201 lb)

Taking this finding into account, one inference that can be made is that facilitating an 

interactive experience, in particular supporting C2C communication, not only 

enhances the benefits of customer participation but also helps the firm create a 

competitive advantage. This indicates that firms must broaden their perspective to 

embrace the mandate o f collaborating with consumers, and facilitate both C2C and 

C2F communication within the VCE. This highlights the importance o f firms moving 

away from the conventional GDL as any attempt to understand value co-creation and 

consumer experiences in a VCE context, inevitably involves a consideration o f C2C 

interactions. These findings also demonstrate that although it is imperative to allow 

consumers to interact together in the VCE, firms should endeavour to participate in 

these interactions in order to fiarther influence the resulting participation and affective 

commitment. Hence, this research supports the proposition that the role of the firm 

must change to one which acts as a facilitator and a platform provider where the 

challenge lies not only in attracting consumers to interact with firms but to encourage 

C2C engagement so that consumers become active in discussions, comments and 

providing feedback (Gronroos and Voima, 2013). Thus, a major challenge for firms is 

to utilise the VCE as a vehicle for creating, building and enhancing consumer 

relationships. Moreover, findings suggest that firms must provide processes and 

platforms to manage the environment o f their customers in order to support C2C 

interactions.

Furthermore, this research provides empirical evidence supporting the SDL viewpoint 

that firms must move beyond the classic view that the consumer is the passive 

recipient o f the firms’ value creation efforts, to focus on the consumer experience and 

on creating on-going customer relationships (Bijmoh e/ ai, 2010; Gronroos, 2010b) 

within the virtual environment (Heinonen, 2011). Findings provide empirical support 

for Edelman’s (2010:64) contention which highlights the importance o f firms
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facilitating C2C relationships by utilising online community initiatives, in order to 

support consumers in their decision-making processes, particularly at the post 

purchase stages, so that they co-create value (e.g. through spreading positive WOM).

Conversely, and of consequence to firms whose interest lies in developing consumer 

engagement platforms, findings reveal that C2C communication provides consumers 

with an alternative source of information and perspective indicating they are not 

totally dependent on communication from the firm. Thus, firms need to take a 

customer-centric perspective on experiences which involves understandmg of the 

nature and complexity of these experiences, and the value derived through C2C 

interactions, as contended by Baron and Harris’s (2010).

It is also important to note that, as findings show that C2F interactions also play an 

influential role (particularly when combined with C2C interactions), this supports the 

extant premise that firms need to take proactive efforts to encourage consumer 

engagement and to move beyond the current view that these peer-to-peer interactions 

require no involvement by the firm (Chui et al., 2013; Gartner Inc., 2012; Dholakia et 

a i, 2009). This, in turn, supports the SDL proposition that firms need to establish 

interactive dialogue in order to access knowledge from consumers and to encourage 

value co-creation (Ramaswamy, 2010).

In addition, findings suggest that even though participants in the VCE may not know 

each other offline, and the community operates in a commercial context, strong 

relationships between individual members and the collective as a whole may develop. 

Results concur with Heinonen’s (2011) exploratory work which showed, in a 

member-initiated context, that virtual friendships can evolve during site usage in a 

virtual community which can maintain consumer attachment to the site. As a result, 

findings suggest that consumers feel a relational bond with the community that 

encourages them to assist fellow consumers and to share their knowledge. This result 

provides additional evidence that individuals participating in a virtual community feel 

a strong sense of commitment to this community and are more likely to consider it a 

duty to assist other members and contribute knowledge (Berthon e/ a i, 2012; Wasko 

and Faraj, 2005). Similarly, this research supports theories of collective action (Schau 

et a i, 2009; Kozinets el al., 2008) indicating that individuals who are central to the
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virtual community and are connected to a large number o f others are more likely to 

sustain contributions to the collective. Moreover, results implicitly support Mollen 

and W ilson’s (2010) conceptualisation that engaged consumers not only actively 

interact w îth, and exchange knowledge and opinions with others in the virtual 

community, but also invest emotional effort which can be reflected in their affective 

commitment.

While the above discussion focuses on the importance o f facilitating C2C interactions 

in the VCE, a number o f reasons might elucidate why C2C interactions played a 

stronger moderating role on the relationship between consumer participation and 

affective commitment to the firm and the virtual community, other than the 

respondents’ strong C2C focus during engagement. Firstly, consumers may have felt 

that the experiences o f other consumers were more meaningful than information 

provided by the firm, as proposed by Libai et al. (2010). Moreover, recently 

researchers have argued that some members o f the virtual community create more 

social influence than others in this environment, generating further calls for marketers 

to consider the use o f marketing programs that rely on ‘influentials’ (Berthon et al., 

2012; Libai et al., 2010; Goldenberg et al., 2009; Kozinets et al., 2008). In addition, 

findings may also indicate that consumers found the virtual community an easier 

entity to identify with, and access, than the firm, which was reflected in an earlier 

study of online complaining behaviour conducted by Harrison-Walker (2001).

7.3 The Moderating Role o f  Emotions

As discussed above, findings concur with previous research in the marketing 

literature, such as Arnold and Reynolds (2009); Menon and Kahn (2002); Sweeney 

and Wyber (2002), in that consumers’ cognitive appraisal o f their online experience 

influences their consumer behaviour. However, as noted above, the effect o f cognitive 

appraisal on consumer participation, and o f participation on affective commitment, is 

more complex than previously stated. In addition to consumers’ engagement focus, 

the results clearly show that these relationships are moderated by consumers’ 

emotions. This finding signifies the importance o f  the emotive dimension o f consumer 

engagement, as posited by a number o f theorists (Mollen and Wilson, 2010; Bowden, 

2009; Patterson and De Ruyter, 2006). Moreover, this indicates that consumers’ 

affective states play an important role in the VCE, an environment that is primarily
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associated with being a purely functional conduit for supporting the products or 

services associated w îth a particular firm’s brand (Gruner et a l,  2014).

As discussed in Section 3.3, emotions have received very little attention in the 

marketing and TA literature, particularly in relation to their role in influencing value 

creating activities in the online environment. However, consistent with findings in the 

social psychology literature (Zeelenberg et al., 2008; Bougie et al., 2003; Roseman, 

2001; Smith and Lazarus, 1993) consumers’ emotions appear to temper consumers’ 

experiential response in the VCE environment.

Firstly, findings show that the effect o f cognitive appraisal on consumer participation 

is more significant for consumers experiencing higher levels o f positive emotions. 

The determination o f the importance o f an affiliate relationship, represented by liking, 

joy, pride and delight, supports the view that different emotions can act as moderators 

to consumer behaviour (Gallan et al., 2012; Schoefer and Diamantopoulos, 2008b, 

Zeelenberg et al., 2008). Moreover, this finding concurs with Gallan et al. 's (2012) 

findings in a physical environment (discussed in Section 2.4), as it suggests that as 

customers’ relative affect levels become more positive, their level o f participation in 

value creation activities increases.

Secondly, critically, results indicate that the influence o f negative emotions (anger, 

frustration and dislike) on the relationship between cognitive appraisal and 

participation becomes less significant for consumers experiencing a higher level of 

cognitive appraisal, as highlighted in Section 6.7. This reiterates the importance of 

firms using the VCE to support specific customers’ intrinsic and extrinsic needs 

(Porter et al., 2011; Baron and Nambisan, 2009).

Although the prevailing thought in the service marketing literature has been to view 

negative emotions as preventing consumer participation in co-creation activities 

(Ramaswamy, 2010; Cui et al., 2009), it must be noted that some scholars argue that 

negative emotions can lead to an increase in negative consumer behaviour, and in 

turn, value co-destruction (Pie and Chumpitaz Caceres, 2010; Kuo and Yen, 2009), as 

discussed in Section 2.5. For example, complaining behaviour, which can involve 

negative WOM and/or third-party complaining, is described as the coping mechanism
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consumers use to deal with unfavourable service experiences; which has been 

empirically shown to be associated with the emotion anger (Gregoire et al., 2010; 

Bougie et a l ,  2003; Nyer, 1997), as highlighted in Section 3.3. It is reasonable to 

suggest that respondents who experienced negative emotions put considerable time 

and effort into expressing their personal needs and opinions, and sharing information 

with other members o f the virtual community. Thus, it may be the case, for example, 

that anger toward the firm or its product/service activities has caused the consumer to 

engage in higher levels o f engagement behaviour. This is illustrated in Section 6.7, 

where it can be seen that, in cases o f low cognitive appraisal, respondents exhibiting 

high levels o f negative emotions had higher participation levels. Overall, this result 

supports the view expressed in studies relating to cognitive appraisal theories in 

psychology (Schoefer and Diamantopoulos, 2008a; Soscia, 2007; Ethier et al., 2006), 

that judgments pertaining to consumer cognitive appraisal and future behavioural 

intentions are better explained when emotions are considered.

Thirdly, findings indicate that consumers’ positive affective states during the 

engagement experience engender strong relational outcomes towards the firm. Similar 

to Vargo and Lusch’s (2004) determination that ‘value in use’ is a result o f a 

cognitive assessment of a service experience, the results of this study determine that 

respondents’ cognitive appraisal o f their engagement experience had a significant 

influence on the resulting affective commitment to the firm. However, the 

relationships between affective commitment and the constructs shown to influence it 

(cognitive appraisal and participation) were moderated by emotions. Critically, this 

finding indicates the importance o f  evoking higher levels of positive consumer 

emotions during their online experience in the VCE, in particular, joy, delight, pride 

and liking, in order to create stronger affective commitment.

This supports previous exploratory work (Rose et a l ,  2011; Mollen and Wilson, 

2010; Bowden, 2009; Patterson and De Ruyter, 2006) which suggest that consumers’ 

emotions play an important role in longer term associations or affective commitment. 

These findings also concur with the social psychology literature which emphasises the 

importance o f emotional and non-utilitarian values in relationship formation 

(Zeelenberg et al., 2008; Siemer et al., 2007, Roseman, 2001) and the contention that 

loyalty intentions towards a firm (Bode et al., 2010; Edvardsson el al., 2006) or
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virtual community (Bagozzi and Dholakia, 2006) are directly influenced by a 

consumer’s affective state.

Previous theoretical and qualitative work has argued the importance of the enjoyment 

or delight dimension in the consumer experience, in terms o f its effect on the 

relationship between the firm and its consumers (van Doom et al., 2010; 

Ramaswamy, 2009). A number o f  theorists in the services marketing literature have 

also argued the importance o f examining the impact o f consumers’ displayed 

emotions on assessments o f the service encounter and the overall customer experience 

in the physical environment (Voss el al., 2008; Grace, 2007; Hennig-Thurau el al., 

2006; Zeithaml et al., 2006). Thus, findings extend extant research in the virtual 

communities and service marketing literatures discussed in Section 2.4 (Bowden, 

2009; Etgar, 2008; Bagozzi et al., 2007; Lampel and Bhalla, 2007) by modelling and 

validating the moderating role o f emotions relative to consumers’ affective 

commitment the firm in this context. Moreover, these findings augment previous 

studies which state the importance o f inducing pleasant experiences for consumers 

during their online experience in firm-hosted contexts (Koo and Ju, 2010; Jang and 

Namkung, 2009; Curran and Meuter, 2007; Lee et al., 2007; Wang et al., 2007).

In addition, results provide empirical support for the proposition that firm-related 

loyalty intentions have to recognise both cognitive processes and emotional states for 

the consumer (Gronroos, 2009; Sandstrom et al., 2008; Fiore et al., 2005; Hirschman 

and Holbrook, 1982). Support is provided for the contention that value creation is 

based on consumers having access to instrumental resources, such as knowledge and 

information (Vargo and Lusch, 2008; Wasko and Faraj 2005), while also showing the 

importance o f consumers being affectively stimulated during their engagement 

experience in the VCE. Findings provide empirical evidence supporting the 

contention that firms must understand and react to consumers’ affective states in order 

to enrich their relationship with the consumer (Helkkula and Kelleher, 2010; Voss et 

al., 2008; Mick and Fournier, 1998). Moreover, the results support the view that by 

measuring the intensity o f emotions during the engagement experience, firms should 

be able to make better predictions about consumers’ behaviours and loyalty intentions 

(Gallan et al., 2012; Schoefer and Diamantopoulos, 2008, Zeelenberg et al., 2008).
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It is interesting to note that on average (Appendix G), respondents did not exhibit 

strong positive levels of agreement with the delight items (happiness, delight and 

surprise). Prior research has found that customer delight involves exceeding 

consumer’s expectations (Mascarenhas et aJ., 2006; Oliver et al., 1997) and creating a 

compelling online experience (Hoffman and Novak, 2009). Previous research has 

shown that creating customer delight involves high performance on the part o f the 

firm, which involves surprising the customer with the level o f  service provided 

(Soscia, 2007). Results, therefore, suggest that firms need to put more effort into 

exceeding consumer expectations and creating high-quality interactions through their 

online engagement platform in order to create delightful experiences.

Moreover, it must be noted that while negative emotions were shown to play a 

moderating role in the engagement process, the moderating effect o f negative 

emotions on the relationship between cognitive appraisal and affective commitment to 

the firm was not statistically significant. This result is at odds with previous research 

which conceptualised that negative feelings resulting from a service encounter, have a 

negative influence on the customer/firm relationship (Barnes et al., 2004, Pie and 

Chumpitaz Caceres, 2010). A possible explanation for this result may be due to the 

fact that consumers were more inclined to engage in C2C interactions, rather than 

exclusively C2F interactions in this context, as outlined in Table 6.3. Thus, it is 

reasonable to suggest that negative emotions experienced may have been more peer 

customer focused (rather than firm focused). Accordingly, the perceived affective 

commitment associated with the firm hosting the VCE may assume lesser importance 

to the consumer. In addition, the result that negative emotions moderate the 

relationship between cognitive appraisal and affective commitment to the virtual 

community, and between level of participation and affective commitment to the 

virtual community, provides tentative support for this contention.

7.4 The Moderating Role o f  Online Interaction Propensity

The positive findings relating to respondents’ online interaction propensity (OIP) 

indicate that some participants were more active in the online environment than others 

(de Valck el aL, 2009; Heinonen, 2009) and this result was positively associated with 

their affective commitment to the firm and firm-hosted virtual community. 

Specifically, OIP moderated the relationship between respondents’ level o f
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participation and their resuhing affective commitment to both the firm and firm- 

hosted virtual community, such that the influential effect became stronger as OIP 

increased.

Critically, findings support the contention that consumers with a higher online 

interaction propensity tend to be more attentive to the opportunity and value of 

building relationships within the VCE (Heinonen, 2009). Additionally, when 

combined with results pertaining to consumers’ engagement focus, it would seem 

reasonable to suggest that firms must identify lead users within their virtual 

community and encourage those users to engage further with other community 

participants in order to further drive C2C engagement. Results provide support for 

Mahr and Lieven’s (2012) claim that firms need to identify, encourage and utilise lead 

users’ input in virtual communities in order to foster knowledge creation and value 

co-creation.

Interestingly, this finding suggests that although a rising number of consumers use 

social media to express and disseminate their experiences (de Valck et a i, 2009), they 

still vary in their propensity to engage. This resuh supports Hoyer et a l.’s (2010) 

proposition that only some customers are “market mavens” who have a higher 

propensity to initiate an interaction and engage with others online. On a similar note, 

findings support the contention that some consumers desire to actively contribute 

knowledge and ideas, thus recasting their role in the marketing process as value 

creators, and the firm’s role as a value facilitator (Gronroos and Ravald, 2011), as 

noted in Section 7.2, Thus, this research provides support for the argument that firms 

need to examine their online strategies (Li et al., 2007), if  they are seeking to increase 

engagement among those consumers that may exhibit “unwillingness to 

communicate” or interact in the VCE (Wiertz and Ruyter, 2007:359). Moreover, this 

research indicates that providing direct incentives to consumers with a low 01? may 

be necessary to motivate engagement by this group, as suggested by Galluagher and 

Ransbotham (2010). Overall, findings support Etgar’s (2008) proposition that firms 

need to tailor the co-creation experience towards different consumer types.

7.5 Consumer Expectations- Antecedents to Consumer Engagement

The inclusion of consumer expectations in the model as an antecedent variable to both

consumers’ cognitive appraisal and their participation in value creating activities
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enabled the evaluation o f the nature o f the relationship between these variables so that 

a m ore complete understanding o f the consum er engagement phenomenon could be 

gained. Accordingly, this answered the several calls for research (discussed in Section 

3.2) into discovering the motivational drivers o f online consum er behaviour 

(Heinonen and Strandvik, 2009; Dickinger et al., 2008; Curran and M euter, 2007; 

Nysveen et al., 2005; W asko and Faraj, 2005; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004; Kleijnen et 

al., 2004; Vijayasarathy, 2004), particularly when participating in a VCE (Heinonen, 

2011; Nam bisan and Baron, 2009; W asko and Faraj, 2005).

This research provides empirical evidence in support o f the extant prem ise that value- 

based motivations prom pt the onset o f consumer engagem ent w ithin the VCE (Brodie 

el al., 2013; Vivek et al., 2012). This research also extends the work o f  theorists such 

as Gallan el al. (2012) and Chan el al. (2010), which have shown the influence o f 

consumers’ expectations on their cognitive appraisal in the physical environm ent, by 

confirming this relationship in the VCE context. Furthermore, this study offers 

support for the extant SDL, service marketing, and relationship m arketing literature 

which indicates that both intrinsic and extrinsic motivational drivers act as 

antecedents to consum er engagement.

In general, findings show that consumers have multiple expectations when 

{participating in a VCE. This concurs with previous studies in a firm-hosted 

environment (Nambisan and Baron, 2009; W asko and Faraj, 2005) which show that 

customers do not participate purely on the basis o f  ‘altruistic’ or ‘hedonic’ motives, 

rather they expect to attain significant benefits from such participation which can 

include, utilitarian, social integrative and personal self-enhancem ent values. Findings 

indicate that those m otives relating to social integrative m otives, followed by positive 

self-enhancement, had the strongest influence on consum ers’ cognitive appraisal, 

vhile  personal integrative m otives had the weakest effect. In contrast, findings 

irdicate that hedonic expectations, followed by personal integrative m otives, had the 

sTongest influence on consum ers’ level o f  participation, with utilitarian m otives 

hiving the weakest effect.

Results validated that enhancing the strength o f  consumer affiliation with the 

Cistomer com munity was the most important dim ension o f  the social integrative
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motives scale followed by expanding their personal/social network. Accordingly, this 

study supports Nambisan and Baron’s (2009) research by showing that social 

integrative motives influence customers to participate voluntarily in value creation 

activities in the VCE. Further to this, findings also indicate that social relationships 

may develop and play an important role underpinning knowledge exchange, and 

influencing consumers’ appraisal o f their engagement experience. Results indicate 

that individuals seek affiliation, social interaction and bonding through these 

communities which influences their cognitive appraisal.

As social integrative motives relate to the social and relational ties respondents expect 

to develop over time from engaging in the virtual community, empirical support is 

provided for the contention that firms should provide processes and platforms to 

support these bonds among their virtual community in order to foster consumer 

engagement (Kumar et a i ,  2010). Previous research indicates that providing 

interactive product and/or service-related discussions and maintaining stable member 

identities helps to facilitate social integrative benefits (Nambisan and Baron, 2009; 

Langdridge et al., 2007). Moreover, Gummerus et al. (2012) suggest that social 

benefits can be developed by providing more opportunities for member-to-member 

interactions and by adding social features that are valued by the members in a virtual 

community. This thinking parallels service marketing philosophy in that firms must 

leverage virtual customer communities to enable social interactions, as exemplified by 

Hoyer et al. ’s (2010) theoretical framework on consumer co-creation in new product 

development or Libai et a l.’s (2010) conceptual study on the antecedents and 

consequences o f C2C interactions. This, in turn, compliments findings relating to the 

focus o f engagement, as discussed in Section 7.2.

As described in Section 5.5, positive self-enhancement motives are associated with 

consumers striving to achieve psychological benefits such as ‘expressing positive 

feelings’ and ‘self-enhancement’ in the VCE. Findings support the contention that 

consumer engagement can be triggered by the need to complain online (Gregoire et 

al., 2010; Schoefer and Diamantopoulos, 2008b) or to voice consumer satisfaction 

(del Matos and Rossim, 2008; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). Findings concur with 

Hennig-Thurau et al. ’s (2004) research on web-based ‘customer opinion platforms’
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which indicate that consumers can be motivated by psychological gains and this, in 

turn, affects their decision-making processes.

Personal integrative motives are related to gains in status and reputation, and the sense 

o f  achievement respondents felt they would gain from influencing product/service 

usage and design, by participating in the VCE. Although findings showed that while 

these expectations had the weakest effect on consum ers’ cognitive appraisal, they 

were the second most influential on consumer participation. Results were consistent 

w ith the social self-enhancement concept highlighted in Section 3.2 (Magni et al., 

2010; W asko and Faraj, 2005; Sundaram el al., 1998) which demonstrate that 

consumers were motivated to share information through the virtual environm ent by 

the status they felt they received from this exchange (Nambisan and Baron, 2009; 

Bagozzi and Dholakia, 2006; W asko and Faraj, 2005). In particular, results showed 

that respondents were concerned with influencing product/service design and 

developm ent or influencing other consum ers’ product/service usage. Consequently, 

findings indicated that consumers take pride in influencing peer custom ers’ product or 

service usage behaviour, as well as the firm ’s product improvement plans, thus 

suggesting that by exercising such influence, they m ay realise a sense o f  self-efficacy 

and self-esteem  as posited in an earlier study on online communities conducted by 

Preece et al. (2004).

This highlights the importance o f firms appealing to consum ers’ self-enhancement 

needs in order to increase consumer engagement in the VCE, reinforcing the 

contention that some consumers strive for self-enhancement in the interaction process 

and, therefore, must be supported (van Beuningen et al., 2009; Xie et al., 2008; 

Kleijnen et al., 2005; El Sawy et al., 1999). Accordingly, this finding provides 

empirical evidence supporting self-concept theory (Sirgy, 1982; Grubb and Stem, 

1971) which argues that consumers make judgem ents based on their self-esteem. This 

indicates that the VCE must be used as a symbolic communication device in order to 

instil a sense o f  self-esteem and so encourage consum er engagement.

It has been suggested that offering social incentives to participants in a virtual 

comm unity can enhance their self-esteem, such as granting a specific status level to 

active users in an activity-based or peer-evaluated online ranking system (Gallaugher
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and Ransbotham, 2010; Belleau et a i, 2007). In addition, as results indicate that 

problem solving and information exchange are clearly important among members o f a 

firm-hosted virtual community, findings suggest that the VCE must engage users in 

creative and problem-solving ways which, as noted by Schmidt et al. (2007), involves 

understanding how to intrigue users, stimulate their curiosity, and appeal to their 

creative cognition.

Similar to empirical studies discussed in Section 2.5 on brand communities and their 

influences on consumer behaviour (Heinonen, 2011; Kozinets et a i, 2010; Schau et 

a i, 2009; Bagozzi and Dholakia, 2006), results showed that the pleasure consumers 

received from conversing with other consumers about the firm’s product/service 

influenced their decision to engage, as deriving enjoyment from problem sharing, idea 

generation or knowledge sharing was validated as the most important dimension of 

the hedonic scale. Moreover, hedonic expectations were among the most influential 

predictors o f consumer participation. This quantitatively supports findings from 

Heinonen’s (2011) netnographic study discussed in Section 2.5, which suggests that 

individuals may be motivated intrinsically to contribute knowledge to firm-hosted 

online communities because they enjoy engaging in intellectual pursuits, solving 

problems, and helping others. Accordingly, this finding highlights the importance of 

consumers being cognitively stimulated as well as being provided with a pleasurable 

experience while participating in such online environments, which in turn provides 

empirical support for Heinonen’s (2011) contention that firms can increase the level 

o f consumer engagement if  they stimulate the various discussions taking place. This 

finding is also consistent with the perspective that has been dominant in the virtual 

community literature relating to ‘citizenship behaviour’ where studies have shown 

that some consumers enjoy helping peer customers with little or no expectation 

regarding a direct response or reward (Porter et c?/., 2011; Nambisan and Baron, 2009; 

Wasko and Faraj, 2005; 399).

