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Abstract

Customer engagement behavior (CEB) receives increasing attention from both academics and
practitioners, as it represents one of the key customer profitability determinants. This study
attempts to provide a holistic view of CEB by (1) proposing an instrument to measure CEB,
and (2) its antecedents. Based on the existent literature, we conceptualize CEB as a formative
construct consisting of word-of-mouth (WOM), loyalty program participation, customer
interaction, and co-creation, which are determined by relationship quality, rewards, self-
enhancement, learning, social integration, and company identification. In attempt to test these
propositions, an online survey is conducted with 466 respondents. Our results provide
empirical support for our proposed CEB construct, while corroborating five out of the six
hypothesized antecedents. In closing, theoretical as well as managerial implications are
discussed, while important limitations are recognized and future research directions are
proposed.

Keywords: Co-creation, Customer engagement behavior, Customer interaction, Loyalty program,
Word-of-mouth

1. Introduction

Customer engagement receives increasing attention from marketing academics and
practitioners. When customers are engaged, they can contribute to company results through
mechanisms other than transactions (i.e., purchases). Focusing on acquisition, retention, and
share-of-wallet is no longer enough. Consequently, customer engagement can lead to business
opportunities and ensuring profitability (Verhoef et al., 2010). Customer engagement research
has adopted two different perspectives. On one hand, customer engagement can be examined
from a psychological perspective. Here, customer engagement is defined as a psychological
state that occurs because of customer interaction with a focal object, such as brand, in service
relationships (Brodie et al., 2011). On the other hand, customer engagement can be examined
from a behavioral point of view. In this approach, research is focused more on customer
engagement behavior (CEB) than on customer engagement (e.g., Kumar et al., 2010). CEB
can be defined as “customer’s behavioral manifestations that have a brand or firm focus,
beyond purchase, resulting from motivational drivers” (Van Doorn et al., 2010).

In both perspectives, there is a call for further research about the composition as well as the
antecedents of CEB (Brodie et al., 2011; van Doorn, 2010). To date, our knowledge of these
antecedents typically comes from research about the antecedents of some specific behaviors
usually associated with customer engagement, such as word-of-mouth (WOM) or co-creation
(e.g., Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004; Bettencourt, 1997). Yet, we still lack an integrative
perspective of the antecedents of customer engagement that provides us with a deep
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understanding of the phenomenon; consequently, it is not possible to reach adequate insights
for managers. They need a broader and more holistic view of their customers instead of a
fragmented perspective that arises when analyzing customers separately through several
media and channels. Organizations, especially in B2C markets, are interested in
understanding how emotional ties, social influences, service experiences, etc. interact to
create customer engagement (Bolton, 2011), which is something that we still ignore (Van
Doorn et al. 2010). Adopting a behavioral perspective of customer engagement, this study
develops a theoretical model that jointly analyses the antecedents of CEB. In particular, we
concentrate our efforts on antecedents that might simultaneously influence CEB. We
explicitly omit antecedents that according to previous research only influence a CEB. The
remainder of this manuscript is organized as follows: In the next section, we provide the
theoretical background of this study, and then we present our research design and its main
results. Finally, we discuss our findings and its main implications.

2. Literature Review and Research Hypotheses
2.1. Customer engagement behavior (CEB)

Along with customer purchases, CEB generates value for companies. From a marketing
perspective, CEB must be examined in terms of how they can grow or reduce value for the
company. In this regard, CEB grows or diminishes firm value through three mechanisms,
apart from product purchases: by recommending the brand in exchange of some incentives, by
influencing other customers via WOM or through other types of information sharing, and by
providing feedback that can be useful for product development or improvement (Kumar et al.,
2010). On this basis, we propose CEB as a composite of loyalty program participation, WOM,
customer interaction, and co-creation.

Loyalty program incentivizes current customers’ recommendations with coupons, free
samples, gifts, etc. aiming to incentivize continued patronage and repeated purchase (Ruy and
Feick 2007). Loyalty program can reduce acquisition costs and generate future cash flows to
companies (Dowling and Uncles, 1997). In contrast, WOM is a non-incentivized behavior in
which a consumer informally communicates an experience, evaluation, or recommendation in
relation to goods or services to another consumer (Anderson, 1998). Customers can receive
information from many personal sources, but its credibility would depend on the type of
interpersonal relationships (Godes and Mayzlin, 2004). WOM involves an exchange of
marketing information between consumers and plays a key role in modifying consumer
attitudes and behaviors regarding products and services (Chu and Kim, 2011), which affects
not only acquisition but also retention and share-of-wallet (Kumar et al., 2010). With the
spread of information technologies, WOM also takes place in virtual environments, such as
customer blogs, emails, websites, online forums, communities, and social networks (Chu and
Kim, 2011). Here, the statements made by a customer or prospect customers about a product
or a brand are available over the Internet to a large number of people and institutions.