As highlighted in Appendix G, utilitarian expectations were identified as being the 

most common reasons for participating in the VCE. This supports the theory which 

argues that utilitarian expectations can play a significant role in a consumer’s decision 

to engage in a given behaviour (Hoyer et a i, 2010; van Doom et a i, 2010), 

particularly in a firm-hosted environment (Curran and Meuter, 2007). Results extend
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previous findings by showing that utilitarian expectations also influence consum ers’ 

cognitive appraisal during the engagement experience. The convenience o f using the 

firm-hosted platform in comparison to other available m odes o f  engagem ent was 

identified as the most important dimension o f the utilitarian scale, followed closely by 

the speed o f  the engagement platform. Theoretically, this is suggested in the work o f 

van Doom  et al. (2010) who contend that consumers may evaluate the costs and 

benefits o f  participating in specific engagem ent behaviours which may be determined 

by relative resource endowments, such as time available. Accordingly, this research 

highlights the importance o f firms emphasising tim e-saving and quick 

accomplishment o f tasks when encouraging consumer engagement. This conclusion, 

combined with findings relating to respondents’ online interaction propensity, 

highlighted in Section 6.2, concurs with empirical evidence relating to consum ers’ 

perception o f self-service technologies which show that when consumers are familiar 

and comfortable with a technology-mediated service delivery platform , the utilitarian 

value offered by this platform is an important aspect o f  their online experience 

(Curran and Meuter, 2007).

7.6 Other Variables at Play

Finally, two control variables were tested in this study (as detailed in Section 6.7), 

tenure and product/service involvement.

7.6.1 Tenure

The statistically insignificant result in relation to overall tenure (membership 

duration) in the virtual community, and the level o f participation stands in contrast to 

previous research which has shown that consumers who have participated in a virtual 

community for a long time may perceive that there is more at stake for them in 

maintaining their participation (Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Jespersen, 2008; Bagozzi 

and Dholakia, 2006; W asko and Faraj, 2005). However, conversely, it m ay be the 

case that long-term members o f  a virtual community have adapted to the virtual 

environment, as suggested by Preece et al. (2009), indicating that firms must take 

proactive measures to create and sustain online environm ents that contribute toward a 

compelling customer experience in order to build levels o f  cum ulative satisfaction 

which result in prolonged participation in value co-creation. Interestingly, although 

not proposed in Chapter 4, tenure was found to have a controlling effect on
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consumers’ cognitive appraisal which indicates that long-term members of the 

community tend to have more positive engagement experiences and that this, in turn, 

influences their level o f participation.

7.6.2 Product/service Involvement

Finally, the positive findings regarding product/service involvement indicate that, as 

predicted, participants do feel a greater emotional bond with the firm when their level 

of product/service involvement is high. Findings concur with previous research in the 

virtual brand community literature which found that the more important the product or 

service is to the consumer, the more the customer feels they have at stake when 

interacting in a virtual community and therefore tend to feel a strong sense o f 

attachment or commitment (Wasko and Faraj, 2005; Novak et ai,  2002). Similarly, 

this research supports theories of collective action (Schau et ai, 2009; Kozinets et ai, 

2008) indicating that individuals who are central to the virtual community, and are 

connected to a large number o f others, are more likely to sustain contributions to the 

collective. Moreover, findings provide empirical support for the contention that 

product/service involvement has a positive effect on consumers’ willingness to 

contribute to value creation activities and their affective commitment to the firm 

(Kumar et ai,  2010).

7.7 Conclusion

This chapter highlighted the four major themes emerging from this research and 

expanded on the nature o f these as they emerged from the empirical analysis and the 

related literature. Overall, the results o f this study indicate that consumer engagement 

in a VCE is a fiinction o f the value created during their engagement experience.

The contention that cognitive, emotional and behaviour processes are central to 

consumer engagement in a VCE is supported. Moreover, results show that consumers 

have multiple expectations when engaging in VCEs, and therefore engagement is 

influenced by the extent that this environment serves both the intrinsic and extrinsic 

needs o f its consumers.

A key outcome o f customer engagement is the way consumers are affected by other 

customers in the VCE, directly or indirectly, highlighting the crucial role C2C
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interactions plays in value creation in this context. Moreover, findings show the 

importance o f consumers being affectively stimulated during their engagement 

experience and the necessity for firms to adapt the co-creation experience towards 

consumers with different levels o f OIP, so that they can increase affective 

commitment to the firm.

Reflecting on the research outcomes, their relevance to the literature, and the research 

questions posed at the outset o f this thesis, it is clear that the developed model 

provides an appropriate tool to understand key factors that influence consumer 

engagement in a VCE.

The next chapter completes this study with a summary o f the major conclusions o f the 

current research, followed by the contributions and implications arising from those 

findings. In addition, the limitations evident within the current research are provided, 

as well as a number of future research avenues for the continued study of consumer 

engagement in a virtual environment.
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Chapter 8 - Conclusion

8.1 Introduction

This chapter brings together the m ajor points o f  this thesis and presents the key 

conclusions o f this research. Based on the findings and discussion presented in the 

previous chapter, this chapter begins by summarising the research outcomes in terms 

o f the objectives o f  the current study. Follovv'ing this, the key contributions o f the 

study in relation to theory and practice are discussed. Finally, arising from this 

discourse, a future research agenda is outlined.

8.2 Summary o f  Research Outcomes

As consum er engagem ent is a complex phenomenon firms need to understand the 

underlying dynamics that facilitate and inhibit its development. Understanding 

consumer engagem ent in a VCE, particularly in the increasingly networked society, 

rem ains a research priority because it is central to creating value for custom ers and 

organisations alike. M oreover, existing research in a VCE context has been 

predom inately exploratory or conceptual. Therefore, very little is known about the 

inter-relationships that constitute elements o f consumer engagement in a VCE. 

Although a small num ber o f  studies have examined isolated aspects o f  these 

relationships, to date, no study has identified and integrated the key components o f  

consumer engagem ent in a VCE in a cohesive model which allows antecedents, 

influences and outcom es to be empirically tested as a whole. The identification o f  this 

gap led to the overall goal o f  this doctoral study; to advance substantive theory on 

consumer engagem ent by the identification, examination, and empirical validation, o f  

key components o f  this engagem ent, and their interrelationships, in the context o f the 

VCE.

To address this research goal, a comprehensive literature review o f  the theoretical 

perspectives underpinning consum er engagem ent in a VCE, together with a review o f  

the concepts that purport to explain the underlying dynamics o f  the phenomenon was 

conducted. Through the integration o f  research strands from several disciplinary 

streams, an investigation o f  the key antecedents, m oderators and consequences o f 

consum er engagem ent in a VCE was conducted in order to understand how marketers 

can em brace and sustain this engagement.
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As presented in Chapter 4, this study proposes six m ajor hypotheses. Drawing on the 

review o f  the literature and, in particular, the SDL, a range o f  concepts was used to 

guide this investigation. Accordingly, a contem porary theoretical model o f 

relationships inherent to consumer engagement in a VCE was developed and tested.

Given the contemporary and contextual nature o f consumer engagem ent in a virtual 

environment, and based on recommendations from the literature (discussed in Section 

5.4), a web-based survey was decided upon as the data collection vehicle, and was 

promoted using various social media. Structural equation m odelling, combined with 

hierarchical m oderated linear regression, was used to obtain more robust information 

about how the constructs relating to consumer engagement interrelate. Based on the 

foregoing, it is perceived that findings provide considerable support for this study’s 

hypotheses. The resulting values for the structural relationships and the analysis o f  the 

m odel’s fit with the collected data indicate that it is highly probable that this study’s 

model fits well in the population o f  interest.

Overall, results indicate that consumer engagement in a VCE is multidimensional and 

reflects the interplay between consumer participation, their emotional states and 

cognitive processes experienced durmg their mteractive online experience. In 

particular, the research highlights consumer engagem ent in the VCE as an interactive, 

experiential process, based on individuals' engagem ent with specific objects (e.g. 

brands, products, services etc.), and/or other com m unity participants. Findings 

indicate that both intrinsic and extrinsic m otives were direct antecedents to consumer 

engagement. Specifically, consumers were prompted to participate in the VCE by a 

combination o f their utilitarian, hedonic, positive self-enhancem ent, social integrative 

and personal self-integrative motives. W hile utilitarian expectations were identified as 

being the most common reason for participating in the VCE, findings indicate that 

social integrative motives had the strongest influence on consum ers’ cognitive 

appraisal, while hedonic expectations had the strongest influence on consum ers’ level 

o f  participation. Accordingly, the contention that value-based motivations prompt the 

onset o f  consumer engagement in a VCE is supported (Brodie et al., 2013; Hoyer et 

al., 2010). Furthermore, findings also indicate that these expectations influence 

consum ers’ cognitive appraisal o f  their engagem ent experience. Findings confirm 

Brodie et a l . ’s (2013) contention that indicates consumers initially engage with a
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particular purpose in mind, then progress to two-way communication with either the 

firm or other customers in the virtual community, thus serving to influence specific 

emotional, behavioural or cognitive states.

Significantly, findings highlight how the focus o f consumer engagement influences 

the engagement experience and the resulting level of participation in value creation 

and affective commitment. In particular, findings demonstrate that C2C interactions 

cause a higher level o f participation and affective commitment to the firm than purely 

C2F interactions during the engagement experience. This suggests that as 

relationships strengthen among participants of the community, they invest more and 

perceive they receive more from the engagement experience. Thus, this extends prior 

exploratory research which highlights the central role members of a virtual 

community play in gratifying other members’ intrinsic and extrinsic needs, such as 

providing an information resource, or offering social support (Edelman, 2010; 

Hollebeek, 2010; Kozinets et al., 2008). In addition, findings indicate that firms need 

to take proactive efforts to move beyond the current view that these peer-to-peer 

communities require no encouragement or moderation by the firm (Chui et al., 2013; 

Gartner Inc., 2012; Dholakia et al., 2009). Moreover, this research suggests that 

interactions in the VCE are a prerequisite to affective commitment to the firm, 

indicating that this commitment can be strengthened if value is co-created between 

participants o f the VCE during the consumer’s engagement experience.

This research shows that emotions play a moderating role within the consumer 

engagement process in the VCE. More specifically, results demonstrate that 

consumers’ affective states during their online experience have a significant influence 

on the consumer’s level o f participation in value creating activities, and on their 

affective commitment to the firm and firm-hosted virtual community. As discussed in 

the literature review, previous research has placed little emphasis on the affective 

dimensions o f the interaction between the consumer and firm (Rose et al., 2012; van 

Doom et al., 2010; Baron and Nambisan, 2009; Payne et al., 2008; Grace, 2007) or 

the consumer with other consumers in a VCE (Libai et al., 2010; Kozinets et al., 

2008). Accordingly, this research fills an important gap in the service marketing 

literature by providing empirical evidence which shows the value created through 

emphasising the role of consumers’ affective state.
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Finally, consumer online interaction propensity moderated the relationship between 

consumers’ participation and their affective commitment to both the firm and firm- 

hosted virtual community, indicating that consumers with a higher online interaction 

propensity tend to be more attentive to the opportunity and value of building 

relationships within the VCE. When combined with results pertaining to consumers’ 

engagement focus, this highlights the importance o f encouraging those consumers 

with a high interaction propensity to engage further within the VCE in order to drive 

C2C engagement.

Overall, resuhs support the theory that the consumer experience can encourage or 

discourage the consumer as an operant resource in value creation (Brodie et al, 2013; 

Payne et a!., 2009). Furthermore, findings indicates that in order to increase consumer 

engagement in the VCE, the goal o f firms must be to create greater value for 

consumers in the VCE by fostering higher quality interactions and experiences, 

thereby cultivating positive affective states.

8.3 Contribution to Knowledge

The major contribution o f this research is the provision, and empirical verification, o f 

a contemporary, integrated, theoretical model o f key components o f consumer 

engagement and its interaction-based antecedents, moderators and consequences set in 

the context o f the VCE. This research therefore makes a significant and timely 

contribution to knowledge given the importance o f consumer engagement in a VCE 

and considering that marketing thought remains deficient to fully understand this 

concept (Brodie et al., 2013; Bolton, 2011; van Doom, 2011; Payne et al., 2009; 

Vargo et al., 2009). This major contribution comprises the following elements;

8.3.1 Contribution One -  Unifying Theoretical Perspectives

This research adds to the body o f knowledge in the emerging area o f consumer 

engagement. Using the SDL as the underlying theoretical foundation, this study 

utilises multiple literatures to provide an integrated model that captures the factors 

contributing to consumer engagement in the context o f the VCE. This was achieved 

by drawing fi-om multiple literatures including consumer research, consumer 

psychology, services marketing, service research, relationship marketing, virtual 

communities, social media, and technology acceptance research.
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8.3.2 Contribution Two -  Quantitative Verification of Key Relationships

This is the first study to identify and verify multiple cause and effect relationships 

related to consumer engagement in the VCE. As highlighted in Section 2.4, extant 

research in relation to consumer engagem ent in a firm-hosted online environm ent has 

consisted o f  theoretical or exploratory studies. This study builds on van Doom  et al. 's

(2010) conceptual work covering the antecedents and consequences o f consum er 

engagement. It extends the exploratory work o f  Brodie et al. (2013) and Porter el al.

(2011), by providing a m ore objective, robust and in-depth analysis o f  the 

relationships between key constructs related to consumer engagement. It also extends 

the work o f theorists such as Gallan et al. (2012) and Chan et al. (2010) which have 

shown the influence o f  consum ers’ expectations on their cognitive appraisal, albeit in 

a physical environment. This is achieved by the use o f structural equation modelling 

which makes it possible to provide decompositions o f  structural effects into direct and 

indirect effects, thereby providing a reliable, valid and parsimonious model by which 

the relationships between key components o f  consumer engagem ent can be measured. 

This should encourage and facilitate further testing o f postulations in this stream o f 

research.

8.3.3 Contribution Three -Identification of Key Moderators

This research advances current knowledge by identifying and validating three 

important m oderators, namely the focus o f  consumer engagement (C2C and C2F), 

consum ers’ affective states, and consum ers’ online interaction propensity, which 

dynamically influence key relationships w ithin the consumer engagem ent process, as 

discussed in Sections 7.3-7.5. As discussed in Chapter 7, the effect o f cognitive 

appraisal on consum er participation, and o f  participation on affective comm itm ent, is 

more complex than previously stated and this research is the first to verify the role o f 

these m oderators relative to these relationships. The results related to each moderator 

provide a contribution to knowledge, as follows:

Firstly, a key theoretical contribution o f this study is in respect to the role that the 

focus o f  consum ers’ engagem ent plays w ithin the consum er engagement process in 

the VCE. Specifically, this research has verified the role o f  C2C/C2F interactions as 

key determinants o f  consum er participation in value creating activities and affective 

comm itm ent to the firm. In particular, results demonstrate that C2C interactions have
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a stronger influence than C2F interactions, and therefore play a more influential role 

in consumer engagement.

Secondly, another theoretical contribution is the new focus on the value created 

through emphasising the moderating role o f consumers’ affective states while 

engaging in the VCE, a platform that is typically associated with being a functional 

means for supporting a firm’s products or services. As discussed in Section 3.3, past 

research has largely focused on the assessment o f a serv'ice experience in terms of a 

single standard: ‘satisfaction’, which was simply described as the gap between a 

consumer’s expectations and the performance o f the serv'ice provider in terms o f their 

products or services. Moreover, the majority o f those prior studies which examined 

consumers’ affective responses focused on high-involvement services such as 

professional services in the physical environment (Gallan et al., 2012; Chan et a l,  

2010; Mattila and Enz, 2002). Therefore, this study contributes to the literature by 

identifying and investigating a number o f key positive (liking, joy, pride and delight) 

and negative emotions (anger, fhistration and dislike) that influence consumers’ 

experiential responses in the context of a VCE. This research discriminated between 

different emotions experienced by respondents by using multi-item scales in order to 

provide greater clarification on consumers’ affective states and their moderating 

effects during consumers’ online engagement experience.

Thirdly, as discussed in Section 3.5, while it is well established that online interaction 

propensity influences consumer participation in the online environment (de Valck et 

al,  2009; Heinonen, 2009; Nielsen, 2006; Ridings et al,  2006; Wasko and Faraj, 

2005), the role o f OIP as an influence on affective commitment was heretofore 

unknown. This research is the first to provide empirical evidence o f OIP as a 

significant influence on the relationship between respondents’ participation and their 

affective commitment to both the firm and firm-hosted virtual community, such that 

the influential effect becomes stronger as OIP increases.

8.3.4 Contribution Four -  Empirical Support for SDL

This study generated and empirically tested a theoretical model which was highly 

consistent with the SDL literature. Resulting irom this, findings provide empirical 

support for the sometimes elusive concepts within the SDL and contribute to the
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understanding o f value-related processes in a VCE, about which marketing thought 

has remained relatively silent so far. This contributes to furthering scholarly 

understanding o f consumer engagement and the nature and dynamics typifying 

specific marketing practices associated with the SDL, as detailed in Section 8.4. In 

particular, findings show that interactions (C2C or C2F interactions) within service 

systems can have positive or negative effects on consumers’ level o f participation in 

value creation and their affective commitment. This result supports Lusch et al. ’s 

(2007) contention that consumers must be viewed as operant resources and 

collaborative partners who co-create value. Moreover, this research verifies the SDL 

premise that value co-creation is a function o f interaction (Gronroos and Voima. 

2013) which occurs within networks rather than solely firm-consumer dyads (Brodie 

et al., 201 lb; Gronroos, 2010; Vargo and Lusch, 2008a). Findings support the theory 

that firms must provide a service that generates specific consumer experiential 

benefits through the co-creation o f value with other consumers by virtue o f focal 

interactions and/or interactive experiences (Brodie et al., 2011b). Furthermore, 

findings support the contention that customers must be placed explicitly at the same 

level o f importance as the firm as a proactive co-creator o f value (Payne et al., 2008). 

Therefore, this research provides support for the suggestion that in order to fially 

understand consumer engagement in VCEs, firms must focus on consumers’ actual 

interaction experiences in the co-creation process (Ramaswamy, 2010) as these 

interactions are an important source o f value for the consumer.

8.4 Managerial Implications

Given the preceding results and discussion, a number o f managerial implications exist 

for firms. The results o f this study are especially important for managers who are 

considering, or have implemented, social media platforms supporting virtual 

communities, as an engagement tool. As discussed in Section 2.3, it is critical that 

firms understand how to facilitate consumer engagement and value co-creation 

(Durkin, 2013; Hoyer et a l ,  2010; Ramaswamy, 2010), through utihsing VCEs 

(Porter et al., 2011; van Doom et al., 2010; Verhoef et al., 2010). Consumer 

engagement is an importance predictor o f firm performance (Jaiswal and Niraj, 2011; 

Bijmoh et al., 2010; van Doom et al., 2010; Bowden, 2009) and crucial for long-term 

business success (Chui et al., 2013; Porter et al., 2011; van Doom et al., 2010; 

Verhoef et al., 2010). However, most firms stmggle to engage consumers as they do

271



not understand consumer engagement (Chui et a!., 2013; Divol et al., 2012; 

Marketing Science Institute, 2012) or attach sufficient importance to the nature of 

customers’ interactions in VCEs (Brodie el al., 2013; Nambisan and Baron, 2009). 

Consumer engagement in a VCE presents an ongoing challenge for firms (Gruner et 

al., 2014; European Union, 2014; Dholakia el al., 2009).

From a practitioner perspective, the primary recommendation from this work would 

be for firms to take proactive measures to create and sustain a VCE that contributes 

toward creating an innovative experiential environment. To support this, the following 

discussion presents four major implications of the study’s results for marketing 

practitioners.

The first implication for practitioners is the need to develop a comprehensive 

understanding o f the dynamic and interactive nature o f the C2C process, to enable the 

development of an effective strategy to embrace and sustain consumer engagement. 

Findings indicate that facilitating interaction between participants o f a VCE not only 

helps meet specific consumer needs, such as personal and social integrative needs, but 

also motivates value co-creation among the virtual community. Accordingly, in line 

with SDL thinking, value creation is not limited to customer-firm interactions but 

concerns a network o f activities involving the consumer (Vargo and Lusch, 2008a). 

Therefore, it is detrimental to firms to facilitate purely C2F interactions. Simply 

stated, in the context o f the VCE, firms should enable consumers to interact with each 

other, as well as with their employees. Critically results show the importance o f 

facilitating peer-to-peer interactions among consumers, but that it is essential for a 

C2F component to remain as part o f the engagement process in order to enhance value 

co-creation. Thus, findings concur with current academic and practitioners’ concerns 

regarding the manner in which firms view the VCE as a mechanism which allows 

consumers to solve problems in an unmoderated, peer-to-peer, fashion (Gartner Inc., 

2012; Nambisan and Baron, 2009), as discussed in Section 2.3.1.

The VCE should also provide an opportunity to stimulate engagement by allowing 

consumers to express their ideas and thoughts, as suggested by Mathwick et al. 

(2008). Subsequently, firms need to create supportive conditions to help participants 

interact and collaborate with others in the virtual environment, allowing them to
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participate and contribute to decision-m aking processes. Further to this, results 

suggest that firms must invest in infrastructure designed to allow custom ers to connect 

for more than just information exchange, so as to support the creation o f  relationships 

among participants that form communities. Findings indicate that these relational 

bonds are critical to cooperating parties. Thus, in order to become co-creative, firms 

should play a facilitating role in the co-creation o f value.

The second m ajor implication is that marketers must identify, understand, and manage 

consum ers’ distinctive affective states within the context o f  the VCE. Results 

demonstrate the im portance o f  eschewing a strictly utilitarian perspective on the usage 

o f the VCE. Although the VCE is a goal directed service environm ent, firms must 

look beyond satisfying consum ers’ instrumental needs in order to increase consumer 

engagement. At an operational level, this implies that marketers need to move their 

focus away from viewing the VCE as a purely functional means and a passive object, 

controlled by the firm, to view'ing it as a proactive platform that is subservient to the 

emotional needs o f  their consumers. Critical to this will be the ability for firms to be 

able to empathise w ith customers and their emotions. Firms need to create the 

conditions necessary to help support consum ers’ emotional needs.

Results also show that firms will benefit from focusing their attention on evoking 

positive emotions while consumers engage in the VCE, in particular, joy , delight, 

pride and liking, as these affective states strongly influence consum er participation in 

value creating activities and their affective commitment. Furthermore, results show 

that firms can mitigate the effect o f  negative emotions by increasing consum ers’ 

positive cognitive appraisals. Based on these findings, m arketing m anagers may 

choose to influence custom er affect by designing service interactions that enhance 

custom er cognitive appraisal and participation in the VCE. This recom m endation is 

consistent with literature on consum er emotions in the physical environm ent, which 

stresses the emotional com ponent o f consumer evaluations and the importance o f 

exceeding consumer expectations and creating high-quality interactions during the 

service experience in order to increase positive affective states. For example, 

custom er delight is positively related to custom ers’ future loyalty intentions but 

involves high perform ance on the part o f  the firm so that they surprise the custom er 

with the level o f  service provided (Soscia, 2007). In addition, an enjoyable interaction
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is a key characteristic o f consumer-employee rapport but involves exceeding 

consumer expectations (Mascarenhas et al., 2006; Oliver et al., 1997) and creating a 

compelling service experience (Hoffman and Novak, 2009). Additionally, findings 

support previous research in virtual communities which suggests that firms can 

influence active participation among members if  they provide experiences that 

empower participants so that they gain a sense o f self-efficacy and self-esteem (van 

Doom el al., 2010; Lampel and Bhalla, 2007).

In addition to stimulating consumers’ positive emotions in the VCE, findings indicate 

that measuring consumers’ emotional states should enable management to make better 

predictions about consumer participation and affective commitment. Identifying 

customers’ affective states during engagement should help firms manage consumer 

emotions so that they can facilitate positivity and encourage consumers to participate 

in value creating activities and thus improve service perceptions. This result suggests 

the necessity for firms to leverage emerging techniques such as sentiment analysis 

whereby technologies are employed to identify the valence o f consumer opinions and 

their affective states through an analysis o f the textual content o f their comments and 

posts (Fan and Gordon, 2014; Davenport et al., 2013). This warrants future research, 

as discussed in Section 8.6.

The third implication ft'om this research relates to consumers’ online interaction 

propensity, which has been shown to not only influence consumer participation in the 

VCE but importantly consumers’ affective commitment. As online interaction 

propensity is a behavioural disposition, rooted in personality, that explains the 

presence (or lack) of a general disposition to engage in online interactions, it might be 

worthwhile for firms to attempt to identify consumers’ level of online interaction 

propensity upon registration to the online community in order to better understand and 

influence subsequent communication activity. Findings underline the benefits 

marketers could achieve if they facilitate those who actively contribute knowledge 

and support others in the VCE. Resuhs imply that marketers should leverage this 

group to drive C2C engagement. Additionally, results provide support for Mahr and 

Lieven’s (2012) claim that firms need to identify, encourage and utilise lead users’ 

input in virtual communities in order to foster knowledge creation and value co

creation. It is also important for firms to realise that those who have a low online
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interaction propensity may never become active contributing participants o f the VCE 

unless stimulated directly, for example, through economic incentives, as suggested by 

Galluagher and Ransbotham (2010).

The final implication for managers relates to the need to go beyond implementing a 

purely informational support infrastructure in the VCE. This cognitive approach 

suggests that knowledge is the principal value creation asset whereas this research 

indicates that hedonic and social expectations, for example, also play an influential 

role. Results show that in contrast to customer-initiated virtual communities that can 

emerge organically, practitioners must adopt proactive measures to create and sustain 

the VCE so as to fijlfil multiple consumer expectations. As discussed in Section 7.5, 

expectations relating to social integrative and personal self-enhancement values, 

hedonic, psychological and utilitarian needs, reflect the nature o f benefits customers 

expect to derive from their participation in VCEs. Results indicate that the extent to 

which the VCE offers these benefits will influence consumers’ cognitive appraisal 

and their actual participation. In summary, findings indicate that firms should provide 

processes to support social bonds that may develop among participants in the VCE as 

consumers are gratified and driven to participate by having their contributions to the 

community recognised and respected by others, and also desire a sense o f attachment 

to the community. Moreover, firms must provide engagement platforms that are fast, 

convenient, and accurate, while providing access to information that helps consumers 

enjoy their online experience, solve problems and make decisions. Findings imply the 

need for firms to carefully design their VCEs to facilitate knowledge sharing, provide 

social support, deliver an enjoyable and useful experience, and enable consumers to 

co-create value. Therefore, managers should target their efforts appropriately 

according to the different needs o f community participants to accelerate and amplify 

consumer engagement.

8.5 Limitations

This study furthers our understanding o f consumer engagement in a VCE, however, as 

with any academic study, the reader should be aware of any limitations that apply.

First, this study was conducted in the context o f a VCE, thus, the insights gained here 

largely apply to the context o f customer involvement in firm-hosted product/service
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support. Therefore, the empirical research must be considered in the context o f this 

particular community. Moreover, respondents’ online interaction propensity (OIP) 

was in general high, and findings showed that these respondents had higher OIP on 

average than those respondents that choose not to participate in this type o f platform 

(as detailed in Appendix E), indicating that this group was more comfortable 

engaging in this manner. This justifies some cautious generalisations o f the results. 

However, as highlighted in Section 6.2.1, the sample of respondents for this study was 

reflective o f the current internet population in terms o f age levels, employment status 

and education (Leon et al., 2013). Additionally, as discussed in Section 5.5, to support 

claims for generalisation the Expected Cross Validation Index (ECVI) was extracted 

from the model, and from competing/nested models, and results indicate that the 

model chosen is suitable to represent similar populations.

Second, although the sample size of the empirical research was considerable {N-307)  

and adequate to test this model, a larger sample size would have allowed other types 

of analysis, such as simultaneous analysis o f several groups, and the cross validation 

of the model pre-and post-modification. For example, if the sample data were larger, 

it could have been split into the calibration sample used for exploratory analysis and 

the validation sample used for the cross validation (Hair et al., 2010). However, it is 

important to note that a single model iteration was required in terms of model fit 

during CFA analysis, and four iterations during the SEM analysis (which included 

testing alternative theories, nested models and mediation paths), which together with 

the adequate sample size, and verified model power, minimised the dangers 

associated with model modifications.

.\nother limitation that must be recognised is associated with the data collection time 

period. This study employed a cross-sectional research design, which provides only a 

snapshot o f the relevant consumer engagement dynamics at a particular point in time, 

whereas a longitudinal study could provide additional valuable contributions to theory 

development. There is a considerable body o f knowledge which suggests that 

practices evolve over a considerable period of time and that challenges are faced at 

different points in time (Chen, 2007; Bhattacheijee and Premkumar, 2004; Midgley 

and Dowling, 1993). Accordingly, longitudinal research could address this temporal 

dimension and track the development o f consumer engagement over time. However,
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given the academ ic nature o f the research, limited access to the respondents, time, and 

budgetary constraints, this was not possible. The research did attempt to address the 

longitudinal requirem ent by creating psychological separations in the questionnaire, to 

create the appearance that the m easurem ent o f  the predictor variables were not 

connected with, or to, the measurement o f  the criterion variables. For example, based 

on Podsakoff et al. ’s (2003) recom mendation, a psychological barrier was placed 

between the reasons why individuals decided to participate in the VCE initially and 

their evaluation o f  the engagem ent experience and emotions experienced during the 

engagem ent experience.

As has been noted in Chapter 6, the levels o f  consumer negative emotions recorded 

during the survey process were relatively low compared to the positive emotions, and 

had limited variance. As such, the influence o f  negative emotions on levels o f 

participation and affective comm itm ent, while statistically significant, was marginal.

Finally, given the scope o f the study, there are other custom er-related variables that 

were not included m the model. This represents both a lim itation o f the current 

research as well as an opportunity for future research. For example, the study did not 

consider how the consum er’s emotional state prior to engaging in the VCE may alter 

consumer engagem ent. Furthermore, this research examined three variables that alter 

the effect o f  custom er participation on affective commitment. Other psychological or 

sub-conscious processes, such as cultural values, individuals’ mood, and personality 

traits (e.g., extroversion) could be examined to expand knowledge o f the boundary 

conditions o f  consum er participation.

W hile it is im portant to identify the limitations o f any research endeavour, the 

recognition o f  these paves the way for further research, as discussed in the following 

section.

8.6 Further Research Agenda

Several important avenues for further research are suggested by this work. Additional 

research would be desirable to replicate the findings o f  this model in other contexts to 

ascertain if  the same direct and indirect effects occur in the model. Future research 

could deploy the model developed herein in the virtual environm ents o f  third-party
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product / service providers (such as Amazon or EBay). Additionally, given the 

research context o f this study, future research might consider re-testing the model in 

multiple sites with multiple users, or in a single setting with multiple users, to 

ascertain the generalisability o f the resuhs.

Given the temporal nature o f consumer engagement, a longitudinal study would 

greatly enhance the body o f knowledge and capture the complexity of the 

implementation challenges facing firms when they embrace consumer engagement 

through a technology-mediated platform. Time-lagged data would also allow for a full 

examination of the potential of the relationship-development within C2C or C2F 

interactions. This would help confirm the contention that participants in the virtual 

community, who deepen their commitment by making repeated contributions or 

significant collaborations, grov/ loyal to their social connections.

Findings indicate that firms need to manage and enhance customer-firm relationships 

in these environments in order to create affective commitment. Moreover, findings 

demonstrate the importance o f C2C relationships in increasing consumer engagement. 

However, as these relationships are not formally organised within the VCE they are 

difficult to control. Thus, more empirical research is needed to discover how to 

govern the engagement o f groups in the firm’s virtual community and how this 

additional control by the firm will impact on future consumer engagement.

Moreover, as this research studies consumer engagement from the consumer’s 

perspective, one side o f the dyad in value co-creation was researched. The use o f a 

dyadic methodology that captures both consumer and firm perspectives o f the 

consumer engagement phenomenon is worthy of exploration in further research. 

Another logical research direction would be to investigate the research model from a 

managerial perspective. For example, future research on the integration o f consumer 

engagement strategy in firms is needed that focuses on the metrics used to measure 

firm performance when they embrace consumer engagement. This would provide 

valuable insights into the impact o f CEBs on firms and their constituents in terms o f 

what van Doom et al. (2010) describe as the immediacy o f  impact, intensity o f 

impact, and the longevity of impact. Moreover, as findings revealed that most 

consumers were engaging with a specific goal or purpose in mind, future research

278



could investigate whether consumers at varying levels of online interaction propensity 

can, or should be, stimulated to engage in value co-creation directly with firms, for 

example, via economic incentives, or whether such stimuli leads to lower levels of 

engagement, as suggested by Deci and Ryan’s (1985) self-determination theory.

As emotions were validated to play an important moderating role in consumer 

engagement, more research is needed focusing on the role emotions play in 

determining different types o f  engagement behaviour. In addition, as a small number 

of respondents in this study experienced negative emotions during their engagement 

experience, future research could focus on investigating how negative emotions 

impact on the engagement constructs described in this research, taking a larger sample 

into account. For example, future research could take the model developed within this 

thesis and test it with a subject group in which negative emotions were the 

predominant focus.

According to appraisal theories, a mixed or a variety of emotions can produce 

different consumer behaviours and, therefore, require different solutions. For 

example, this research demonstrated that individuals can experience mixed emotions 

during the engagement experience and as Larsen et al. ’s (2004) findings show, this 

can cause consumers to experience emotional ambivalence which demonstrates the 

subtlety o f the experience content o f emotions. This leads to the question o f which 

emotion takes priority in the engagement process or whether it is the case that the 

strongest emotion takes priority with other emotions becoming important when the 

strongest emotion has been reacted on, as proposed by de Hooge et al. (2008), thus 

causing consumers to discount lesser emotions while bringing forward an associated 

goal that may overrule other goals, as suggested by Zeelenberg et al. (2008).

It would also be interesting to explore if positive or negative feelings experienced 

while engaging in a VCE are persistent or if they are temporary and dissipate after 

multiple visits. Previous research suggests that technology-mediated systems (Curran 

and Meuter, 2007) and online environmental stimuli (Preece and Shneiderman, 2009) 

should be continually enhanced to retain those feelings o f enjoyment or delight. Thus, 

future research might provide some insight as to the relative importance o f these
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factors over time. For example, a longitudinal study could be conducted, in which the 

effects of new VCE feature introductions on consumer engagement are examined.

This research established three important moderators within the consumer 

engagement process which fiiture research should endeavour to take into account. It 

would be fiTjitfiil, for example, to determine if a relationship exists between these 

moderators in order to determine which moderator might take precedence over the 

others. For example, future research could investigate whether engagement with a 

C2C focus negates the impact o f negative emotions, or enhances the impact of 

positive emotions. Additionally, a consumer’s online interaction propensity might 

determine the level o f emotions experienced. Furthermore, a longitudinal study could 

investigate the relationships between these moderators over time.

Finally, as consumer engagement can include other dimensions (e.g. psychological or 

sub-conscious processes) beyond the relational approach adopted in this research, 

future research could examine the role variables such as cultural values, specific 

individual-level and/or contextual variables, including personality or mood, play as 

influences on consumer engagement. Alternatively, future research could take the 

results and data collected during this research, and carry out more exploratory work to 

determine if  other relationships can be seen to exist, or if alternate causal paths can be 

identified.

In summary, marketers face many challenges, particularly in relation to harnessing the 

power o f engaging customers to increase mutual value in this new digital age for 

marketing (Gordon and Perrey, 2015:1). This research highlights that it is important 

for academics and practioners to understand that engagement, as a process, arises out 

of a combination of interrelated elements. This research has made significant progress 

towards bridging the empirical gap between consumer engagement theory and 

practice through the conceptual model developed, which adds coherence and structure 

to our knowledge of consumer engagement. It is hoped that future research will build 

on this new foundation to shed further light on the consumer engagement 

phenomenon.
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Appendix A Key Studies Relating to Technology Acceptance and Emotions 

Figure A .l The Evolution of Key Models used to explain Technology Acceptance

Theory of Reasoned 
Action (TRA)

Fishbein and Ajzen

(1975)

Emended by adding 

Perceived behavtomal Control

Emended by reptacmg atmude 
nf>ea&ures vwth technology 
acceptance m easu res‘ea se  of 
use* and "use^hiess"

Technology 
Acceptance Model 

(TAM)

Davis (1989)

Extended to explain percerved 
usefulness and usage 
intentions m terms of so aa l 
influence and cognitive 
instnjnental processes

Theory of Planned 
Behaviour (TPB)

Ajzen (1985)

Legend
Relationship betw een  m odels 

Models included in UTAUT developm er^

TAM2

Venkatesh and Davis

/  C om bnng TPB predictors 

With Perceived Usefulness

Unified Theory of 
Acceptance and Use of 
Technology (UTAUT)

Venkatesh et al (2003)

Social Cognitive Theory 

Bandura (1986)

Model of PC Utilisation 

Thompson et al (1991)

MoDvational Model 

Davis e ta l (1992)

Combined TAM and Innovation Diffusion Task-Technology Fit

TPB (C-TAM-TPB) Theory (TTF)

Taylor and Todd (1995) Rogers (1962-2003)
Goodhue and Thompson 

(1995)

Intention to return 
and unplanned 

purchases

Koufans (2002)

Online consumer 
character sati on

Grunert and Ramus 
(2005)

Table A .l: Studies Utilising TA Models in the Online Environment

Im et al 
(2011)

I ’o explain the adoption 
of MP3 players and 
internet banking. 
Constructs tested (effort 
expectancy, 
performance 
expectancy, social 
influence,facilitating 
conditions).

UTAUT - Survey 
questionnaire with 
501 u-sable responses, 
taken from a random 
sample of consumers 
from Korea and the 
U.S.

Social influences 
depends on 
environmental 
characteristics 
(mandatory or 
voluntary use or 
organizational vs. 
consumer use).

Needs adaptation 
for the consumer 
environment. 
Focus on BI.

McCole e! 
al. (2010)

To examine the 
relationships between 
trust considerations and 
attitudes towards online 
purchasing.

TRA- Survey 
questionnaire of 383 
usable responses.

Sample included a 
random sample of 
university personnel.

Consumers still 
fear using the 
internet for e- 
commerce 
purposes. 
However, the 
presence of a 
reputable agent 
might alleviate 
this risk. 
-Relationships

Focus on 
attitudes towards 
online 
purchasing. 
Remains silent 
on behavioural 
intention (BI). 
Cross cultural 
approach needed.
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differ at given 
levels o f  a 
consumer's 
privacy and 
security concerns. 
- ITie vendor’s 
reputation and 
brand are 
determinants o f 
this trust.

Bagozzi
and
Dholakia
(2007)

To detennine the 
antecedents and 
purchase consequences 
o f  consumer 
participation in brand 
communities.
Constructs tested 
(attitude towards social 
intention, subjective 
norm and perceived 
behaviour control).

TPB- Online Survey 
questionnaire o f 298 
usable responses. A 
sample o f 154 
members o f  Harley- 
Davidson Motorcycle 
small
group brand 
communities and 
another sample of 
255 members o f 
motorcycle riding 
groups not organised 
around specific 
brands.

Participation 
could be 
explained by a 
combination of 
social and 
psychological 
variables.

A model is 
needed that 
focuses on 
intrinsic 
motivational 
drivers such as 
specific 
emotions.
Model excludes 
emotions.
Silent regarding 
the dependent 
variable.

Lin et a i  
(2006)

Measuring consumer 
attitude towards two 
instant messaging 
products.

TPB- Survey 
questionnaire o f  211 
usable responses 
(student sample).

Testing an 
application in 
isolation may 
provide 
misleading 
results and 
indicates the 
importance o f  the 
‘relative model’.

Focus on 
attitudes.
Student sample 
used.

Cui et al. 
(2009)

To develop measures of 
coping strategies and to 
test their cfTects on 
product beliefs 
regarding 3G mobile 
phones and BI with 
respect to upgrading 
technology-based 
services.

T AM-Quantitative. 
Survey questionnaire 
based on 207 usable 
responses. The 
sample was taken 
from a previous 
consumer survey 
regarding 3G mobile 
phones in Hong 
Kong.

Findings suggest 
coping strategies 
such as 
confrontation or 
avoidance can 
play a key role in 
predicting TA.

Focus on BI 
Did not identity 
whether factors 
that include 
stress levels, 
emotions and 
personality type 
influence the 
choice o f  coping 
strategy.

Hsu and 
Lin (2008)

To test the relationship 
between perceived 
enjoyment (PE) and 
PKO in relation to 
determining intentions 
to use web logs.

TAM- Online field 
survey with 212 
usable results, fhe 
survey was placed on 
a number o f popular 
websites in Taiwan. 
Perceived enjoyment 
as an antecedent to 
attitude

Perceived 
enjoyment was 
the most 
important 
variable in this 
context.

Focus on BI- 
More research 
needed to 
discover the 
extent to which 
consumer 
affective states 
impact on BL

Vijayasara 
thy (2004)

lo  discovers 
consum er’s perception 
o f  web-based shopping 
Using PKIJ and 
usability constructs.

TAM- Survey 
questionnaire o f 281 
usable responses. 
Multiple regression 
analysis used.

Compatibility, 
ease o f  use, 
usefulness and 
security are 
highly relevant in 
assessing attitude.

Focus on 
purchase 
intention as the 
tlnal dependent 
variable.
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Table A.2 Prior Research Incorporating Positive Emotions to Study Online CB

(K im  and 
Han, 2009)

M obile data services 
(M D S)
Focus: in-depth 
understanding 
o f  the key values 
influencing M DS 
acceptance.

Hedonic value was 
tested as a direct 
determ inant o f  Bl.

O thers determ inant 
included utilitarian 
and social value.

Interpersonal and 
external sources 
were tested as 
antecedents to 
hedonic value.

Hedonic value was measured 
using Sw eeney and Soutar 
(2001) scale which consisted o f  
four items m easuring how  the 
service made consum ers feel, 
enjoy and relax.

- U tilitarian and social values dom inate adoption decision w hereas the 
im pact o f  hedonic value is w eaker than other values.
- U tilitarian value o f  o lder people is more strongly affected by 
interpersonal influences com pared to younger people (older people more 
likely to conform  to the opinion o f  others).
- G ender has a significant effect on M DS acceptance (social influences 
are more salient am ong w om en than am ong men when form ing an 
intention to adopt technology) how ever know ledge gained from external 
sources (relevant others and secondary sources) is m ore critical in the 
decision process for men.
- M DS acceptance is largely explained by social value, im plying that this 
value is a salient factor in deciding w hether to adopt MDS.
- The perceptions o f  value are found to be m ore strongly affected by 
interpersonal influences (the extent to w hich com m unity m em bers 
influence each other) than by external sources (such as inform ation from 
T V , new spapers, the internet).

(E thier el 
a /., 2006)

B2C w ebsite quality 
and associated 
em otions experienced 
during online shopping.

C ognitive appraisal 
o f  situational state 
and em otions.

Used R osem an’s cognitive 
appraisal scales (liking, joy , 
pride, dislike, anxiety and 
frustration).

Results confirm ed a positive relationship betw een w ebsite quality and 
cognitive appraisal, and that cognitive appraisal led to positive and 
negative em otions.
Further research needs to exam ine m ultiple w ebsites, personality  traits 
and motivations.

(D ickinger 
el a  I., 
2008)

M obile services with 
netw ork externalities 
(tested TA in a 
consum er context 
w here a hedonic 
construct (perceived 
enjoym ent), social 
norm  and T AM 
concepts were

PE as an antecedent 
to attitude. O ther 
antecedents tested 
PU, EOU and social 
norm as a 
determ inant o f  
enjoym ent and PU.

Perceived enjoym ent m easured 
only (two item scale).

- Perceived enjoym ent o f  using m obile services outside the w orkplace is 
a more pow erful determ inant o f  attitudes and intention than perceived 
usefulness.
- W ith highly interactive services, social contact has a positive influence 
on usefulness and enjoym ent.
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included)
Focus: new insights 
into mobile
services adoption with 
network externalities to 
gain ideas for product 
design

(Hsu and 
Lin, 2008)

Web logs
Focus: Insights for 
blog-hosting 
service providers and 
bloggers, to
help in understanding 
the factors contributing 
to blog usage

PE as an antecedent 
to attitude. Other 
antecedents tested 
PU, PEO, and 
knowledge sharing 
factors (altruism). 
Social influences as 
a direct determinant 
o f  intention.

Perceived enjoyment and 
altruism measured (using three 
item scales)

- Social norm had no direct influence on user intention. Users are w illing  
to blog because o f  their social community.
- PU, expected reciprocal benefit, trust and expected relationships had no 
influence on attitude -  indicating PU is only important in a work 
environment.
- PEU, perceived enjoyment and reputation significantly affected 
attitude.
- Perceived enjoyment was the most important variable in this context.

(Kulviw at 
el a I., 
2007)

Personal digital 
assistant (PDA)

Enjoyment was 
measured as part o f 
the pleasure, arousal 
and Dominance 
paradigm o f affect 
(PAD)

Perceived enjoyment measured 
only (using a three item scale).

- Previous studies have only incorporated a single emotion into their 
respective models and just positive emotions.
- A model is needed that covers a w ider range o f emotions that 
consumers may experience.
- Findings refer to Childers el a! (2001) who proposed both hedonic and 
utilitarian motivations are relevant as consumers engage in online 
retailing and Dabholkar and Bagozzi’s (2002) study which found 
intrinsic motivation such as fun had a significant effect on self-service 
technology acceptance. Also refer to Bruner and Kumar (2005) study 
that found fun had a direct effect on attitude had a more significant effect 
on technology adoption than utility .
- Pleasure and arousal are significant predictors o f attitude.

(Curran
and
Meuter,
2007)

SST (online banking 
context)

Focus: To determine 
change behaviour from 
traditional to self-

Moderating effect o f 
expected outcomes 
(enjoyment, social 
acceptance and 
utility) on the 
relationship between

Perceived enjoyment measured 
only (three item scale).

- Attitudes are not the only predictor for behavioural intentions. 
Intentions can be enhanced by including constructs such as anticipated 
outcomes (u tility , social acceptance, and enjoyment).
- Significant link between u tility  and enjoyment.
- Human interaction is still needed by some consumers in service 
encounters.
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service method attitude and Bl.
(Kim et 
al.,2001)

Mobile internet 
Focus : to gain insight 
in consumers Perceived 
value

Enjoyment and 
perceived usefulness 
as antecedents to 
perceived value and 
perceived value at 
antecedent to 
intention (benefit 
components) -  
technicality and 
perceived fee 
(sacrifice 
components)

Perceived enjoyment measured 
(using a four item scale based on 
Agarwal and Karahanna (2000) 
scale).

- TA is determined by perceptions o f  value and these in turn are 
determined by the perceptions o f usefulness, enjoyment etc.
- Extrinsic and intrinsic benefits prompt customers’ intentions to adopt 
and non-monetary cost serve as a barrier.
- Perceived sacrifices seem to have a greater impact than perceived 
benefits.
- The impact o f perceived usefulness on perceived value is also not the 
strongest among the four antecedents.
- Effort-orientated constructs seem to be more salient in the early stages 
o f  adoption.

(Turel el 
al.,2001)

Wireless short 
messaging services 
(SMS)
Focus: more 
knowledge on 
behaviour intention

Enjoyment was 
measured as hedonic 
value which in turn 
was tested as an 
antecedent to 
perceived overall 
value which directly 
affected Bl

Hedonic value measured (using a 
three item scale similar to the 
scale used in the Kim and Han 
(2009) study).

- Perceived value was an important predictor o f  behavioural intentions.
- Perceptions o f  positive emotions were the key factors influencing usage 
intentions.
- Price was a significant predictor o f usage.
- Perceived social value was found to have no impact on users overall 
perceived value.
- The aggregation o f three constructs pertaining to the domain of 
perceived value (performance/quality), value for money and emotions 
explain 40% o f the variance in user intention.

(Bagozzi
and
Dholakia,
2006)

Online Brand 
Communities

Focus: To determine 
the antecedents and 
purchase consequences 
o f customer 
participation in small 
group brand 
communities

A model based on a 
broadening the 
theory o f planned 
behaviour to 
incorporate social 
intentions.
Anticipated positive 
and negative 
emotions were tested 
in relation to 
achieving group 
participation goals

13 unipolar items measuring 
anticipated positive emotions.

The authors found that in addition to the effects o f the classic Theory o f  
Planned Behaviour antecedents (attitudes, subjective norms) "dynamic 
appraisals in the form o f anticipated emotions and group identification 
processes in the form o f social identity were key explanatory variables” 
(p.60) o f  behavioural intentions.

Findings also showed that “in addition to cognitive and motivational 
variables related to the product and the brand that these studies have 
examined, commitment to a brand can also be influenced (positively) 
through encouraging interactions with small groups o f like-minded 
customers and identification with the group in a social context offered 
(and sponsored) by the firm and the brand, but controlled and managed 
primarily by the consumers themselves ”(p.60).
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(N ysveen 
et al., 
2005)

M obile chat services

Focus: To gain new 
insights into online 
m obile services 
adoption and 
segm entation.

The m oderating 
effects o f  gender in 
explaining intention 
to use m obile chat 
services.
PE as an antecedent 
to attitude. O ther 
antecedents studied -  
PU, EOU, perceived 
expressiveness and 
norm ative pressure.

Perceived enjoym ent (using a 
four item scale).

- Findings from th is study suggest that social norm s and intrinsic m otives 
such as enjoym ent are im portant determ inants o f  intention to use am ong 
fem ale users, w hereas extrinsic m otives such as usefulness and 
expressiveness are key drivers am ong men.

(D abholkar
and
Bagozzi,
2002)

Scenario - touch screen 
for ordering in fast- 
food restaurant (SST)

Enjoym ent/fun 
m easured along with 
perform ance and 
ease o f  use as direct 
positive affect on 
attitude.

M oderating traits 
included situational 
factors and consum er 
traits.

Perceived fun (based on a four 
item scale adapted from 
D abholkar (1994)).

- Inherent novelty  seeking did not necessarily mean that confidence in 
using new  technology. H ence they try technology for the fun they offer, 
but only i f  easy to use.
- Ease o f  use o r user-friendliness should be prom oted especially  i f  their 
target m arket is low in self-efficacy o r need em ployee interaction.
- Fun aspect is im portant if  their target m arket is high in inherent novelty 
seeking, high in self-efficacy, highly self-conscious.
- Enjoym ent/fun is im portant at different levels for all segm ents.

(K oufaris,
2002)

W eb-based com m erce 
with the objective o f  
exam ining the role o f  
the experience w ith the 
w eb site

TAM  extended to 
include the influence 
o f  enjoym ent and 
control on EOU and 
PU and in turn their 
influence on trust 
and Bl (purchase and 
intention to return).

Perceived enjoym ent measured 
(using a four point scale based 
on Ghani el al. (1991) scale).

Perceived control was measured 
(using a scale that m easured how 
frustrated, claim , in control or 
confused consum ers felt).

- a positive online experience that provides custom ers w ith enjoym ent 
and perceived control leads to greater trust in the com pany as a result o f  
their positive perceptions about the w eb s ite ’s usefulness and ease o f  use.
- a positive relationship exists betw een custom er trust in a com pany and 
custom er retention and intention to buy.
Further research needs to confirm  these findings particular in different 
online contexts.
M ore research needed to d iscover how firm s can create an attractive 
online experience environm ent.
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Table A.3: Prior Research Incorporating Negative Measures to Study Acceptance of TBS

(Cui el al., 
2009)

M obile services 
Focus: D evelops 
m easures o f  coping 
strategies and 
provides an em pirical 
test o f  their effect on 
product beliefs and 
BI w ith respect to 
consum ers decisions 
to upgrade to a new 
technology product

C oping strategies 
(confrontation vs. avoidance 
strategies) negatives vs. 
Product beliefs (Pu, PEO, 
Fun) on Bl.

N egative m easure relating to 
product beliefs.

- Findings suggest consum ers coping strategies 
such as avoidance strategies (refusal and delay) 
and confrontation strategies (extended decision
m aking and pre-test) can play an im portant role in 
predicting technology acceptance.

(R einders el 
« /.,2 0 0 8 )

T echnology-based
service
Focus: an
experim ental design 
within railw ay 
(ticketing and travel 
inform ation) 
contexts. That 
investigated the 
im pact o f  forcing 
consum ers to use 
TBSS

The relationship between 
forcing use o f  TBSS and 
attitude tow ard the service and 
the service provider. This 
result w as tested with 
respondents’ positive word o f  
m outh and sw itching 
intentions.

Control variable: Anxiety 
(four item scale adopted for 
Curran and M euter (2005)).

Findings suggest offering interaction with an 
em ployee as a fall-back option offsets the 
negative consequences o f  forced use.

Previous experience with TBSS leads to more 
positive attitudes tow ard the offered self-service, 
w hich can offset the negative effects o f  forced use 
to som e extent.

(Flavian- 
Bianco et 
a /., 2011)

O nline search tools

Focus on em otions 
associated with 
online search for 
product inform ation

R elationship betw een 
perceptions o f  success in the 
online search, initial affective 
state and em otions felt during 
the search activity.

Cheerful, Anxious, 
Depressed, Adverse 
Surprise, Hope 
Joy, Distress 
Liking Dislike

Perceived effort expenditure during online search 
has a positive im pact on resulting positive 
em otions, and no im pact on negative em otions. 
Hope seem s to influence positive em otions after 
the search process. D islike arises when users feel 
they have low control over the search situation.
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(W alker
and
Johnson,
2006)

T echnology-enabled 
services (internet and 
telephone banking) 
Focus; more 
know ledge on 
behaviour intention

Perceived risk on willingness 
to use SST

Dissatisfaction - C onsum ers have different view s about the 
suitability o f  d ifferent m edia for the provision o f  
different kinds o f  services.
- R esearchers need to distinguish betw een the 
m edia utilized and the specific purpose for w hich 
each is em ployed (they cannot be view ed as 
generic).
- M any services rem ain under-utilized because 
consum ers expressed dissatisfaction w ith their 
experiences when using these services.

(B agozzi
and
Dholakia,
2006)

Investigates 
behaviour and 
detenninan ts o f  the 
behaviour o f  small 
group brand 
com m unity 
participants.

Social identity (cognitive self- 
aw areness o f  m em bership in 
the brand com m unity, 
affective com m itm ent, and 
evaluative significance o f  
m em bership), w as tested in 
relation to brand identification 
and in turn brand behaviour. 
The relationship was tested 
betw een anticipated positive 
and negative em otions toward 
achieving or failing to achieve 
group participation goals, and 
desire as a transform ative 
m echanism  translating reasons 
for acting into social 
intentions to do so.

12 unipolar items m easuring 
anticipated negative 
emotions.

Findings indicate that custom er participation in 
collective activities w ithin brand com m unities can 
be explained by a com bination o f  social and 
psychological variables.

(C urran and
M euter,
2005)

Self-service 
technology adoption 
(B anking)
Focus: more 
know ledge on 
behaviour intention

N egative m easures (need for 
interaction, risk)
Positive m easures (EO U, PU) 
on attitude.

N egative m easure relating to 
perceived risk/perceived 
A nxiety (four item scale).

- Salient factors may vary am ong technologies 
and their stages in the adoption process and these 
beliefs m ay change over time.
- There is no evidence to support the need for 
interaction as an antecedent b e lie f to attitudes in 
this context (three services tested).
- A lthough usefulness is im portant, if  SST is not 
easy to use there w ill be resistance.
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(Meuter et 
« /.,2005)

Telephone-based SST 
(insurance company) 
Focus: more 
knowledge on 
behaviour intention

Perceived risk influencing 
effect on trial o f SST (other 
positive constructs tested also)

Negative measure relating to 
perceived risk

- Consumer readiness variables (role clarity, 
motivation, ability) are key mediators between 
established adoption constructs (innovation 
characteristics and individual differences) and the 
likelihood o f  trial.
- Although ability mediated several antecedent 
predictors in each study, its direct influence on 
trial was ov erwhelmed by the stronger effects o f 
role clarity and extrinsic motivation.
- Intrinsic motivation was only marginally 
significant when predicting trial.
- Findings would imply that consumers who have 
a positive evaluation o f  an innovative service may 
choose not to use it if  they do not understand their 
role, if  they perceive no clear benefit to using it or 
if they believe that they are not able to use it.

(Meuter et 
a/., 2003)

SST (airline/travel 
services)
Focus: more 
knowledge on 
behaviour intention

The effect o f  technology 
anxiety (TA) on attitude

Anxiety - TA was found to be a better predictor of 
technology use than demographics.
- As TA goes down, usage o f  SST goes up.
- TA also influences the experience o f using SST.
- The most common attribution was that the 
outcome was due to the company or technology.



Appendix  B Summary of Focus Group Findings

Content Validity Check for Construct Measures

Focus group survey questions related to consum ers’ experiences in a virtual custom er 

environment (e.g. the nature o f  their engagement, motivational states, interactions and 

their perceptions o f  the firm or the other consumers in the online community, the 

emotions they experienced while participating in the virtual comm unity and their 

overall evaluation o f the engagement experience. Respondents were also asked to 

comment on the key consequences o f  consum er engagement i.e. whether they felt the 

engagement process generated relational or hedonic value, consumer loyalty or 

affective commitment, satisfaction, or trust.

Genera! themes from these focus groups were consistent with the notion that 

consumers have positive feelings as well as displeasures when engaging in online 

discussion forums or social networks. Flexibility, convenience, efficiency, knowledge 

enhancement, a sense o f  belonging and enjoyment were some o f  the positive themes 

that emerged from the surveys. Negatives them es included fhistration or anger due to 

lack o f  interactivity and responsiveness from the firm, gaining m isleading product or 

service advice from the forum or the availability of poor quality information. In 

addition, participants described several benefits they expected from the engagement 

experience which included gaining product or service knowledge, ‘obtaining high 

value solutions’, ‘good service’, ‘praise for their expert contribution’, ‘fast response 

from the firm ’ and ‘relevant answers to their queries’.

Findings suggested that custom ers’ assessment o f the engagem ent experience 

included the value they felt they received during their interactions in the social media 

and in particular how responsive the firm was to their individual needs. A quick 

response and the ability to get help to a problem  or query solved was highlighted as 

vital to some respondents. More personalised and proactive support from the firm 

hosting the social network and a trusted network for peer-to-peer interactions were 

some o f  the suggestions made from respondents. Findings revealed that consumer 

loyalty, satisfaction and empowerm ent, resulted from a positive engagement
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experience whereas dissatisfaction or disappointment influenced consumers to 

complain to others and in some cases switch to another service provider.

The intensity and the quality of the information in online discussions were noted as 

being particularly important in forming relationship value for respondents. Some 

respondents assessed the engagement experience positively because they enjoyed the 

virtual friendships that formed during participation in the online platform.

The above findings augmented insights from the literature relating to the attributes for 

assessing electronic service quality in general, because many of the technology- 

related feelings overlapped with the criteria used by consumers in judging service 

quality (Parasuraman et al., 2005).
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Appendix C Extract from Pilot Study Analysis

C.l Cronhach's a Measure o f the Internal Consistency

Motivational drivers 
o f  Consumer 
Engagement

Utility .758 CA increases to .885 if 
“cheaper” is removed

I ledonic .938 CA decreased if  any item is 
removed

Social Integrative .858 CA increases if  “expand my 
personal/social network” is 
removed

Personal Integrative .896 CA reduces if  any item is 
removed

Homeostasis Utility 
(Elxpressing Positive 
Feelings)

.904 CA increases if  “show that I 
am a knowledgeable 
custom er...” is removed

Cognitive Appraisal 
o f  the Engagement 
Experience

Cognitive Appraisal o f 
Situational State

.975 CA changes slightly if  any 
item is removed

Positive / Negative
Emotions
Experienced

Liking .950 CA reduces if  items are 
removed

Delight .850 CA increases slightly if  
“happiness” is removed

Joy .902 CA increases if  “enthusiasm” 
is removed

Pride .870 CA increases slightly if  
“worthy o f  praise” is removed

Dislike .936 CA increases slightly if 
“antipathy” is removed

Frustration .936 CA decreases if  any item 
removed

Fear .949 CA increases to 1 if 
“dismayed” is removed

Relational Value Customer relational 
value

.959 Only two items, neither can be 
removed

Consumer
Participation

Customer participation .874 CA decreases slightly if  any 
item is removed

AITcctive
Commitment to the 
Firm

Aflective commitment .987 CA decreases slightly if any 
item is removed

Affective
Commitment to the 
forum

Commitment to the 
forum

.970 CA slightly decreases if  any 
item is removed

Online Interaction 
Propensity

Online interaction 
propensity

.881 CA changes slightly i f  any 
item removed

Product/service
Involvement

I^oduct/'service
Involvement

.933 CA changes slightly if  any 
item removed

Focus o f
participation (firm, 
consumers, both)

Focus o f  participation 
(firm, consumers, both)

Multiple 
Choice, CA test 
not applicable

Frequency o f  
participation in 
forum

Frequency o f  
participation in forum

Multiple 
Choice, CA test 
not applicable

Duration o f 
participation on this 
occasion

Duration o f 
participation on this 
occasion

Multiple 
Choice, CA test 
not applicable
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DcscriptiM* Data
N ature o f  online 
behaviour (blogging 
etc.)

N ature o f  online 
behaviour (blogging 
etc.)

M ultiple 
C hoice, C A  test 
not applicable

G ender G ender M ultiple 
C hoicc, C A  lest 
not applicable

A ge Age M ultiple 
C hoice, C A  test 
not applicable

Einploym ent Status Em ploym ent Status M ultiple 
C hoice, C A  test 
not applicable

Education Education M ultiple 
C hoice, C A  test 
not applicable

2 9 3



c.2 Descriptive Feedback from Respondents in the Pilot Study

Section
1

“I  don't think I  tike the "neither agree nor 
disagree" choice. It is asking to confirm an 
ahsohite negative value.

It may be possible to use a “not 
applicable” option for these 
questions; however that approach 
would go agaiast the nature of 
I.ikert Scales.

"Another i.^sue I  have is that some answers are 
given based on regularity. For example while I 
quite often participate to obtain solutions to 
.specific products, I have just done it once or 
twice fo r  complains (agree somewhat). Would a 
regularity question on each .section help? ”

Respondents were asked to consider 
the ]ast time they engaged with a 
firm via their social network; this 
respondent seems to have contused 
that fact. This will be clarified in the 
final survey.

“An.iwers might completely change based on a 
difference forum ”

Respondents were asked to consider 
a single occasion when they 
engaged with an online foruiri/'social 
network. Running the final survey 
with a specific forum in mind would 
be more appropriate, and would 
provide a solid basis for analysis.

“I f  these questions are fo r  a wide audience, and 
not just fe rvo u r  fellow PhD students, the 
language is much too complicated. They also 
overlap to great extent. Make simple questions 
that are clearly distinguishedfrom each other ".

The language in the questions will 
be simplified in certain cases.

Scction
2

"The question Tfound it easy to gel the online 
forum to do what I  wanted it to do' is confusing. 
I'm guessing that's it's asking about ease o f use, 
so I  answered the question ' Ifound it easy to do 
what I wanted to do on the online forum.

This question will be simplified.

“The "Neither agree nor disagree" an.swer to "It 
was easy fo r  me to become skilful at using the 
online forum " should he considered as "not 
applicable" since I never spend enough time to 
become skilfiil. I'm there mainly to solve i.ssues ".

fhe respondent seems to have 
misinterpreted the question, or is 
trying to guess what the question is 
trying to uncover. The question will 
be simplified to avoid confiision in 
the final version.

“I guess you put those differently oriented (2 
was it easy vs. was it hard) questions in the last 
block intentionally ".

Some questions were reverse coded 
on purpose, in order to ensure 
answers were being thought about 
rather than having a user 
automatically click through the 
options, fhis approach was 
recommended in the literature but 
will be used on a select few question 
s to avoid confusion in the final 
version.

“The section "Information provided by the 
online fonm i" is a good example o f  clearly 
distinguished, simple questions. The following 
sections again get too lengthv

No change needed, although other 
questions that need to be simplified 
will be structured in a similar 
manner.

Section
3

“These is a lot o f  emotions listed in the first 
question on this page, it is very o ff putting 
initially ”

The Cronbach’s Alpha tests o f the 
survey instrument suggest that all 
Items arc valid. However, fear will 
be removed completely, as
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highlighted above. In addition, each 
respondent will be given the 
opportunity to select only 
positive/negative emotions 
experienced if this is relevant to 
their experience.

"The more I  proceed, the more I  fe e l that Ihe 
survey is targeted to those with ju s t one such 
experience and I  have difficulties in choosing. 
For example in how I  fe e l I  entered as positive 
all the feelings I  could remember from  all the 
experiences. Also I  did not understand "Blocked 
from  certain actions

Again this seems to be a 
misunderstanding on behalf o f the 
respondent(s). The purpose o f the 
survey is to get a view on a singular 
engagement experience. This will be 
clearly liighlighted in the final 
version.

“Decided to base on experience with one social 
forim i integrated with a good information site... 
boundaries are blurred between forum  and site 
information. Experiences with other forum s  
would have completely different more negative 
responses. Design, community, and  
responsiveness to questions would he 
differentiating factors

Section
4

“Sorry hut I  cannot help in this page since it is 
constructed with ju s t one firm  in mind".

The purpose o f  the survey is to gain 
an understanding o f  the reaction of 
respondents in relation a specific

“Forum does not have one to one relationship 
with a single firm  ”

firm and its forum.

“Importance, Meaning to me, and Relevance to 
me are hard to differentiate ”

These questions will be fiirther 
clarified.

“7 "Engaging with the firm  gives me strong 
sense o f  belonging to the firm " - can you clarify' 
"belonging"? atstomer"^ employee?

fhis question will be clarified.

"Please rate the fiinn's product or serx’ice along 
the follow ing dimensions" - these categories are 
again overlapping, and diffiise ’’

These questions will be clarified.

Section
5

“Interpretation o f  forum is quite broad the.se 
days.... so not .sure which aspects o f  social 
activity on a merged site/forum are considered 
as belonging to forum  fo r  purpose o f  study ’’

The purpose and focus o f the survey 
will be clarified in more detail for 
respondents.
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Appendix D Extract from Final Questionnaire

1. Welcome to the Consumer Online Engagement Study

This research Is pari of an ongoing PhD study which is being conducted at Trinity College, Dublin, Ireland If you have 
any queries at)out this research please contact Ethel Claffey (claffeye@tcd ie)

Dear Participant

Thank you for taking the time to access this study You have been invited to participate in a research study aimed at 
understanding the behaviours of people when they participate in a firm's online forum or social network Your 
participation will make a valuable contnbution to the findings of this research

The survey should take approximately 10 minutes.

All information collected will be anonymous and it will not be possible to Identify an Individual respondent from the 
collected data Data from this study will only be used by the researcher and data will only be presented In summary 
form when all survey results have been gathered

DON'T FORGET TO LEAVE YOUR EMAIL ADDRESS AT THE END OF THIS SURVEY IF YOU WANT TO BE IN 
WITH A CHANCE TO WIN A €100 AMAZON VOUCHER

I agree to participate In this research study

Agree and read background to this research

Agree and start survey

Exit

2. Research Information

1SH

BACKGROUND OF RESEARCH

The aim of this research Is to gain a deeper understanding and a broader perspective of the motivations which dnve 
consumers to participate in a firm's online platform e g their online forum or Twitter account It also seeks to 
understand how the consumer’s expenence, while engaging in an online platfomi, can influence their behaviour and 
overall satisfaction

The research strives to develop a model which examines the influence of the emotions expenenced by the consumers 
as they participate in an online platfomi on the quality of customer engagement and to verify the results through a 
quantitative study

PROCEDURES OF THIS STUDY

Following a detailed literature review and the development of a conceptual model, this phase of the research involves 
issuing an online survey questionnaire to a broad number of respondents Once the results from the survey have been 
collected the analysis of the data will commence 
All data captured during this study will be fully anonymised

RESEARCHER S CONTACT DETAILS 
Ethel Claffey 
claffeye@tcd le
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3. Have you ever participated in a firm's online forum or social network

23H

For the purposes of this study when you are answering the questions, please consider ONF SPECIFIC OCCASION 
when you participated In a firnfi's product/service related forum/social network (for example, that of a phone network 
operator or a consumer goods provider)

The reason for engaging could have been, for example, to register a complaint, to share product or service experiences 
to get a product or service-related question answered, to help others with their queries or to write a review

Have you ever participated in a firm's online forum or social network?

Yes

No

31H

The purpose of this section of the survey is to capture the reasons why you have not engaged in a firm’s online forum or 
social network

1 have never participated in a firm's online forum or social network because....

The purpose of this section of the survey is to uncover your reasons for participating in the online forum/social network

Thinking abiout your reasons for participating in the online forunVsocial network (e g getting information completing a task 
issuing a complaint etc), please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements

Agree Stror>g!y agree

O 

o
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I decided to participate in the online forum/social network because I expected ....
Strongly _ Disagree Neither agree ,

Disagree Agree somewhat
disagree somewhat nor disagree

It to be cheaper than other
available methods of O  O  "v—'
engagement

K to be faster than other
available methods of
engagement

It to be more convenient than
other available methods of O  ' _ , t ( '.

engagement



I decided to participate in the online forum/social network because I expected to...
Strongly Disagree Nerther agree Agree
disagree somewhat nor disagree somewhat

o u oEntertain and stimulate my 
mind

Denve enjoyment from 
problem solving idea 
generation or knowledge 
sharing

Derive fun and pleasure
from the engagement v ■■ ( }  O O
expenence

Expand my personal/social 
network 

Enhance the strength of my
affiliation with the customer O ' '  ̂ ‘ ' O o
community

I decided to participate in the online forum/social network because I expected to...
Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree
disagree somewhat nor disagree somewhat

U o

Enhance my
status/reputation as a ^  (_, ( J
product or service expert 

Reinforce my product or 
service-related credibility 

Derive satisfaction from
influencing other ^ ^
consumers' product/service
usage

Derrve satisfaction from 
\nfluei>cing producl'seivice 
design and development

I decided to participate in the online forum/social network t>ecause I expected to...
Strongly „  Disagree Neither agree Agree

Disagree Agree
disagree somewhat nor disagree somewhat

Express my joy about a ^
good buy

Feel good by telling others 
about my buying 
successes

Tell others about a great
experience with the firm or Q) ( j
firm's olfenngs

Strongly agree

C '

Strongly agree

Strongly agree

o
u

Q
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Please indicate if your participation in the forum/social network was related to:

A  future purchase 

A past purchase 

Other (please specify)

Please indicate the name of the forum or social network on which you are basing your experience

Prev Next

6. Emotions Experienced

The purpose of this part of the survey is to get your views on the emotions you experienced as you participated in the 
online forum/soclal network

Thinking about your overall experience as you participated in the online forum/social network, did you 
feel...

1 Not at all

Appreciation for this type of 
online expenence

Liking for thts type of online 
expenence

A preference of this type of 
online expenence

Surpnse

Happiness

Delight

o

c

2

o
4 Somewhat

o

5.

o
6

o
7 Very much

O

Thinking about your overall experience as you participated in the online forum/social network, did you 
feel...

Pleasure

Enjoyment

Enthusiasm

Self-confidence

Pt)de

Worthy of pfaise

1 Not at all

V.

C

c

4 Somewhat

( j

w

O

u

6o
o

7 Very much

o
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Thinking about your overall experience as you participated in the online forum/social network, did you 
feel...

1 Not at all 2 3 4 Somewhat 5 6 7 Very much

Antipathy G o ■'fcai''’ G ‘■'W'

Dislike o G 'v. W

Aversion G O G G G G
Frustrated G G G G G G
Prevented from getting what 
you wanted G O O G O O
Blocked from certain 
actions o O G G G G G
Enraged o O G G G G G
Angry o G G G G G G
Mad o O G G G G G

8. General Perceptions About The Engagement Experience

■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■  G1H

The purpose of this part of the survey Is to capture your general perceptions about the online engagement experience 

Did you feel that participating In t

Strongly 
disagree

Gave you the opportunity to 
accomplish your goals/tasks 
successfully 

Provided you with the 
t>enet\ts you expected to '
receive

Was a good example of what 
you expected when engaging 
in an online forum/social 
network

Was satisfactory

tie online foruirvsocial network....

Disagree Neither agree Agree .
Disagree j Agree Strongly agree

somewhat nor disagree somewhat

G G O O O O

O J  G O

Please Indicate whether your participation was

Planned Unplanned

Planned (e g you had a 
purpose in mind) Unplanned
(e g you made a O
contribution or query on
impulse)
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W hat did you like m ost about your engagem ent experience?

W hat do you like least about your engagem ent experience?

W hat changes, if any, would most improve your engagem ent expenence?

— 67H

When you participated in the online forum/social network, with whom did you engage?

The Firm

Other Consumers

Both

Prev Next

The fdlowng questions relate to how you feel about the firm whose online forum/social network you engaged with

Thinking about the firm you engaged with, please indicate your level of agreement with the foMowing statements.
_ Disagree Neither agree Agree
Disagree Agree Strongly agree

Strongly
disagree

I want to continue engaging 
wfth this firm because I 
genuinely en)oy my 
relationship with them

I expect my relationship with 
the to continue for a long 
time

I care at>out the long4eim 
success of the firm

Thinking about the forum/social network in which you participated, please Indicate your level of agreement with 
the following statements.

t want to continue 
participating in this 
forum/social network 
because I genuinely en)oy 
my relationship with the 
customer comrrxjnity

I would feel loss if this 
fonjm'Social network was no 
longer av-ailable 

I care about the fate of this 
forunrv'sociai net¥rork

Strongly
disagree

u

Disagree
Disagree

somewhat
Neither agree 
nor disagree

Agree
somewhat

Agree Strongly agree
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Please evaluate the value you feel that you derived from the engagement experience based on the following 
statements

Strongly 

disagree

My participation in the online 

forum/social network helps 
me buikl a better relationship 
with the firm

My participation in the online 

forum/social network makes 
interacting with the firm more 

enjoyable

0*sagree Neither agree Agree
Disagree Agree Strongly agree

somewhat nor disagree somewhat

Based on your overall expenence while you participated in the online forum/social network, please indicate rf it
influenced you to

Strongly

disagree

Spend a k>l of time sharing 

infomiation about your needs 
and opintons

Put a lot of effort into
expressing your personal '

needs

Provide suggestions for
improving the firm s - '
products/service(s)

Disagree Neither agree
Disagree

somewhat nor disagree

o o

o o

Agree Strondy agree
somewhat

O

o o

Please rate the firm's product or service along the following dimensions; 
1 •  Important to me, means a lot to me or relevant to me. 
7= unimportant, means nothing to me or irrelevant to me

1 2 3 4 Neithef 6 6 7

Importance 

Meaning to me

Relevance to me - ■

How often do you participate in this online forum/social network?

Daily

Weekly

Monthly

Yearty

Not on a regular t>asis 

Other (please specify)
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How long have you been actively participating in this online forum/social network?

Less than 3 months 

Between 3 and 6 months 

Between 6 months and 1 year 

Between 1-2 years 

Between 2-3 years 

^  Greater than 3 years 

Other (please specify)

Please specify ttie length of time you spent participating in the online forum/social network on this 
occasion

Less than 10 minutes 

(J) 10 to 20 minutes 

Q  20 to 30 minutes 

(_) 30 minutes to 1 hour 

( 3  More than 1 hour

Finally, some questions about you and your general online behaviour

Ttiinking about your own online behaviour, please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements

I like feadmg/tvowsing online
diSCUSSKXIS

I am someone wtio likes 
actively participating in 

online discussions 

I enjoy exchanging
information and shanng ,
experiences with other
people online

I am someone who enjoys
initiating a dialogue online

Please select the nature of your general online engagement behaviour (tick as many boxes as is necessary)

Blogging and web posting 

Making recommendations or referrals 

I Wnting online reviews 

Reading online reviews 

f ”  Complaining behavwur

O^rmg constructrve kleas and suggestions on product or sen>ce usage 

Offenng innov-atrve product ideas and suggestions to the firm 

I Other (please specify)

11. Personal Details 

Strongly
disagree

Disagree
Disagree Neither agree Agree

somewhat nor disagree somewhat
Agree Strongly agree
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Are you male or female?

Male

Female

Which category below includes your age?

21 and Under

22 to 34 

35 to 44 

46 to 54

O  55 to 64 

65 and Over

Which of the following categories best describes your employment status?

O  Employed 

(_ ; Self-employed

Out of work and looking for work

Out of work tHjt no* cun'ently looking for work

A  homemaker

A  student

Retired

Unable to work 

Other (please specify)

What is your highest education qualification

Secondary school qualification 

Third-level qualification 

Bachelor degree 

Post-graduate qualification 

PhD

Other (please specify)

P rw  Mext

12. Enter Prize Draw

Please add your email address here if you wish to enter the draw for a €100 Amazon voucher.

Prev N«(t
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13. The End

Thank you fof your time and patience in completing ttiis survey

Prev Done

Powered by SurvevMonkev

Example Communication from Eircom to their Consumer Community regarding
this Research

Ideas, Suggestions & Chat
Segi'ter tor eircom forum |

) > > Research on Customer Engagement

Beard 0 SNfdi I GoTo . T

Topic CptoftST

ConnuityVoderttor

Research on Customer Engagement
O fi2 M 4 -2 0 1 2 1 2 y P U  

HiertT)One

We are alwa>3 loolang to Improve how we engage with our customers and have agreed to Oe pait of a PliD research proiedfrom Trinit) 

Colege Dutilln on Sodal Media and would appfeciate support. feedOad' and suggestions. Your paitdpaton will maKe a valuable 

contioution to the lindmgs of this researdi. Should tai<e no more tlian 10-15 mins to complete and there is no sign up required.

Re95tera«31-1»01(l
LinKtosuiveyhere 'S  

Thank you for )our time 

Brcom Forum Team

M e s s a g e 'o f t(U 4 ' 
WeAi,

j f l U l
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Appendix E Reasons Given By Respondents for Not Engaging in a VCE

As noted in Chapter 5, respondents were asked an initial question in the survey w^hich 

was used to identify those respondents who did or did not engage in a firm-specific 

social network or forum. The following section provides an overview o f the reasons 

given for non-engagement.

Out o f this particular sample, the majority (41%) o f respondents indicated that they 

had never used social media for customer support and had no interest or need to 

engage in this manner in the future, as illustrated in the following sample o f the 

verbatim comments. ‘7  have never had the need to engage in one ”, “I  d o n ’t think it is 

necessary or relevant to my usage o f  the product", “I  don 7 have the time to engage in 

these forums

Findings indicated that there was a general lack o f awareness among the respondents 

regarding virtual customer environments o f this nature. In total, 16.36% of 

respondents indicated that they had never been asked to engage in this manner, while 

9% of respondents indicated that they were not aware that such an opportunity 

actually existed. Interestingly, one respondent indicated that they did not consider an 

engagement mechanism of this nature to be a real social network. "If I was invited to 

jo in  a social network fo r  a commercial service provider I would decline as I  would 

not consider that a real 'social network. Findings highlighted that making consumers 

aware of the service offered by firm-hosted virtual environments could improve 

service quality perceptions.

A number o f  respondents indicated that they were sceptical when it came to using 

firm-hosted social media as they perceived such engagement mechanisms as simply 

“o market information gathering tool" with no benefit to the consumer. “I was never 

bothered to - what is the point - from  a consumers perspective there is definitely a 

sense o f  why are they doing this survey and what is the benefit to me as the firm  will 

not directly contact me i f  I  raise an issue on the forum  - a definite sense o f  automated 

responses - all benefit to the firm  and nothing to the consumer". This insight is 

consistent with previous research in services, which suggests that service marketers
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may not always understand what consumers expect in a technology-mediated service 

(Parasuraman et a i ,  2005; Berry et a l ,  2002).

Privacy or confidentiality concerns during an online interaction emerged as an 

important inhibitor to consumer participation in such virtual environments. 

Approximately 8% o f respondents flagged privacy as a concern, “I t ’s usually not 

anonymoids ”, "I am wary’ about disclosing my personal information ”, “I  protect my 

privacy to the extreme “I  stay away from  most social networks. I  have the feeling  

that I am not in control o f  my data ”. In addition, trust in the information provided and 

confidence in the sites’ reputation in relation to the products or services provided was 

also noted as important to some respondents. I f  I  want to deal with a company 

regarding their product or service, I  deal directly. I do, however, read the material on 

any forum relevant to my needs but am dismayed by the amount o f  mis-information 

and had manners ”.

A number of respondents indicated that they had a preference for individual attention, 

and dealing with the firm in person, indicating that many firms neglect non-personal 

ways to interact with customers when using technology as an engagement platform. 

The following series of figures presents a statistical comparison of findings between 

respondents who did or did not engage with firm-hosted virtual environments, based 

on their demographic details and online interaction propensity.

As can be seen from the following figure, findings indicate that respondents who 

engaged in such environments, on average, reported a higher OIP. Thus, indicated 

they were more comfortable and at ease with these platforms.
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Figure E .l: Online Interaction Propensity Comparison

OIP Comparison
6.00

5.00

4.00

3.00

2.00

1.00 

0.00

I like r e ad in g /b ro w s in g  I a m  s o m e o n e  w h o  likes I en joy  exchang ing  I a m  s o m e o n e  w h o  

on l ine  discussions actively par t ic ipa t ing  in in fo rm ation  a n d  sharing  en joys  initiating a

on l ine  discussions expe r iences  w ith  o th e r  d ia lo g u e o n l in e
p e o p le  online

■  Average level of  a g r e e m e n t ,  did n o t  e n g a g e  ■  A verage level o f  a g re e m e n t ,  did e n g a g e

Findings relating to gender, education and employment status showed no significant 

difference in relation to those who did and did not engage in this type of social media. 

However, it must be noted that the majority o f respondent were in full-time 

employment. In general, the age profile was the same regarding both groups, 

however, it is interesting to note that respondents under twenty one and over forty five 

years of age were less inclined to use this method of engagement.

Figure E.2: Gender Comparison

Gender Comparison
70.00

60.00

50.00

40.00

30.00

20.00

10.00

0.00
Did E n g a g e  Did N o t  E n g a g e

■  M a le  % ■  F e m a le  %
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Figure E.3: Age Profile Comparison

Age Profile Comparison

■ D id E ngage %  •  O ld N ot t n g ^ e  K

Figure E.4: Education Level Comparison 

Education Level Comparison

Secondary 3rd Lev Bachelor Post-graduate
(^alificatkK) Degree qualification

■ Did Engage % ■ Did Not Engage %

Figure E.5: Employment Status Comparison

Employment Status Comparison
Baoo

60 00

I . . I II
c*»'’  J "

■ D idEng^e^ B D idN otEng^%

The follow'ing table provides the complete, verbatim, list o f reasons cited for not 

engaging.
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Table E .l: Reasons for Not Engaging
I've nevar bee n  invited to participate 1 never tf>ought they were effective They dont seem  to be easily 

accessib le  on m ost w ebsites
T he occasion  never a ro se  form e to e n q a q e  with a firm online i w asn 'tasked
Ju st read  the forums ,ifs usefull There isn tone. 1 do participate outside the com pany.
No interest It has not seerr>ed the riqht way to communicate w th them.
had no inlerest rtever had the opportunity to.
1 have never had the rteed to e n q a q e  in or>e. 1 never had occasion  to
i did rx>t want too have n ev e rh ad  the opportunity to take part
Dit rwt krx>w of such  an  option. was n e v e ra sk e d  to
N ever felt) n ee d ed  two H ave never b e e n  asked
1 w as r>ot irteresled  a t the monnent i have r>ot s e e n  one that h a s  interested me
i just don’t feel the need  lo ia m  weary abou t disclosirv] my persor>al information
1 usually only u se  entertainments media related fomms. 1 never use 
business/ fimi forums.

Either the forum gives me answ ers from prevk>us posts or 1 email them, 
or s e e  if they're on TwiOer/FB and contact them there

N ever s e e n  orw before pnvacy
tfs usually ootanonym ous not interested
N ever b ee n  ask ed it h as  n evera risen
1 have not b ee n  aw are oforte that suits me 1 don't care abou t com panies or b rands activities onlir>e
N ever had t>e opportur>itv there was r>o reaso n  for
just lhave  neverw orked in a n o rq  witha forum
1 just haven't 1 have not bee n  invited to do so
1 w as r>ever ask ed My em ployer d o e s  r>ot have an  active SNS
I've never had interest the occasion  rtever arose .
t have r>ever b ee n  a big interrtet user, mainly just com e on to check 
em ails etc.

1 was n ev e ra sk e d  to com plete or>e.

Didn'tfeel t>e r>eed 1 am  not sure 1 have received an  invitation to such a  forum. If 1 w as invited to 
join a  social n e t^ r k  for a  com m ercial service provider 1 would decline a s  t 
wouk] rK >tconsidenhaia real 'social network'

lh a v e  r^everfound it n ecessary i dont like my personal details being available for peop le to contact/reply to 
me

1 have rx>t vet n ee d ed  to 1 heve no perticuler interest in toirvnq such fora.
r>ot really interested Dkdn'tsee any reaso n  fordoinq so
i didrrt know there w as an  online forum. Very little time to do it
1 did not think it n ecessa ry  or relevant to my u sag e  of the product 1 do buy on line but wouldnt really be bothered going onto their fecebook 

p a q e  or online forums - too busy
D(d n't kno w a bo ut rt iusthavent
1 wouM ratherd iscuss thinqs iridependentty N o task ed
Iheve never n ee d ed  to C ause didn’ta r ise  & w asn 'taw are o fa  firm mariaqirKi a fooim
1 did nt krK> w a bo ut it D on't want to spend  tm e on this
H aven't had reason  to yet 1 have used  online forums to gather information but not p resen t opirvons. Tm 

rx3tqreattechnically arKl often am  too time scarce .
Nobody has  ev e rs e n tm e  one 1 was r>ever bothered to - is the point - from a  consum ers perspective 

there is definitely a  s en se  ofvt^y are  they doing this survey arnJ what is the 
benefit to me a s  the firm will not directly contact me if i raise an  issue on the 
forum - a definite s en se  of autom ated resp o n ses  - ail benefit ot the frm and 
rx5th(rx3 to Ihe consum er.

N ever Asked Often Ifound som e ofihe d iscussions not really tnterestir>g ar>d a wasting of 
Bme

N ever heard of ft 1 dont do  any social networking a s  its a marketing information gathering 
execise

N ever bothered before Dont have time
Pve r>ever n ee d ed  to H ave not s e e n  any rea so n  to do  so. 1 use social netvsK r̂ks pnvalely arxd 

within my own com pany. 1 s e e  rK> reason  for firms to be p resen t in F ace book 
o rto  e n q a q e  there

N ever asked t never had the opporturvty.
Don’t know what it is 1-my husband com plains form e. 2-1 wentquick and effective answer. 

>^vch is very ur^ikely through e forum/social rtetwork 3-1 do not "network 
socialize" b e c a u se  1 am  a  very busy person

H ave never bee n  qiven the option n ev e ra sk e d
is a w a  tw eetaboutit 1 tell fiiends and  family abou t my good / bad  exper>ar>ces directly, or ask  

them or others 1 respectfo r tf>eirexpehence wttha product for advice arxi 
their e)q>eriences

1 haven’t had arry major problem s that n ee d  fbarvg never felt the need  , or for technical issues  other peop le  have done it for me

1 never feel a need  to. N ever had a reaso n  too H ave a h ^ y s  found 1 couid getinfom iabon off 
starvjard w eb site

I've r>ever n ee d ed  to Not interested in doinq so.
1 find it uninterestir>g 1 stay aw ay from m ost socia l networks. 1 have the feeling that 1 am  r>ot in 

control of my data.
Pve r>ever really felt any real r^ e d , or s e e n  any benefit of pa rtcipabng pnvacy

N ever had time to stay so  k>ng on the phor>e to do it 1 protect my privacy to the extreme tf l ^ n t  to dea l with a com pany 
regardir>g their product or service, 1 dea l directly 1 do. however, read  the 
m atenal on any forum relevant to my need  but am  dism ayed by the am ount 
of misHnformation and bad  marv>ers.

They dk ln 'to fe rannazon  vouchers 1 prefer to dea l ^ th  peop le  in person
Not botherd 1 prefer to keep  my work and  private life entirely separa te .
1 have never had the opportunity 1 have r>ever s e e n  that ft ̂ u k J  offer me any advan tage , ar^d prefer to hope 

that 1 will receive more individual attention if 1 en g a g e  via phor>e and email.

Itr^everappealed  to me 1 prefer to use a private communication method, like email or feedback  form.

tve never b ee n  ask ed  to Time is the main reaso n  1 do  not en g a g e  in this 1 just do  not have the tirr>e to 
alk>cate to such thinqs

1 never heard abou t it r>eversaw the value in it
1 have not n ee d ed  to to dale, butwoukj b e  o:>en to usinq it Id idn 'thave a qood reaso n to .
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Appendix F Outlier Tests 

Figure F .l: UE Outlier Test

Figure F.2: HE Outlier Test

Figure F.3: SI Outlier Test
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Figure F.4; PI Outlier Test

Pt1 Pt2 PO PM

Figure F.5: PSE Outlier Test

p se i (»SK PSC3

Figure F.6: Liking Outlier Test
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Figure F.7: Delight Outlier Test

Figure F.8: Joy Outlier Test

Figure F.9: Pride Outlier Test
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Figure F.IO: Dislike Outlier Test

oiw

Figure F .l l :  Frustration Outlier Test

Frus ^ e v « n  Btod

Figure F.12: Angry Outlier Test

130 »

Enrage Anger Mad
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Figure F.13: CA Outlier Test

CA1 CA2 CA3 CA4

Figure F.14: ACFi Outlier Test

ACFf» ACFC ACf-3

Figure F.15: ACFo Outlier Test
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Figure F.16: LOP O utlier Test

Appendix G Descriptive Statistics Analysis

This appendix provides a comprehensive analysis of the descriptive statistics 

pertaining to the model developed during this research.

a. 1 Consumer Expectations

G.1.1 Utilitarian Expectations

It can be seen from Figure G .l, and the accompanying descriptive statistics provided 

in Table G .l below, that on average convenience (UE3) was the most important 

utilitarian element to respondents, with cost (U El) being the least important. The 

highest mean rating of 5.93 (±1.157) was found for UE3 while the lowest rating o f 

4.65 (±1.622) was found for U El. The standard deviation figures indicate that 

respondents were not overly dispersed around the mean scores.
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Figure G .l: Utilitarian Expectations Individual Item Results

Ut i l i t a r i a n
7 -------------

6 ------------

5

4 ------------

3 ------------

2 ----

1 - --------

UEl • Cheaper than  other available m ethods of UE2 ■ Faster than  other avai'-abte m ethods of UE3 ■ More convenient th an  other available 
engagem ent engagen 'en t m ethods of engagem ent

■ l=Strongty Disagree. 7=StrongV Agree

Table G .l: UE Descriptive Statistics

Descripttve Statistics

N Mean
Std.

Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. En-or Statistic Std Error

UE1 307 4.65 1.622 2.632 -497 139 -.429 .277

UE2 307 5.77 1.261 1.590 -1 171 .139 1.080 .277

UE3 307 5.93 1.157 1.338 -1 319 .139 1.907 .277

Valid N 
(listwise)
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It should be noted that item UE3 displays a high level of kurtosis which indicates that

a high number of respondents showed strong agreement with this particular item, as 

shown in the histogram below.

Figure G.2: UE3 Histogram

UE3

>>
c
a<r

u .

UE3

The table below shows that there is strong correlation between the UE2 and UE3 

items, whereas UEl has a weak correlation with the other items in this construct.
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Table G.2: UE Inter-item Correlation 

Matrix

inter-ttem Correlation Matrix

Table G.3: UE Reliability Statistics

Reliability S tatistics

UE1 UE2 UE3

UE1 1.000 .285 .254

UE2 .285 1.000 .677

UE3 .254 .677 1.000

Cronbach's Cronbach’s N of Items
Alpha Alpha B ased  on

Standardized
Items

.636 .671 3

Cronbach’s alpha verifies the level o f correlation between the items in the UE 

construct, thereby, indicating that internal consistency in this construct is not 

acceptable. It is clear from the UE item total statistics shown in the table below that 

rem oving the U El item causes a significant improvement in internal consistency for 

UE.

Table G.4: UE Total Statistics 

Item-Total S ta tistics
Scale 

Mean if 
Item 

Deleted

Scale 
Variance if 

Item 
Deleted

Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

Squared
Multiple

Correlation

C ronbach’s 
Alpha If Item 

Deleted

UEl 11.70 4.903 .295 .088 805

UE2 10.59 4.923 .561 .472 .387

UE3 10.42 5.389 .545 462 433

M oreover, this finding was also consistent with later findings in the SEM section o f 

this analysis. Thus, this item was flagged for removal.

G.1.2 Hedonic Expectations

Figure G.3 and Table G.5 illustrate that deriving enjoym ent from problem sharing, 

idea generation or knowledge sharing (HE2) had the highest importance o f  the 

hedonic expectations group (Mean = 4.35 ±1.695), with entertainment and stimulation 

(HE 1) being o f least importance (Mean ==3.88 ± 1.631).
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Figure G.3: Hedonic Expectations Individual Item Results

Hedonic
7 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6

S

MEl - Entertain and stim ulate my m'tnd H62 • Denve enjoym ent from problem soh/ing, HE3 - Derive fun and pleasure from the
idea generation or knowledge sharing engagem ent experience

•  l=Strongfy Disagree. 7=Strong>y Agree

Table G.5: HE Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std.

Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std. Error

HE1 307 3.88 1.631 2.659 -101 .139 -.930 .277

HE2 307 4.35 1.695 2.874 -467 .139 -.743 .277

HE3

Valid N 
(listwise)
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4.18 1.693 2.866 -353 .139 -.859 .277

All construct items are well correlated, as shown above, in addition, C ronbach’s alpha 

demonstrates a high internal consistency. Accordingly, none o f  the individual items 

would provide an improvement to internal consistency if  removed.

Table G.6: HE Total Statistics

Item-Total S tatistics
Scale  

Mean If 
Item 

D eleted

Scale  
V ariance if 

Item 
D eleted

C orrected
Item-Total

C orrelation

S q u ared
Multiple

C orrelation

C ronbach  
s  Alpha if 

Item 
D eleted

HE1 8.52 10.276 .772 .603 .883
HE2 8 06 9 712 .797 .650 .862
HE3 8.23 9.418 839 .706 .825
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G.1.3 Social Integrative Motives

In relation to the social and relational ties respondents expected to develop over time 

from engaging in firm’s social network/online forum, it can be inferred from Figure 

G.4 and Table G.7 that enhancing the strength o f their affiliation with the customer 

community (SI2) was more important (Mean = 4.15 ±1.726) than expanding their 

personal/social network (SIl) (Mean =4.08 ± 1.829).

Figure G.4: Social Integrative Individual Item Results

Social Integrative
7 -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6

5

Sll • Expand my personal/sociai netw ork SI2 ■ Enhance the strength of my affiliation the custom er communfty

■ l=Strongty Otsagree, 7=Strongly Agree

Table G.7: SI Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std.

Deviation Variance S kew ness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error

SI1 307 4,08 1.829 3.347 -.123 .139 -1.086 .277

SI2 307 4.15 1.726 2.980 -.261 .139 -1.008 .277

Valid N 
(listwise)
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The tables below confirm that the SI construct has strong internal consistency, with a 

clear correlation between its constituent items.

T able  G.8: SI C orre la tion  M atrix  T able G.9: SI R eliability S ta tistics 

Inter-ttem CorrelatkHi Matrix Reliability Statistics

S ll SI2

S ll 1 000 729

SI2 .729 1.000

C ro n b ach s
AJpha B ased

on
Cronbacti s Standardized

Alpha Items N of Items

842 843 2
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G.1.4 Personal Integrative Motives

In terms of respondents’ personal integrative motives which, as highhghted earher, 

relates to the gains in reputation or status respondents expected from their 

engagement, results in

Figure G.5 and Table G.IO demonstrate that respondents were most concerned with 

influencing product/service design and development (PI4, Mean = 4.11 ±1.674). 

However, respondents were, on average, not concerned about enhancing their 

credibility (PI2, Mean = 3.75 ±1.721) or status (PIl, Mean = 3.66 ±1.660), or indeed 

influencing other consumers’ usage o f products/services (PI3, Mean = 3.97 ±1.694). 

This reflects the fact that the purpose of engagement for many respondents was to 

obtain solutions about a firm’s products or services, in a convenient and efficient 

manner (as shown m utilitarian and learning expectations).

Figure G.5: Personal Integrative Individual Item results

Personal Integrative
7 -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

P ll • Enhance my s ta tu ^ re p u ta tio n  
as a product or service expert

Pl2 • Re in fo ra  my product or Pl3 - Derive satisfaction from
service-related credibilitv inffuencing o ther consum ers'

p ro d u ct/se rv ia  usage

■ l=Strongfy D-sagree. 7=Strongly Agree

Pt4 • Derive satisfaction from 
influendng pfoduct/service d e s ^  

and developrDent

Table G.IO: PI Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std

Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error

PI1 307 3.66 1.660 2 755 .141 .139 -.817 .277

PI2 307 3.75 1.721 2 961 .128 .139 -.920 .277

PI3 307 3.97 1.694 2 869 -.040 .139 -.996 .277

PI4 307 4.11 1.674 2.801 -.144 .139 -.761 .277

Valid N 
(listwise)

307

Table G .l 1 shows that there is a strong correlation between items PIl and PI2 (0.852), 

with lesser correlation (albeit positive) between the other items. Cronbach’s alpha
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verifies the internal consistency and reliability o f this construct. Table G.13 shows

that the internal consistency would weaken if any scale item were to be removed.

Table G .ll:  PI Correlation Matrix Table G.12: PI Reliability Statistics

Inter-ttem Correlation Matrix Reliabiltty Statistics
PI1 PI2 PI3 PI4 Cronbach's

Alpha B asedPI1 1.000 .850 .645 .579
on

PI2 .850 1.000 .696 .626 Cronbach's Standardized
PI3 .645 .696 1.000 .746 .Alpha Items N of Items
PI4 .579 .626 .746 1.000 .899 .899 4

Table G.13: PI Total Statistics

Item-Total Statistics
Scale 

Mean If 
Item 

Deleted

Scale 
Variance If 

Item 
Deleted

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

Squared
Multiple

Correlation

Cronbach's 
Alpha If Item 

Deleted

PI1 11.83 20.525 .778 .729 .869

PI2 11.75 19.497 .824 .764 .852

PI3 11.52 20.198 .783 .646 867

PI4 11.38 21.131 .718 .579 891

G.1.5 Positive Self-Enhancement

Findings relating to positive self-enhancement, which related to an individual being 

driven by a desire for positive recognition from others by proclaiming positive 

experiences, showed that in general respondents were not interested in using the 

online forum/social network for the purpose of feeling good about proclaiming buying 

success (PSE2, Mean = 3.99 ±1.758) as shown in Table G.14 and Figure G.6. 

However, engaging in positive word o f mouth in relation to a past experience with the 

firm’s offerings was the highest ranked item o f agreement for this respondent group 

(PSE3, Mean = 4.38 ±1.828) (PSEl, Mean = 4.18 ±1.811).
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Figure G.6: PSE Individual Item Results

Positive Self Enhancement

PSf 1 - Express my ;oy ab o u t a good buy PSE2 • F eelgood by teHmg o th ers  about my PSE3 • Tell o th ers  about a g re a t experience witfj 

b u y ^ g s u a e s s e s  tf»e firm or firm ’s offer-ngs

■ l=Strongfy Disagree. 75$trongiy Agree

Table G.14: PSE Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std.

Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error

PSE1 307 4.18 1.811 3.278 -.332 .139 -1.023 .277

PSE2 307 3.99 1,758 3.091 -198 .139 -.990 277

PSE3 307 4.38 1.828 3.341 -.508 .139 -.913 .277

Valid N 
(llstwlse)

307

Table G.15 shows that there is a strong 

while Cronbach’s alpha, shown in Table 

reliability o f this construct.

Table G .15: PSE C orrelation M atrix 

Inter-ttem Correlation Matrix

correlation between all items in the scale, 

G.16, verifies the internal consistency and

T able G.16: PSE R eliability S ta tistics  

Reliability S ta tistics

PSE1 PSE2 PSE3

PSE1 1.000 .834 .810

PSE2 .834 1.000 825

PSE3 .810 .825 1 000

C ronbach’s
.Alpha B ased

on
Cronbach's Standardized

.Alpha Items N of Items

.933 .933 3

Table G.17 also shows that the internal consistency would weaken if  any scale item 

were to be removed.
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Table G.17: PSE Total Statistics 

Item-Total Statistics
Scale 

Mean If 
Item 

Deleted

Scale 
Variance If 

Item 
Deleted

Cori'ected
Item-Total

Correlation

Squared
Multiple

Correlation

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted

PSE1 8.37 11.737 860 .742 904

PSE2 8.56 11.979 872 .761 895

PSE3 8.17 11.681 .853 .729 .909

(i.2 Cognitive Appraisal o f the Engagement Experience

The results in Table G.18 show that respondents cognitive appraisal o f their 

engagement experience was considered favourable. Data demonstrated that 

respondents were satisfied (CA4, Mean = 5.19 ±1.552) or considered the engagement 

experience to be a good example (CA3, Mean = 5.18 ±1.468) of what they expected. 

Questions related to being able to accomplish tasks successfully (CA l, Mean = 5.05 

±1.325) or provision o f expected benefits (CA2, Mean = 5.09 ±1.413) were also on 

average agreed with by the respondents.

Figure G.7: CA Individual Item Results

Cognitive Appraisal

6

CAl - Gave you the  opportunfty to  CA2 - Prov>ded you with th e  b e n e fls  CAS - Was a good exampte of w hat CA4 - W as satisfactory
accomplish your goals/tasks you o ^ e c te d  to receive you expected when engaging in an

successfully online forum /social r>etwork

■ l=Strongly Disagree, 7=Sfrongty Agree

Table G.18: CA Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std.

Deviation Variance SKewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic StC. Error Statistic Std Error

CAl 307 5.05 1.325 1.756 -.847 ,139 ,516 ,277

CA2 307 5,09 1.413 1 996 -.920 ,139 ,534 ,277

C « 307 5.18 1 468 2.154 -1.069 ,139 ,775 ,277

C.M 307 5.19 1.552 2.409 -1,058 ,139 ,547 ,277

Valid N 
(listwise)

307
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The tables below verify that the construct items are strongly correlated (Table G.19), 

and that the internal consistency is high (Table G.20) with Cronbach’s alpha value = 

0.928. No improvement in reliability would be gained by rem oving a construct item, 

as highlighted in Table G.21.

Table G.19: CA Correlation M atrix Table G.20: CA Reliability Statistics

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix Reliability S ta tis tic s

CA1 CA2 CAS CA4 C ronbach 's
Alpha B a se d

CA1 1.000 .761 .703 .679
on

CA2 .761 1.000 828 .811 C ro n b ach 's S tandard ized
CA3 .703 .828 1.000 794 Alpha Item s N of Item s

CA4 .679 .811 794 1.000 .927 .928 4

Table G.21: CA Total Statistics

Item -Total S ta tis tic s

S ca le  Mean 
If Item 

D eleted

Scale  
V ariance if 

Item 
D eleted

C orrected
Item-Total

C orrelation

S q u ared
Multiple

C on’elation

C ronbach 's  
Alpha if Item 

D eleted

CA1 15.46 17.164 .763 .600 .927

C.A2 15.41 15.466 885 .784 .887

CAS 15.32 15.356 .851 .736 .898

C.A4 15.31 14.922 831 708 .906

G.3 Positive Emotions Experienced 

G.3.1 Liking

Figure G.8 and Table G.22 below present the results for the liking construct. As 

highlighted, respondents validated the importance o f  the like, preference or 

appreciation dimension.

Figure G.8: Statistics for Liking

L i k i n g



Table G.22: Liking Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std

Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error

Appr 307 497 1.656 2.741 -614 139 -.116 277

Like 307 5.12 1.600 2.561 -828 .139 .242 .277

Pref 307 5.07 1590 2.527 -625 139 -.165 .277

Valid N 
(llstwise)

307

The tables below indicate that the items on the liking scale are well correlated, while 

Cronbach’s alpha confirms the internal consistency and reliability o f this construct. 

Table G.25 indicates that the internal consistency would not improve i f  an item was 

removed.

Table G.23: Liking Correlation Matrix  

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix
Appr Like Pref

Appr 1.000 .863 .738

Like .863 1.000 .829

Pref .738 .829 1.000

Table G.24: Liking Reliability 

Statistics  

Reliability Statistics
C ro n b a c h s

Alpha B a se d
on

C ro n b a c h s S tandard ized
Alpha Item s N of Item s

927 928 3

Table G.25: Liking Total Statistics

Item-Total Statistics

Scale  Mean 
if Item 

D eleted

Scale  
V ariance if 

Item 
D eleted

C orrected
Item-Total

C orrelation

S quared
Multiple

Correlation

C ro n b a c h s  
■Alpha if Item 

D eleted

Appr 10.19 9.306 .838 .747 .906

Like 10.05 9.155 .908 .826 .849

Pref 10.09 9.878 .811 .689 .926

G.3.2 Delight

Figure G.9 and the table below present the resuhs for the delight construct. As can be 

seen happiness (Happ) is the highest mean item (M ean = 3.92 ±1.772). It is interesting 

to note that on average respondents did not exhibit positive levels o f agreement with 

the delight items.
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Figure G.9: Statistics for Deliglit

Delight
7 ---------

6 ---------

5 ---------

4 ---------

3 -----

2

1 --------

Table G.26: Delight Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std

Deviation Variance Skew ness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std Error

Surp 307 3 36 1 725 2.976 253 139 -7 8 0 .277

Happ 307 3.92 1 772 3.140 -0 3 6 139 -8 5 4 277

Delight 307 3.56 1 847 3 410 200 139 -9 1 4 277

Valid N 
(listwlse)

307

The tables below indicate that the items on the delight scale are reasonably correlated, 

while Cronbach’s alpha confirms the internal consistency and reliability o f  this 

construct. Table G.29 indicates that the internal consistency would improve slightly if 

the surprise item was removed. This is tested further in the model analysis section o f 

this chapter.

Surp Happ Delight

■  l= N ot at all, 7=VerY much
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T able G.27: D elight C orre la tion  M atrix  

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix

T able G.28: D elight Reliability 

S ta tistics
Surp Happ Delight

Surp 1.000 .618 .620

Happ .618 1.000 .860

Delight .620 860 1.000

Reliability S tatistics
Cronbach's

Alpha B ased
on

Cronbach's Standardized
.Alpha Items N of Items

.875 .875 3

Table G.29: Delight Total Statistics

Item-Total S tatistics

S cale  Mean 
if Item 

D eleted

Scale  
Variance if 

Item 
D eleted

C orrected 
llera-Total 

Correlation

S quared
Multiple

Con'eladon

C ronbach 's  
Alpha if Item. 

D eleted

Surp 7.48 12.179 642 412 .924

K app 6.92 10.334 826 751 .764

Delight 7.28 9.894 .824 .752 .764

G.3.3 Joy

The figure and the table below present the results for the joy construct. It should be 

noted that enjoyment is one item in this construct which has been continuously argued 

m the literature as having significant influence on consumer attitudes toward the 

usage o f online technologies including social media (Dickinger et al., 2008; Hsu and 

Lin, 2008; Yu et al., 2005), as highlighted in Chapter 4.

As can be seen enthusiasm (Enthus) is the highest mean item (Mean = 4.07 ±1.718), 

followed by enjoyment and pleasure.

Figure G.IO: Statistics for Joy

E n th u s

■  l= N o t a( a l (  7=V erv m u ch
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Table G.30: Joy Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std.

Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statisttc Statistic Std Enor Statistic Std. Error

Pleas 307 3.86 1 665 2.772 -.111 139 -.650 .277

Enjoy 307 39 5 1 738 3020 -210 139 -8 2 7 277

Enthus 307 4.07 1.718 2.950 -183 139 -.702 277

Valid N 
(listivise)

307

The tables below indicate that the items on the joy scale are well correlated, while 

Cronbach’s alpha confirms the internal consistency and reliability of this construct. In 

addition, it can be seen that the internal consistency would not improve if an item was 

deleted.

Table G.31: Joy Correlation M atrix  

Inter-ttem Correlation Matrix

Table G.32: Joy Reliability Statistics

Reliability Statistics

Pleas Enjoy Enthus

Pleas 1.000 .839 .738

Enjoy .839 1.000 .763

Enthus .738 .763 1.000

Cronbach's
Alpha Based

on
C ronbachs Standardized

Alpha Items N of Items

914 914 3

Table G.33: Joy Total Statistics

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean 
if Item 

Deleted

Scale 
Variance if 

Item 
Deleted

Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

Squared
Multiple

Con’elation

Cronbach s 
■Alpha if Item 

Deleted

Pleas 8.02 10,526 .840 .727 .866

Enjoy 7.93 9.943 .859 .749 .849

Enthus 7.81 10.548 .783 .614 .912
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G.3.4 Pride

The figure and the table below present the resuhs for the pride construct. As can be 

seen self-confidence (Sconf) is the highest mean item (Mean = 4.11 ±1.695).

Figure G .ll:  Statistics for Pride 

Pride
7 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6  —        —

S --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Sconf Pride WoP

■  l= N o t at all. 7=verv much

Table G.34: Pride Descriptive Statistics 

DescriptNe Statistics

N Mean
Std.

Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Eri-or Statistic Std. Error

Sconf 307 4.11 1.695 2.874 -173 .139 -.683 .277

Pride 307 3.61 1 687 2.847 142 .139 -.763 .277

WoP 307 3.61 1 838 3.377 170 .139 -994 .277

Valid N 
(listwise)

307

The tables below indicate that the items on the pride scale are well correlated, while 

Cronbach’s alpha confirms the internal consistency and reliability o f this construct. In 

addition, it can be seen that the internal consistency would not improve if an item was 

deleted.
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Table G.35: Pride Correlation Matrix Table G.36: Pride Reliability

Inter-ttem Correlation Matrix Statistics
Sconf Pride WoP

Sconf 1.000 .717 .592

Pride .717 1.000 .700

WoP .592 .700 1.000

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's

Alpha Based
on

Cronbach’s Standardized
Alpha Items N of Items

.857 .859 3

Table G.37: Pride Total Statistics

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean 
if Item 

Deleted

Scale 
Variance if 

Item 
Deleted

Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

Squared
Multiple

Correlation

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted

Sconf 7.21 10.566 ,707 .530 .822

Pride 7.71 9.937 794 .632 .742

WoP 7.71 9.826 .697 .507 835

(i.4 Negative Emotions Experienced 

Although the mean intensity levels o f negative emotions was low to moderate for 

some respondents, the majority (87.7%) o f respondents did not experience negative 

emotions (Mean < 3, where 3 = “slightly disagree” and 2 = “disagree”). However, a 

small number (12.3%) of respondents did experience high levels o f negative emotions 

(ranging from Enrage=23 to Frust=61).
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G.4.1 Dislike

The figure and the table below present the results for the dislike construct. As can be 

seen antipathy (Antip) and dislike (Disl) are the highest mean items. It is important to 

note that the majority o f  respondents (90%) on average, did not exhibit positive levels 

o f  dislike, i.e. on average respondents experienced low levels o f  dislike during their 

online engagement experience.

Figure G.12: Statistics for Dislike

D is l ik e
7 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6

5 -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3

2

Table G.38: Dislike Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std.

Deviaton Variance Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std Error

Antip 307 263 1 273 1 621 453 139 -.470 .277

Disl 307 2.57 1 505 2266 719 139 -.162 ,277

Avers 307 243 1.481 2.194 891 .139 .117 ,277

Valid N 
(listwise)

307

The tables below indicate that the items on the dislike scale are m arginally v/ell 

correlated, while Cronbach’s alpha confirms the internal consistency and reliability o f  

this construct. In addition, it can be seen that the internal consistency would not 

improve if an item was deleted.

Antip 0 ^  Avers

■  l ^ o t  at alf. 7=Vefv much
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Table G.39: Dislike C orre la tion M atrix  

Inter-ttem Correlation Matrix

Antip DIsI Avers

Antip 1.000 .786 753

DisI .786 1.000 626

Avers .753 .626 1.000

Table G.40: Dislike Reliability 

Statistics 

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's

Alpha B ased
on

Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha Items N of Items

.881 .886 3

Table G.41: Dislike Total Statistics

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean 
if Item 

Deleted

Scale 
Variance if 

Item 
Deleted

Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

Squared
Multiple

Correlation

Cronbach s 
Alpna if Item 

Deleted

Antip 5.00 7.252 854 .730 770

DisI 5.06 6.654 748 .621 854

Avers 5.19 6.901 724 .570 874

G.4.2 Frustration

The figure and the table below present the results relating to the frustration construct, 

which measured the level o f frustration experienced by respondents during their 

online experience. As can be seen frustration (Frust) is the highest mean item (Mean = 

2.90 ±1.793). Respondents on average did not exhibit positive levels o f frustration. In 

total, 16.9% of respondents experienced frustration during their online engagement. 

Figure G.13: Statistics for F rustration

Frustration
7 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6 --------------------------------------------------------

5 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------

4 --------------------------------------------------------

Frust Prevent B»ock

■  l=N ot at all, 7=Very much
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Table G.42: Frustration Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std.

Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std. Error

Frust 307 2.90 1.793 3.215 632 139 -.645 277

Prevent 307 2.71 1.718 2.952 912 .139 -.064 .277

Block 307 257 1.612 2.599 872 139 -.035 .277

Valid N 
(llstwise)

307

The tables below indicate that the items on the frustration scale are reasonably well 

correlated, while Cronbach’s alpha confirms the internal consistency and reliability o f 

this construct. Moreover, it can be seen that the internal consistency would improve 

by a negligible amount if “Block” was deleted.

Table G.43; Frustration Correlation Matrix 

Inter-ttem Correlation Matrix
Frust Prevent Block

Frust 1.000 .740 .520

Prevent .740 1 000 532

Block .520 .532 1.000

Table G.44: Frustration Reliability 

Statistics 

Reliablltty Statistics
Cronbach's

Alpha B ased
on

C ronbachs Standardized
Alpha Items N of Items

818 .817 3

Table G.45: Frustration Total Statistics 

ttem-Total Statistics

Scale Mean 
if Item 

D eleted

Scale  
Variance If 

Item 
D eleted

Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

Squared
Multiple

Correlation

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

D eleted

Frust 5.28 8.496 .724 .570 .693

Prevent 5.47 8.818 .736 .578 681

Block 5.61 10.729 .563 .318 .850

G.4,3 Angry

Consistent with the emotions highlighted above, the figure and the table below 

present the results for the angry construct. As can be seen the angry item showed the 

highest mean value (Mean = 2.25 ±1.567). Similar to other negative emotions 

reported, respondents on average did not exhibit positive levels of anger. In total, 10% 

of respondents reported experiencing some levels o f this emotion during their 

engagement experience.
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Figure G.14: Statistics for Angry

Angry

Enrage Anger

I l=N ot  at all, 7=Verv much

Mad

Table G.46: Angry Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std

Deviation Variance S kew ness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std Error

Enrage 307 2.17 1 496 2.237 1 400 .139 1.457 .277

Anger 307 2.25 1.567 2.455 1.246 .139 .692 .277

Mad 307 2.13 1.528 2.336 1.515 139 1.621 .277

Valid N 
{IlshMse)

307

The tables below indicate that the items on the angry scale are well correlated, while 

Cronbach’s alpha confirms the internal consistency and reliability o f  this construct. It 

can also be seen that the internal consistency would not improve if  any item was 

deleted.

Table G.47: Angry Correlation M atrix 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix

Enrage Anger Mad

Enrage 1.000 .808 .764

.Anger .808 1.000 .775

Mad .764 .775 1,000

Table G.48: Angry Reliability 

Statistics 

Reliability S tatistics
C ronbachs

Alpha B ased
on

C ronbachs Standardized
.AJpha item s N of Items

.915 .915 3
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Table G.49: Angry Total Statistics

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean 
it Item 

Deleted

Scale 
Variance if 

Item 
Deleted

Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

Squared
Multiple

Correlation

Cronbach’s 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted

Enrage 4.38 8.504 .834 .700 873

Anger 4.30 8.065 .843 .713 .866

Mad 4.41 8.479 810 .656 .893

(i.5 Affective Commitment to the Firm

As highlighted in Figure G.15 and Table G.50 , a number o f  respondents agreed that 

they wanted to maintain a relationship with the firm (A C Fil, M ean = 4.64 ±1.581), 

that they expected the relationship to last a long time (ACFi2, Mean = 4.49 ±1.683), 

and that they cared about the long term success o f  the firm (ACFi3, M ean = 4.22 

±1.843). However, it is important to note that that respondents, on average, only 

moderately agreed with these statements, i.e. 4 = “neither agree nor disagree” and 5 = 

“slightly agree” .

Figure G.15: ACFi Individual Item Results

Affective Commitment to the  Firm

ACFil - 1 w ant to  continue  
engaging w ith th is firm becau se  I 
genu inely  enjoy my relationship  

w ith th e m

ACFI2 - 1 exp ect my relationship ACFI3 - 1 care about the long-term  
w ith th e  firm to  continue for a su ccess o f th e  firm

lo n g tim e

I l=Strongly D isagree, 7=Strongly Agree

Table G.50: ACFi Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std.

Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error

,ACFI1 307 464 1 581 2.500 -447 139 -.398 .277

ACFi2 307 449 1 683 2.832 -435 139 -.595 .277

ACFl3 307 4.22 1.843 3.395 -250 139 -1.009 .277

Valid N 
(listwise)

307
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The tables below, confirm the reliability o f the construct with the value for 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.926 and the high correlation between the individual items. 

Internal consistency o f  the construct would not improve if  an item was to be deleted. 

T able G.51: ACFi C orre la tion  M atrix  Table G.52: ACFi Reliability S tatistics 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix Reliability S tatistics

ACFI1 ACFi2 ACFI3

ACFi1 1.000 .851 .734

ACFi2 .851 1.000 .849

ACFi3 .734 .849 1.000

C ro n b ach ’s
Alpha B a se d

on
C ronD achs S tandard ized

Alpha Item s N of Item s

,926 .928 3

Table G.53: ACFi Total Statistics 

Item-Total S tatistics

S cale  Mean 
if Item 

D eleted

S cale  
V ariance if 

Item 
D eleted

C orrected
Item-Total

Correlation

S quared
Multiple

Correlation

C ronbach 's  
Alpha if Item 

D eleted

ACFil 8.71 11.493 .822 .725 916

ACFi2 8.86 10.175 912 833 .841

ACFi3 9.13 9.863 .825 .721 .919

G.6 Affective Commitment to the Virtual Community 

Item values related to affective comm itm ent to the virtual community are shown in 

below. As was the case with ACFi, respondents, on average, agreed that they wanted 

to continue their relationship with the virtual community they engaged with (A C Fol, 

Mean = 4.79 ±1.432), would feel loss if  this community was no longer available 

(ACFo2, M ean = 4.40 ±1.678) and that they cared about its fate (ACFo3, Mean = 

4.31 ±1.631). It is interesting to note, when comparing individual items from both 

constructs that each item in ACFo rates higher than its counterpart in ACFi. This 

indicates that respondents feel a stronger relational bond with the online community 

than with the firm hosting the virtual community, and that more respondents cared 

about the fate o f  the com m unity than the long term success o f the firm.
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Table G.54: ACFo Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std

Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistc Statistic Std Error Statistic Std. Error

ACFo1 307 479 1.432 2.050 -645 139 .023 .277

ACF02 307 440 1.678 2817 -312 139 -805 277

ACFo3 307 431 1.631 2.660 -254 139 -.677 .277

Valid N 
(listwise)

307

The tables below, confirm t le reliabi ity o f the construct, showing Cronbach’s alpha

value = 0.902 and the level of correlation between the individual items. Table G.57 

shows that internal consistency of the construct would not improve if an item was to 

be deleted.

Table G.55: ACFo Corre la tion  Matrix 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix

ACFol ACFo2 ACFoS

ACFol 1 000 .691 .767

ACFo2 .691 1.000 .811

,ACFo3 .767 .811 1.000

Table G.56 ACFo Reliability 

Statistics 

Reliability S ta tistics
Cronbach's

Alpha B ased
on

Cronbach s Standardized
Alpha Items N of Items

902 .903 3

Table G.57; ACFo Total Statistics 

Item-Total S tatistics

Scale Mean 
if Item 

Deleted

Scale 
Variance If 

Item 
Deleted

Corrected
Item-Total

Correlation

Squared
Multiple

Correlation

Cronbach's 
Alpha If Item 

Deleted

ACFol 8.72 9.916 766 .603 .895

ACF02 9.10 8.294 803 .669 .864

ACFo3 9.19 8.188 860 .740 .811

G.7Participation in Value Creating Activities 

The level of participation construct consists of three items, relating to value creating 

activities as highlighted in Figure G.16. Results (Table G.58) show that on average 

respondents slightly agreed that they provided suggestions for improving the firm’s 

products/services (LOPS, Mean = 4.66 ±1.541), put effort into expressing their 

personal needs (L0P2, Mean = 4.36 ±1.543), and spent time sharing information 

about their needs and opinions (LOP I, Mean = 4.32 ±1.496).
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Figure G.16: LoP Individual Item Results

Level o f P artic ipation

6

LOPl • S pend  a lot o f tim e  sharing  in fo rm atio n  L0P2 - P u t a  tot o f effo rt into ex p ressin g  y o u r L0P3 - P rovide su g g es t ions fo r im p ro v ^ g  th e  
a b o u t y o u r n e e d s a n d  o p in io n s p e rso n a l n e e d s  firm 's  p ro d u c ts /se rv ice (s)

■ l= S trong iy  D isagree. 7=Strongly Agree

Table G.58: LOP Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Std

Deviation Variance S kew ness Kuftosis

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std Error Statistic Std Error

LOPl 307 4 3 2 1 496 2.238 -4 3 4 139 -581 .277

L0P2 307 4.36 1 543 2.382 -331 139 -.629 .277

L0P3 307 4 6 6 1.541 2 374 -4 9 3 139 -341 .277

Valid N 
(listwise)

307

The tables below show that there is good correlation between LOPl and L 0P 2 , but 

less correlation between L 0P3 and the others. W hile Cronbach’s alpha indicates that 

the internal consistency o f  the construct is high. Table G.61 shows that reliability 

would increase should LOP3 be removed. It is important to note that at the 

measurement model testing stage discussed later in this chapter, no justification was 

found for rem oving this construct item.
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T able G.59: LOP C orre la tion  M atrix  

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix

T able G.60: LOP Reliability S ta tistics 

Reliability S tatistics

LORI L0P2 LOPS

L0P1 1.000 .760 .556

L0P2 .760 1.000 .576

L0P3 .556 .576 1.000

Cronbach’s
Alpha B ased

on
C ronbachs Standardized

Alpha Items N of Items

836 .837 3

Table G.61: LOP Total Statistics 

Item-Total S tatistics

Scale Mean 
if Item 

Deleted

Scale 
Variance if 

Item 
Deleted

Corrected
Item-Total
Con-elation

Squared
Multiple

Correlation

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted

L0P1 9.03 7.496 .741 .598 .731
L0P2 8.98 7.173 .756 .611 .714
L0P3 8.68 8.127 .603 .365 .863

After reporting the assessment o f  the measurement items for each construct contained 

within the study’s measurement model, the following sections present the findings 

from the validity tests o f  the m odel’s constructs, analysis o f  the overall measurement 

model and analysis o f  the structural equation model used to test the hypotheses 

formulated during the course o f this research.
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Appendix H Analysis Details

H.l Validity Tests

H.1.1 Positive Emotions (PosE) 

Table H .l: PosE Convergent and Discriminant Validity Test Output

Correlations Standardized Regression W eights

Estimate Estimate
DIght <—> joy 0.847 Appr <— Liking 0.886
DIght <--> Prde 0,662 Like <— Liking 0.974
joy <—> Prde 0.773 Pref <— Liking 0.85
Liking <—> DIght 0.681 Surp <— DIght 0.67
Liking <—> joy 0 6 8 Happ <— DIght 0.938
LI kl ng <—> Prde 0.477 Delight <— DIght 0.916

Pleas <— joy 0,898
Enjoy <— joy 0.914
Enthus <— joy 0,847
Sconf <— Prde 0,779
Pride <— Prde 0,888
WoP <— Prde 0,799

Table H,2: PosE Validity Results

CR AVE jo y Liking DIght Prde

jo y 0.917 0.786 0.786

Liking 0.931 0.819 0.4624 0.819

DIght 0.884 0.723 0.7174 0.4638 0.723

P rde 0.863 0.678 0.5975 0.2275 0.4382 0.678

SIC AVE 

H.1.2 Negative Emotions (NegE) 

Table H.3: NegE Convergent and Discriminant Validity Test Output

C orre la tions S tan dard ized  R egression  W eigh ts

Estim ate  Estim ate
Dislike <—> Frustratioi 0.709 Antip <— Dislike 0.916
Dislike <—> Angry 0.675 DisI <— Dislike 0.84
Frustratioi<--> Angry 0.725 Avers <— Dislike 0.813

Frust <— Frustra tion 0.85
P rev en t <— Frustra tion 0.857
Block <— F rustra tion 0.638
Enrage <— Angry 0.893
A nger <— Angry 0.893
Mad <— Angry 0.869
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Table H.4: NegE Validity Results

CR AVE F rustra tion Dislike Angry

F rustra tion 0.829 0.621 0.621

Dislike 0.893 0.735 0.502681 0.735

Angry 0.916 0.783 0.525625 0.455625 0.783

AVE SIC

H.1.3 Motivational Drivers

Table H.5: First Test of Expectations Construct

C o rre la tio n s S ta n d a rd ise d  R e g ress io n  W eig h ts

E stim a te E s tim a te

HE <—> S! 0.778 UE3 < - — UE 0.754

HE <—> PI 0.547 UE2 < — UE 0.896

HE <—> PSE 0.486 HE3 <— HE 0-923

PI <—> PSE 0.313 HE2 <— HE 0.852

SI <—> PI 0.676 HEl <— HE 0.826

SI <—> PSE 0.452 SI2 < - - SI 0.883

UE < - > HE 0.235 S ll <-— SI 0.825

UE < - > SI 0.23 PI3 <--- PI 0.769

UE < - > PI 0.045 PI2 < - - PI 0.931

UE <—> PSE 0.188 P l l <—- PI 0.891

PI4 <— PI 0.704

PSEl <— PSE 0.9

PSE2 <— PSE 0.922

PSE3 <—- PSE 0.9

UEl <— UE 0.326

CR AVE UE HE SI PI PSE

UE 0.719 0.493 0.493

HE 0.901 0.753 0.055 0.753

SI 0.844 0.73 0.053 0.605 0.73

PI 0.897 0.687 0.002 0.299 0.457 0.687

PSE 0.933 0.823 0.035 0.236 0.204 0.098 0.823

SIC AVE

The correlation table for UE highlights that UEl (cheaper than other available 

methods of engagement) is weakly correlated with UE2/UE3 (faster than other 

available methods o f engagement/more convenient than other available methods of 

engagement), indicating that it may be a candidate for removal.
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Table H.6: UE Correlation Table

UE1 UE2 UE3

Pearson
Correlatio 1 .285" .254"
n
S ig.(2- n 0
tailed)

\J

N 307 307 307

Pearson
Con'elatio .285" 1 .677"
n

UE2 sig. (2- n
tailed)

\ j

N 307 307 307

Pearson
Correlatio 254" .677“ 1
n
Sig. (2- 0 0
tailed)

\J

N 307 307 307

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Cronbach’s alpha for this scale is low, at 0.636, and Appendix G, Section G.1.1,

Table G-4 confirms that removing UE l increases this value significantly.

Accordingly, U E l was removed, and the test for DV and CV was executed again. As

highlighted in the table below, the results confirm that DV and CV is no longer a

concern for this construct.

Table H.7: Second Expectations Construct Test

Correlations
Estimate

HE <—> SI 0.778
HE <—> PI 0.547
HE <—> PSE 0.486
PI < -> PSE 0.313
31 <—> PI 0.676
SI <—> PSE 0.4S2
UE <—> HE 0.208

UE <—> SI 0.215

UE <—> PI 0.041

UE <—> PSE 0.191

Standardized Regression Weights
Estimate

UE3 <— UE 0.694

UE2 <— UE 0.975
HE3 <— HE 0.923
HE2 <— HE 0852

HEl <— HE 0826
SI2 <— SI 0884

S ll <— SI 0824

PI3 <— PI 0769

PI2 <— PI 0932

P ll <— PI 0891
PI4 <— PI 0704

PSEl <— PSE 0899
PSE2 <— PSE 0922

PSE3 <— PSE 0 9
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CR AVE UE HE SI PI PSE

UE 0.831 0.716 0.716
HE 0.901 0.753 0.043264 0.753

SI 0.844 0.73 0.046225 0.605284 0.73
PI 0.897 0.687 0.001681 0.299209 0.456976 0.687

PSE 0.933 0.823 0.036481 0.236196 0.204304 0.097969 0.823

SIC AVE
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H.1.4 Full M odel Validity

Figure H .l: Reliability', CV and DV Testing for Full Model

ACFH

PSI1R
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Table H.8: Full Model Convergent and Discriminant Validity Test Output
Correlations StarxUrdized Regression Weights

E stim ate E stim ate
CogAppr <—> LoP 0.222 PI <— E xpectations 0.681
CogAppr < -> ACFi 0.558 PSE <— E xpectations 0.546
CogAppr <—> ACFo 0.608 SI <— E xpectations 0.894

CogAppr < -> E xpectations 0.206 HE <— E xpectations 0.869
CogAppr < -> PSI 0.051 Liking <— PosE 0.754
CogAppr < -> PosE 0.648 DIght <— PosE 0.885
CogAppr <—> NegE •0.672 joy <— PosE 0.942
CogAppr <—> OIP 0.257 P rd e <— PosE 0.78

LoP < -> ACFi 0.311 Dislike NegE 0.795

LoP < -> ACFo 0.63 F ru stra tio n <-— NegE 0.91
LoP <—> E x pecta tions 0.498 Angry <— NegE 0.806

LoP <—> PSI -0.094 UE <— E xpectations 0.521

LoP < -> PosE 0.488 CAl <— CogAppr 0.795

LoP < -> NegE -0.085 CA2 <— CogAppr 0.926
LoP <—> OIP 0.525 CA3 <— CogAppr 0.89
ACFi < -> ACFo 0.579 CA4 < - - CogAppr 0.886
ACFt <-■> E xpectations 0.28 LOPl <— LoP 0.859
ACFi < -> PSI 0.163 L0P2 <— LoP 0.875
ACFj < -> PosE 0.586 L0P3 <— LoP 0.666

ACFi < -> NegE -0.379 ACFil ACFi 0.881
ACFi < -> OIP 0.28 ACFI2 <— ACFi 0.967

ACFo E xpectations 0.493 ACFi3 <— ACFi 0.868
ACFO < -> PSI 0.05 ACFol <— ACFo 0.826

ACFo <—> PosE 0.687 ACFo3 <— ACFo 0.932
ACFo < -> NegE -0.397 ACFo2 <— ACFo 0.86
ACFo <--> OIP 0.372 HE3 <— HE 0.921
E xpectations < -> PSI -0.074 HE2 HE 0.855

E xpectations <—> PosE 0.526 HEl <--- HE 0.826
E xpectations <—> NegE -0.124 S12 <— SI 0.866
E xpectations <—> OIP 0.384 S ll <— Si 0.841

PSI <—> PosE 0.043 PI3 <— PI 0.777
PSt <•♦> NegE -0.045 PI2 <— PI 0.927

PSI < -> OIP -0.015 P ll <— PI 0.888
PosE < -> NegE -0.459 PI4 <— PI 0.711
POSE <—> OIP 0.406 PSEl < - - PSE 0.899
NegE <—> OIP •0.154 PSE2 <— PSE 0.923

PSE3 <—- PSE 0.9

UE2 <—• UE 0.949
PSI3R <— PSI 0.91
PSI2R <--- PSI 0.919

PSIIR <-— PSI 0.943
A ppr <— Liking 0.886

Like <— Liking 0.973

Pref <— Liking 0.85
Surp <— DIght 0.67

Happ <— Dlght 0.938
Delight <— DIght 0.915

P leas <— joy 0.896
Enjoy <— joy 0.913
E nthus <— joy 0.849

Sconf P rde 0.786

P ride < . . . P rde 0.874

W cP <— P rde 0.806
A ntip <— Dislike 0.915
DisI <-— Dislike 0.844

A vers <--- Dislike 0.809
Frust <— F rustra tion 0.845

P re v en t <— F ru stra tio n 0.861
Block <— F rustra tion 0.639
Enrage <— Angry 0.894
A nger <— Angry 0.894

M ad <— Angry 0.867

UE3 <— UE 0.713
O IPl <— OIP 0.606
0IP2 <— OIP 0.913

OIP3 <— OIP 0.856
0IP4 <— OIP 0.794
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CR AVE NegE CogAppr LoP ACFi ACFo Expectatio PSI PosE OIP
NegE 0.876 0.703 0.703
CogAppr 0.929 0.767 0.452 0.767
LoP 0.845 0.649 0.007 0.049 0.649
ACFi 0.932 0.822 0.144 0.311 0.097 0.822
ACFo 0 906 0.764 0.158 0.370 0.397 0.335 0.764
Expectatio 0.836 0.518 0.015 0.042 0.248 0.078 0.243 0.518
PSI 0.946 0.854 0.002 0.003 0.009 0.027 0.003 0.005 0.854
PosE 0.907 0.712 0.211 0.420 0.238 0.343 0.472 0.277 0.002 0.712
OIP 0.875 0.641 0.024 0.066 0.276 0.078 0.138 0.147 0.000 0.165 0.641

AVE SIC

As a final test, the reliability tests above were run for a final time, using a model with 

no second order variables in order to ensure that there were not conflicts between the

m odel’s first order factors, with the results showing no validity concerns.

“ISL

M l  VC

H.2 Mediation Tests

H.2.1 Expectations -  LoP, mediated by CogAppr

First, it was found that Expectations was positively associated with LoP ((3 = .546, t 

(305) = 11.85, p = .000). It was also found that Expectations was positively related to 

CogAppr (p =  .1927, t (305) = 4.2153, p =  .000). Lastly, results indicated that the 

m ediator CogAppr, was positively associated with LoP (P = .1425, t (305) = 2.489, p 

= .01). Because both the a-path and b-path were significant, mediation analyses were 

tested using the bootstrapping m ethod with bias-corrected confidence estimates 

(MacKinnon ef a!., 2004; Preacher and Hayes, 2004). Results o f the mediation 

analysis confirmed the mediatm g role o f  CogAppr in the relationship between 

Expectations and LoP (P = .0282; C l =  .0053 to .0632). In addition, results indicated 

that the direct effect o f  Expectations on LoP remained significant (P = .5187, t (305) = 

11.03, p =  .000) when controlling for CogAppr, thus suggesting partial mediation.

347



H.2.2 Expectations -  ACFi, through CogAppr and LoP

First, it was found that Expectations was positively associated with ACFi (P = .3576, t 

(305) = 5.9716, p = .000). It was also found that Expectations was positively related 

to CogAppr (P = .1927, t (305) = 4.2153, p = .000) and to LoP (P = .5462, t (305) =

11.85, p = .000). Lastly, results indicated that the m ediator LoP, was positively 

associated with ACFi ( P  = .1679, t (305) = 2.7244, p =  .007), and that the mediator 

CogAppr was positively associated with ACFi ( P  = .7207, t (305) = 11.66, p = .000). 

Results o f the mediation analysis confirmed the m ediating role o f CogAppr in the 

relationship between Expectations and ACFi ( P  = .1257; C l=  .0718 to .1908), and the 

mediating role o f LoP in the relationship between Expectations and ACFi ( P  = .0825; 

Cl -  .0190 to .1547). Finally, results indicated that the direct effect o f Expectations on 

ACFi remained significant ( P  = .1275, t (305) = 5.9716, p = .003) when controlling 

for CogAppr and LoP, thus suggesting partial mediation.

H.2.3 Expectations -  ACFo, through CogAppr and LoP

First, it was found that Expectations was positively associated with ACFo (P = .5045, 

t (305) = 11.458, p = .000). It was also found that Expectations was positively related 

to CogAppr (p = .1927, t (305) = 4.2153, p = .000) and to LoP (P = .5462, t (305) =

11.85, p = .000). Lastly, results indicated that the m ediator LoP, was positively 

associated with ACFo ( P  = .4405, t (305) = 12.7571, p =  .000), and that the mediator 

CogAppr was positively associated with ACFo ( P  = .5492, t (305) = 15.777, p = 

.000). Resuhs o f  the mediation analysis confirmed the mediating role o f  CogAppr in 

the relationship between Expectations and ACFo ( P  = .1151; Cl = .0668 to .1373), 

and the mediating role o f  LoP in the relationship between Expectations and ACFo (p 

= .2616; Cl = .2002 to .3273). Finally, results indicated that the direct effect o f  

Expectations on ACFo remained significant (p = .1581, t (305) = 4.719, p = .000) 

when controlling for CogAppr and LoP, thus suggesting partial mediation.

H.2.4 CogAppr-ACFi, through LoP

First, it was found that CogAppr was positively associated with ACFi ( P  = .8057, t 

(305) = 13.053, p = .000). It was also found that CogAppr was positively related to 

LoP ( P  = .2907, t (305) = 4.4221, p = .000). Lastly, results indicated that the m ediator 

LoP, was positively associated with ACFi ( P  = .2373, t (305) = 4.554, p = .000). 

Results o f the mediation analysis confirmed the mediating role o f  LoP in the
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relationship between CogAppr and ACFi (p = .0513; Cl = .0230 to .0938). In 

addition, results indicated that the direct effect o f CogAppr on ACFi remained 

significant (p = .7367, t (305) = 11.939, p = .000) when controlling for LoP, thus 

suggesting partial mediation.

H.2.5 CogAppr-ACFo, through LoP

First, it was found that CogAppr was positively associated with ACFo (P = .7225, t 

(305) = 14.746, p = .000). It was also found that CogAppr was positively related to 

LoP (P = .2907, t (305) = 4.4221, p = .000). Lastly, results indicated that the mediator 

LoP, was positively associated with ACFo (P = .5276, t (305) = 17.482, p = .000). 

Results o f the mediation analysis confirmed the mediating role o f LoP in the 

relationship between CogAppr and ACFo (P = .137; Cl = .0811 to .2053). In addition, 

results indicated that the direct effect o f CogAppr on ACFo rem ained significant (P = 

.5691, t (305) = 15.919, p = .000) when controlling for LoP, thus suggesting partial 

mediation.

349



H.3 Moderation

H.3.1 CogAppr -  LoP (Moderated by Emotions)

PosE

Model Sum m ary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error o f  the Change Statistics

Estimate R Square Change F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change

1 .563“ .317 .313 1.00100 .317 70.709 2 304 .000

2 .590'’ .348 .342 .97992 .031 14.223 1 303 .000

a. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr

b. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr, PosExCogAppr 

________________________  A N O V A '

Model Sum o f  Squares d f Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 141.701 2 70.850 70.709 .000"

1 Residual 304.608 304 1.002

Total 446.309 306

Regression 155.358 3 51.786 53.931 000‘

2 Residual 290.951 303 .960

Total 446.309 306

a. Dependent Variable: l.oP

b. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr
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c. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr, PosExCogAppr

C oefficients’

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

CoefTicients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.392 .220 10.891 .000

1 CogAppr -.284 .078 -.240 -3.656 .000

PosE .800 .075 .702 10.704 .000

(Constant) 4.084 .498 8.207 .000

CogAppr -.737 .142 -.623 -5.184 .000
2

PosE .091 .202 .080 .452 .651

PosExCogAppr .180 .048 .945 3.771 ,000

a. Dependent Variable: IxiP

NegE

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error o f  the Change Statistics

Estimate R Square Change F Change dfl dt2 Sig. F Change

1 to .074 .068 1.16572 .074 12.218 2 304 .000

2 .314*’ .099 .090 1.15233 .024 8.102 1 303 .005

a. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, CogAppr

b. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, CogAppr, NegExCogAppr



ANOVA"

Model Sum o f  Squares d f Mean Square F Sis.

Regression 33.206 2 16.603 12.218 .000"

1 Residual 413.104 304 1.359

Total 446.309 306

Regression 43.964 3 14.655 11.036 .000*̂

2 Residual 402.345 303 1.328

Total 446.309 306

a. Dependent Variable: LoP

b. Prcdictors: (Constant), NcgE, CogAppr

e. Prcdictors: (Constant), NcgE, CogAppr, NegExCogAppr

Model IJnstandardized Coefficients Standardized

CoefTicicnts

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.183 .449 4.866 .000

1 CogAppr .444 .097 .375 4.595 .000

NcgE .248 .115 .176 2.156 .032

(Constant) 1.355 .530 2.555 .011

CogAppr
2

,679 .126 .573 5.380 .000

NegE .753 .211 .535 3.573 .000

NegExCogAppr -.177 .062 -.296 -2.846 .005

a. Dependent Variable: LoP
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H.3.2 CogAppr - LoP (Moderated by Engagement Focus)

M odel Sum m ary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error o f  the Change Statistics

Estimate R Square Change F Change d n df2 Sig. F Change

1 ,529“ .280 .276 1.11061 .280 59.189 2 304 .000

2 .549*’ .301 .293 1.10425 .021 4.511 1 303 .004

a. Predictors: (Constant), CogAppr, Focus

b. Predictors: (Constant), CogAppr, Focus, FocusxCogAppr

ANOVA"

Model Sum ofSquares d f Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 146.015 2 73.008 59.189

ooo

1 Residual 374.971 304 1.233

Total 520.986 306

Regression 151.516 3 50.505 41.419 .ooo'-'
2 Residual 369.470 303 1.219

I'otal 520.986 306

a. Dependent Variable: LoP

b. Predictors: (Constant), CogAppr, Focus

c. Predictors: (Constant), CogAppr, Focus, FocusxCogAppr



Coefficients*

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

CoefTicients

1 Sig.

B Std. Krror Beta

(Constant) 2.644 .230 11.491 .000

1 Focus -.030 .024 -.064 -1.272 .204

CogAppr .583 .054 .540 10.816 .000

(Constant) 3.304 .386 8.562 .000

Focus
2

-.201 .084 -.419 -2.400 .017

CogAppr .414 .096 .384 4.321 .000

FocusxLop .042 .020 .431 2.124 .034

a. Dependent Variable: lx>P
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H.3.3 CogAppr -  ACFi (Moderated by Emotions)

PosE

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the Change Statistics

Square Estimate R Square 

Change

F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change

1 .672" .451 .448 1.01968 .451 125.065 2 304 .000

2 .678'’ .459 .454 1.01424 .008 4.268 1 303 .040

a. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr

b. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr, PosExCogAppr

ANOVA*

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 260.070 2 130.035 125.065 .000'’

1 Residual 316.082 304 1.040

Total 576.152 306

Regression 264.461 3 88.154 85.695 .000'=

2 Residual 311.692 303 1.029

Total 576.152 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFi

b. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr

c. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr, PosExCogAppr



Coefficients'

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) .565 .224 2.524 .012

1 CogAppr .413 .079 .307 5.222 .000

PosE .547 .076 .422 7.178 .000

(Constant) 1.524 .515 2.959 .003

CogAppr
0

.156 .147 .116 1.060 .290

PosE .145 .209 .112 .693 .489

PosExCogAppr .102 .049 .472 2.066 .040

a. Dependent Variable: ACFi

NegE

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the Change Statistics

Square Estimate R Square 

Chanqe

F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change

1 .599" .359 .355 1.10229 359 85.092 2 304 .000

2 .599'’ .359 .353 1.10403 .000 .041 1 303 .840

a. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, CogAppr

b. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, CogAppr, NegExCogAppr
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ANOVA“

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 206.780 2 103.390 85.092 .000“=

1 Residual 369.372 304 1.215

Total 576.152 306

Regression 206.830 3 68.943 56.563 .000“̂

2 Residual 369.322 303 1.219

Total 576.152 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFi

b. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, CogAppr

c. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, CogAppr, NegExCogAppr

Coefficients’

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) .805 .424 1.898 .059

1 CogAppr .838 .091 .623 9.161 .000

NegE .052 .109 .032 .476 .634

(Constant) .862 .508 1.695 .091

CogAppr .822 .121 .611 6.801 .000
2

NegE .017 .202 .011 .086 .932

NegExCogAppr .012 .060 .018 .203 .840

a. Dependent Variable: ACFi



H.3.4 CogAppr -  ACFo (Moderated by Emotions)

PosE

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error o f the C lange Statistics

Estimate R Square Change F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change

1 . l e r .581 .579 .74115 .581 211.146 2 304 .000

2 .764^’ .584 .579 .74046 .002 1.563 1 303 .212

a. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr

b. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr, PosExCogAppr

ANOVA"

Model Sum o f Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 231.966 2 115.983 211.146 .000*’

1 Residual 166.987 304 .549

Total 398.953 306

Regression 232.823 3 77.608 141.546 OOO'-'

2 Residual 166.131 303 .548

Total 398.953 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo

b. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr

c. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, CogAppr, PosExCogAppr

358



Coefficients’

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

CoetTicients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) .693 .163 4.265 .000

1 CogAppr .287 .058 .256 4.992 .000

PosE .606 .055 .562 10.954 .000

(Constant) 1.117 .376 2.971 .003

CogAppr
2

.173 .107 .155 1.614 .108

PosE .429 .152 .398 2.813 .005

PosExCogAppr .045 .036 .250 1.250 .212

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo



NegE
Model S u m m arv '

Model K R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error o f  the Change Statistics

Estimate K Square Change F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change

1 .647“ .419 .415 .87357 .419 109.397 2 304 .000

2 00 O O .640 .636 .68842 .222 186.503 1 303 .000

a. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, CogAppr

b. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, CogAppr, NegExACFo

c. Dependent Variable: ACFo

ANOVA*

Model Sum o f  Squares d f Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 166.966 2 83.483 109.397 .000'’

1 Residual 231.987 304 .763

Total 398.953 306

Regression 255.354 3 85.118 179.602 .000'^

2 Residual 143.599 303 .474

Total 398.953 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo

b. Predictors; (Constant), NegE, CogAppr

c. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, CogAppr, NegExACFo
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Coefficients*

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) .841 .336 2.501 .013

1 CogAppr .781 .072 .697 10.773 .000

NegC .094 .086 .071 1.091 .276

(Constant) 2.320 .286 8.103 .000

CogAppr .381 .064 .340 5.934 .000

NegE -1.300 .123 -.976 -10.603 .000

NegExACFo .410 .030 .946 13.657 .000

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo



H.3.5 LoP -  ACFi (Moderated by Emotions)

PosE

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the Change Statistics

Square Estimate R Square 

Change

F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

1 .634* ,402 .398 1.06441 .402 102.266 2 304 .000

2 .647'’ .418 .413 1.05174 .016 8.372 1 303 .004

a. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, LoP

b. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, LoP, PosExLoP

AN OVA*

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 231.729 2 115.864 102.266 .000*’

1 Residual 344.423 304 1.133

Total 576.152 306

Regression 240.990 3 80.330 72.621 .000'=

2 Residual 335.163 303 1.106

Total 576.152 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFi

b. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, LoP

c. Predictors; (Constant), PosE, LoP, PosExLoP
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Coefficients*

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 1.135 .235 4.829 .000

1 LoP .005 .060 .004 .085 .933

PosE .818 .068 .632 12.026 .000

(Constant) 2.805 .622 4.508 .000

LoP -.410 .155 -.361 -2.643 .009
2

PosE .270 .201 .208 1.342 .181

PosExLoP .130 .045 .703 2.893 .004

a. Dependent Variable; ACFi
NegE

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the Change Statistics

Square Estimate R Square 

Change

F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change

1 .523“ .273 .268 1.17381 .273 57.081 2 304 .000

2 .556“ .310 .303 1.14574 .037 16.079 1 303 .000

a. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, LoP

b. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, LoP, NegExLoP



ANOVA’

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Siq.

Regression 157.294 2 78.647 57.081 .000“’

1 Residual 418.858 304 1.378

Total 576.152 306

Regression 178.401 3 59.467 45.301 .000"

2 Residual 397.751 303 1.313

Total 576.152 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFi

b. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, LoP

c. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, LoP, NegExLoP

Coefficients’

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

Coefficients

t SIg.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 3.146 .256 12.304 .000

1 LoP .345 .056 .303 6.172 .000

NegE -.634 .079 -.396 -8.057 .000

(Constant) 2.177 .347 6.268 .000

LoP .578 .080 .508 7.251 .000
2

NegE .365 .261 .228 1.401 .162

NegExLoP -.247 .062 -.665 -4.010 .000

a. Dependent Variable: ACFi
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H.3.6 LoP -  ACFi (Moderated by OIP)

OIP

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the Change Statistics

Square Estimate R Square 

Change

F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

1 .365" .133 .128 1.28214 .133 23.390 2 304 .000

2 .389*’ .151 .143 1.27080 .018 6.451 1 303 .012

a. Predictors: (Constant), OIP, LoP

b. Predictors: (Constant), OIP, LoP, LopXOip

AN OVA"

Model Sunn of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 76.900 2 38.450 23.390 .000*’

1 Residual 499,738 304 1.644

Total 576.639 306

Regression 87.318 3 29.106 18.023 .000^

2 Residual 489.321 303 1.615

Total 576.639 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFi

b. Predictors: (Constant), OIP, LoP

c. Predictors: (Constant), OIP, LoP, LopXOip



Coefficients’’

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 1.833 .306 6.993 .000

1 LoP .295 .075 .260 3.936 .000

OIP .156 .070 .146 2.217 .027

(Constant) 3.807 .834 4.564 .000

LoP -.237 .222 -.209 -1.068 .286
2

OIP -.280 .185 -.262 -1.509 .132

LopXOip .112 .044 .793 2.540 .012

a. Dependent Variable: ACFi

H.3.7 LoP -  ACFi (Moderated by Engagement Focus)

[VIodel Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the Change Statistics

Square Estimate R Square 

Change

F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change

1 .349’ .122 .116 1.29054 .122 21.114 2 304 .000

2 .377'’ .142 .133 1.27795 .020 7.016 1 303 .009

a. Predictors: (Constant), Focus, LoP

b. Predictors: (Constant), Focus, LoP, FocusxLop
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ANOVA’

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 70.330 2 35.165 21.114 .000”

1 Residual 506.308 304 1.665

Total 576.639 306

Regression 81.789 3 27.263 16.693 .000“̂

2 Residual 494.850 303 1.633

Total 576.639 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFi

b. Predictors: (Constant). Focus, LoP

c. Predictors: (Constant), Focus, LoP. FocusxLop

Coefficients’

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.254 .267 8.432 .000

1 LoP .406 .063 .357 6.478 .000

Focus -.026 .028 -.052 -.952 .342

(Constant) 3.207 .447 7.181 .000

LoP .162 .111 .143 1.462 .145
2

Focus -.272 .097 -.540 -2.813 .005

FocusxLop .060 .023 .592 2.649 .009

a. Dependent Variable: ACFi



H.3.8 LoP -  ACFo (Moderated by Emotions)

PosE

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the Change Statistics

Square Estimate R Square 

Change

F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

1 .814^ ,662 .660 .66593 .662 297.818 2 304 .000

2 s is ” .665 .661 .66434 .003 2.457 1 303 .118

a. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, LoP

b. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, LoP, PosExLoP 

__________ AN OVA"

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 264.141 2 132.071 297.818 .000'’

1 Residual 134.812 304 .443

Total 398.953 306

Regression 265.226 3 88.409 200.316 .000'=

2 Residual 133.728 303 .441

Total 398.953 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo

b. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, LoP

c. Predictors: (Constant), PosE, LoP, PosExLoP

Coefficients*
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Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) .340 .147 2.311 .022

1 LoP .380 .037 .402 10.169 .000

PosE .565 .043 .524 13.275 .000

(Constant) .911 .393 2.319 .021

LoP .238 .098 .252 2.430 .016
2

PosE .377 .127 .350 2.971 .003

PosExLoP .044 .028 .289 1.567 .118

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo

NegE

ModelSummarj^

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the Change Statistics

Square Estimate R Square 

Change

F Change dfl df2 Sig, F Change

1 .780“ .608 .605 .71725 .608 235.753 2 304 .000

2 .783*’ .613 .610 .71349 .005 4.207 1 303 .041

a. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, LoP

b. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, LoP, NegExLoP



AN OVA*

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Siq.

Regression 242.563 2 121.281 235,753 .000“”

1 Residual 156.391 304 .514

Total 398.953 306

Regression 244.704 3 81.568 160.229 .000"

2 Residual 154.249 303 .509

Total 398.953 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo

b. Predictors: (Constant), NegE, LoP

c. Predictors: (Constant). NegE, LoP, NegExLoP

Coefficients*

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 1.814 .156 11.610 .000

1 LoP .610 .034 .645 17.864 .000

NegE -.504 .048 -.378 -10.486 .000

(Constant) 1.505 .216 6.960 .000

LoP .684 .050 .723 13.784 .000
2

NegE -.186 .162 -.140 -1.145 .253

NegExLoP -.079 .038 -.255 -2.051 .041

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo
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H.3.9 LoP -  ACFo (Moderated by OIP)

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the Change Statistics

Square Estimate R Square 

Change

F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change

1 .684" .467 .464 .83839 .467 133.354 2 304 .000

2 .688*’ .473 .468 .83496 .006 3.497 1 303 .062

a. Predictors: (Constant), OIP, LoP

b. Predictors: (Constant), OIP, LoP, LopXOip

ANOVA'

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 187.466 2 93.733 133.354 .000'’

1 Residual 213.679 304 .703

Total 401.145 306

Regression 189.904 3 63.301 90.798 .000'

2 Residual 211.241 303 .697

Total 401.145 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo

b. Predictors: (Constant), OIP, LoP

c. Predictors: (Constant), OIP, LoP, LopXOip

Coefficients’



Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 1.246 .200 6.228 .000

1 LoP .646 .049 .682 13.181 .000

OIP .003 .046 .003 .065 .948

(Constant) 2.200 .548 4.016 .000

LoP .388 .146 .410 2.658 .008
2

OIP -.208 .122 -.233 -1.707 .089

LopXOip .054 .029 .460 1.870 .062

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo

H.3.10 LoP -  ACFo (Moderated by Engagement Focus)

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the Change Statistics

Square Estimate R Square 

Change

F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change

1 .684“ .468 .464 .83801 .468 133.610 2 304 .000

2 .686'’ .471 .466 .83692 .003 1.789 1 303 .182

a. Predictors; (Constant), Focus, LoP

b. Predictors; (Constant), Focus, LoP, FocusxLop
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AN OVA’

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Siq.

Regression 187.658 2 93.829 133.610 .000*’

1 Residual 213.487 304 .702

Total 401.145 306

Regression 188.911 3 62.970 89.901 .000"

2 Residual 212.234 303 .700

Total 401.145 306

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo

b. Predictors: (Constant), Focus, LoP

c. Predictors: (Constant), Focus, LoP, FocusxLop

Coefficients’

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 1.274 .174 7.337 .000

1 LoP ,652 .041 .689 16.040 .000

Focus -.010 .018 -.023 -.526 .599

(Constant) 1.589 .292 5.432 .000

LoP .572 .073 .604 7.872 .000
2

Focus -.091 .063 -.216 -1.432 .153

FocusxLop .020 .015 .235 1.337 .182

a. Dependent Variable: ACFo



H.4 Structural Model Path Coefficients

*** represents p< 001
Retre»>«on Weights_____________________________________________________________________________S tandrdued  Regrettion W e^hts

Estim ate S.E. C.R. P Label E stim ate
CogAppr < - - Expectations 0.155 0.05 3.066 0.002 par_23 CogAppr <-— E xpectations 0.196
LoP <— E xpectations 0.465 0.064 7.232 «•« par_24 LoP < - - E xpectations 0.485
LoP CogAppr 0.145 0.071 2.053 0.04 par_25 LoP <— CogAppr 0.12
ACFo LoP 0.416 0.053 7.894 par_19 ACFo <— LoP 0.451
ACFo <— CogAppr 0.536 0.056 9.532 • • • par_20 ACFo <— CogAppr 0.479
HE Expectations 1 HE <— E xpectations 0.855
SI Expectations 1.035 0.084 12.339 • • • par_26 St <— E xpectations 0.903
PI <— Expectations 0.763 0.075 10.206 • • • par_27 PI <—- E xpectations 0.737
PSE <— Expectations 0.662 0.077 8.56 • • • par_28 PSE <— E xpectations 0.543
UE Expectations 0.138 0.053 2.582 0.01 par_29 UE <— E xpectations 0.228
ACFi LoP 0.256 0.057 4.453 • • • par_32 ACFI <-*. LoP 0.237
ACFi <— CogAppr 0.658 0.075 8.804 par_33 ACFi <— CogAppr 0.501
ACFI <— PSI 0.126 0.04 3.172 0.002 par_35 ACFI <— PSI 0.155
ACFo Expectations 0.146 0.047 3.083 0.002 par_36 ACFo <— Expectations 0.165
CAl CogAppr 1 CAl <-•- CogAppr 0.797
CA2 <— CogAppr 1.244 0.064 19.446 p ar_ l CA2 <-.* CogAppr 0.931
CA3 <— CogAppr 1.238 0.068 18.334 par_2 CA3 <— CogAppr 0.891
CA4 CogAppr 1.287 0.072 17.889 par_3 CA4 <--- CogAppr 0.876

LOPl <— LoP 1 LOPl <— LoP .0.856
L0P2 <— LoP 1.049 0.063 16.773 par_4 L0P2 <— LoP 0.87
LOPS < - - LoP 0.809 0.064 12.552 par_5 L0P3 <— LoP 0.672
ACFtl <— ACFi 1 ACFil <—- ACFi 0.877
ACFI2 ACFi 1.178 0.045 25.903 par_6 ACFI2 ACFi 0.971
ACFI3 <— ACFi 1.151 0.054 21.379 par_7 ACFI3 <— ACFI 0.866
ACFol ACFo 1 ACFol <— ACFo 0.826
ACFo3 ACFo 1.282 0.064 20.171 par_8 ACFo3 <—- ACFo 0.93
ACFo2 < - - ACFo 1.222 0.067 18.269 par_9 ACFo2 <—- ACFo 0.861
HE3 < ... HE 1 HE3 < ... HE 0.923
HE2 HE 0.926 0.044 20.945 par_10 HE2 <— HE 0.854
h e : <— HE 0.861 0.044 19.629 p a r_ l l HEl <— HE 0.825
SI2 SI 0.984 0.061 16.211 par_ l2 SI2 <— SI 0.872
Sll SI 1 S ll <— SI 0.836
P(3 PI 1 PI3 < . . . PI 0.816
PI2 <— PI 1.06 0.082 12.872 par_13 PI2 PI 0.851
Pll <— PI 0.955 0.079 12.04 par_14 P ll <— PI 0.795
PM PI 0.891 0.053 16.695 par_15 PI4 <— PI 0.736
PSEl <— PSE 1 PSEl <— PSE 0.898
PSE2 <— PSE 0.998 0.04 24.709 par_16 PSE2 <— PSE 0.924
PSE3 <--• PSE 1.011 0.043 23.544 par_17 PSE3 <— PSE 0.9
UE3 < . . . UE 1 UE3 <— UE 0.699
UE2 UE 1.511 0.433 3.489 par_ l8 UE2 <—- UE 0.969
PSI3R <— PSI 1 PSI3R <— PSI 0.909
PSI2R <— PSI 0.959 0.037 26.272 par_30 PSI2R <— PSI 0.919
PSIIR PSI 1.089 0.039 27.868 par 31 PSIIR <--- PSI 0.944
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H.5 Measurement and Structural Model Diagrams

Figure H.2 Original CFA M easurement M odel

T3P-

ACFi

ACFo

Figure H.3 Verified M easurement Model (CFA)
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Figure H.4 Structural M odel 1 (SEM I)

ACFo

CogAppr

Figure H.5 Structural Model 2 (SEM2)

ACFo

** Note, SEM3 is not presented in these diagrams, as it is graphically identical to 

SEM2 with the exception that certain paths are constrained to zero.
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Figure H.6 Structural Model 4 (SEM4)



A ppend ix  I Model Variable Map
Q uestion 2nd Order Construct 1st Order Construct Items
C heaper than  o ther available m ethods of engagem ent

Expectatons

UE
UE1

Faster than o th er available m ethods of engagem ent UE2
More convenient than  o ther available m ethods of engagem ent UE3
Entertain and stim ulate my mind

HE

HE1

Derive enjoym ent from problem  solving, idea generation or 
knowfledge sharing

HE2

Derive fun and pleasure from th e  engagem ent experience HE3

Expand my personal/social network
SI

s n
Enhance th e  strength of my affiliation with th e  custom er 
communitv

S12

Enhance my sta tus/repu ta tion  as a product or service expert

PI

pn

Reinforce my product or service-related credibility PI2

Derive satisfaction from influencing o th er consum ers' 
product/service usage

PI3

Derive satisfaction from influencing product/service design and 
developm ent

PM

Express my joy about a good buy

PSE

PSE1
Feel good by telling others about my buying successes PSE2

Tell o thers about a great experience with th e  firm or firm 's 
offerings

PSE3

Appreciation for th is type of online experience

Emotions

PosE

Appr

Liking for this type of online experience Like
A preference of th is type of online experience Pref
Surprise Surp
Happiness Happ
Delight Delight
Pleasure Pleas
Enjoyment Enjoy
Enthusiasm Enthus
Self-confidence Sconf

Pride Pride
Worthy of praise WoP
Antipathy

NegE

Anlip
Dislike DisI
Aversion Avers
Frustrated Frust
Prevented from getting what you w anted Prevent
Blocked from certain actions Block
Enraged Enrage
Angry Anger

Mad Mad
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Gave you the opportunity to accomplish your goals/tasks 
successfully

CogAppr

CA1

Provided you with the benefits you expected to receive CA2
Was a good example of what you expected when engaging in an 
online forum/social network

CA3

Was satisfactory CA4
With whom did you engage Focus C2C
1 want to continue engaging with this firm  because 1 genuinely 
enjoy my relationship with them

ACFI
ACFil

1 expect my relationship with the firm  to continue for a long time ACFI2
1 care about the long-term success of the firm ACFi3

1 want to continue participating in this forum/social network 
because I genuinely enjoy my relationship with the customer 
community

ACFo

ACFol

1 would feel loss if this forum/social network was no longer 
available

ACFo2

1 care about the fate of this forum/social network ACFo3
Spend a lot of time sharing information about your needs and 
opinions

LoP
LOPl

Put a lot of effort into expressing your personal needs L0P2
Proviae suggestions for improving the firm s products/service(s) L0P3
Importance

PSI
PSIl

Meaning to me PSI2
Relevance to me PSI3
How long have you engaged in this forum/community Tenure Tenure
1 like reading/browsing online discussions

OIP

OIPl
1 am someone who likes actively participating in online 
discussions

0IP2

1 enjoy exchanging information and sharing experiences with 
other oeoDle online

01P3

1 am someone who enjoys initiating a dialogue online 01P4
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Key Components of Consumer Engagement: a Firm-hosted Virtual Customer
Environment Perspective

Ethel Ann Claffey 

Abstract
The overarching objective of this research was to develop and test a model of consumer engagement 
in a virtual customer environment (VCE) in an attempt to advance substantive theory on the key 
determinants of this engagement. Discovering how the virtual environment can be utilised to foster 
consumer engagement, in order to create value for customers and firms alike, has been noted as a 
critical but overlooked area in the contemporary marketing literatures. Web 2.0 technologies and, in 
particular, social media have become a significant impetus for emerging consumer environments. 
From a marketer’s perspective this presents many challenges, particularly in relation to leaming how 
to operate within the resulting respective shifts in loci of activity, power, and value creation.

This study investigates the relationships between key components of consumer engagement in a VCE, 
with major emphasis on establishing cause and effect. This theory-testing approach drew from 
previously specified conceptual relationships to derive, and subsequently test, hypotheses related to 
the consumer engagement concept. A deductive approach was undertaken for this research because 
the fields from which this thesis draws conceptual foundations and theoretical arguments are 
comprised of broad collections of established, yet evolving, knowledge. The Service Dominant Logic 
(SDL) was used as the theoretical foundation for this research.

To verify the hypotheses, an empirical study was designed which incorporated confirmatory factor 
analysis and structural equation modelling. A cross-sectional study employing a web-based survey 
was used as the data collection method for this research. In total, three hundred and seven respondents 
provided fully complete surveys, and this number was shown statistically to be sufficient to test the 
hypothesised relationships.

Overall, findings provide empirical support for the extant premise that consumer engagement reflects 
consumers’ interactive experience within the VCE, and value co-creation among community 
participants. Results confirm the influence consumers’ expectations (utilitarian, hedonic, self
enhancement, social and personal integrative motives) have on both their cognitive appraisal and 
participation which, in turn, influence engagement outcomes (affective commitment to the firm and 
affective commitment to the community).

Findings show that consumers’ participation in value creating activities and affective commitment to 
the firm and/or community is contingent on consumers’ affective states, the focus of their engagement 
and their online interaction propensity. In particular, results show that consumers’ emotional states 
during their engagement experience appear to have a significant impact on consumers’ affective 
commitment. Moreover, findings highlight how customer-to-customer (C2C) interactions can enhance 
the engagement experience and the resulting level of participation in value creation and affective 
commitment. Results also indicate that community participants possess stronger influence in this 
environment compared to the firm.

The key contributions made by this research are, first, an end-to-end model of consumer engagement 
in a VCE has been provided and verified. Second, this research provides support for heretofore 
conceptual relationships specified in the literature. Third, this research provides academics and 
practitioners with a basis for understanding the complexity of consumer engagement in a virtual 
customer environment.