Consumers not only can provide value for the company through their recommendations
(incentivized or not), but also can contribute to profitability through customer interaction (van
Doorn et al., 2010, Kumar et al., 2010). Customer interaction arises from interactions between
the customer and other customers and between the customer and the firm (Gronroos, 2012). In
this study, we consider customer interaction to be related to customers’ suggestions that
facilitate other customers’ decision making and enhance their experience with the firm (e.g.,
van Doorn et al., 2010). On the other hand, co-creation refers to interactions between the
customer and the firm that lead to the improvement of current services or the development of
new ones. With customer interaction, customers positively impact other customers’ attitudes,
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hence indirectly providing value for the company. In contrast, by co-creation, customers
provide value for the firm directly.

2.2. Antecedents of CEB

As illustrated in Figure 1 we posit that CEB can be driven by six antecedents: relationship
quality, rewards, self-enhancement, learning, social integration, and company identification.
Some of these antecedents are the result of past customer interaction with products and brands
(or in general with companies) or with other customers, while others are expected outcomes
of future interactions.

Relationship marketing has extensively studied the outcome of the interactions between
companies and customers. The relationship quality summarizes these interactions across time
for a customer. Hennig-Thurau and Klee (1997) define relationship quality as the degree to
which a relationship is appropriate to meet the consumer needs associated with that
relationship. The relationship quality captures the nature of the relationship (Macintosh,
2007). Unlike service quality, this construct takes into account the overall relationship and not
only the quality of specific service interactions (Shabbir et al., 2007). The relationship quality
has three main components: satisfaction, trust, and commitment (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002).
Several studies have demonstrated that WOM is positively influenced by the relationship
quality or some of its components, i.e., commitment, satisfaction, or trust (e.g., Brown et al.,
2005; Macintosh, 2007; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Ng, David, and Dagger, 2011).

Relationship quality could also affect customer interaction. Nambisan and Baron (2007)
show that positive attitudes toward the firm would stimulate interactions among online users.
This happens because customers are aware that sharing information with peer customers
somehow benefits the company; therefore, with positive attitudes toward the firm, they are
more inclined to benefit the firm indirectly by sharing their knowledge with other customers.
The relationship quality summarizes the main attitudes of the customer toward the firm.
Therefore, we can also expect that relationship quality can have a positive impact on CEB.

Relationship quality might also influence CEB, given that commitment and satisfaction
also appear to impact co-creation. Commitment involves the psychological attachment of
consumers who believe in the importance of maintaining their relationship with the company
(Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Thus, commitment leads consumers to sacrifice themselves for the
welfare of the company, to take care of it, and to perform certain actions that do not depend
solely on rewards and punishments. Bettencourt (1997) demonstrates that committed
consumers feel involved in the development of the company, which leads to co-creation; they
tend to play the role of company consultants. However, he also finds that satisfaction is
negatively related to co-creation. The latter could happen because consumers might express
ideas that improve service quality only when dissatisfaction arises. In his research, the effect
of commitment is slightly higher than the effect of satisfaction and therefore, although low,
we expect that the influence of relationship quality on co-creation to be positive.

Rewards are an adequate tool for encouraging recommendations (Wirtz et al., 2012).
Particularly, rewards are more effective in the case of weak brands than for strong brands.
Customers of strong brands usually do not need huge incentives to participate in loyalty
programs. In contrast, customers have to be rewarded more heavily in the case of weaker
brands because customers are less confident about recommending the brand and are therefore
less motivated to perform such an action (Ryu and Feick, 2007).

H1: Relationship quality directly and positively affects CEB.
H2: Rewards directly and positively affect CEB.

Besides relationship quality and rewards, CEB can also arise from other motivations,

particularly the benefits that customers anticipate from such behaviors—the consequences of
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CEB can also act as antecedents of these behaviors (Brodie et al. 2011). These benefits are
personal and social (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004; Nambisan and Baron, 2010). The most
relevant personal benefits that might influence several CEB are self-enhancement and
learning about the product. Self-enhancement is the positive recognition that a customer
obtains from others by projecting themselves as intelligent shoppers (Sundaram et al., 1998)
or service users. Self-enhancement positively affects WOM (Sundaram et al., 1998; Henning-
Thurau et al., 2004). Besides, it also encourages customer interaction. When sharing their
experiences or knowledge about the product, customers have the opportunity to grow their
prestige and status. This increases customer participation in customer interaction (Wasko and
Faraj, 2005). Thus, the higher a customer’s expectations of heightening her or his image the
more customer interaction will take place. Co-creation activities can help customers fulfill
their self-esteem needs (Oyedele and Simpson, 2013) and can be used as a signal of expertise
if the contributions of the consumer to the company are somehow visible to others, e.g., in
virtual communities (Franke and Sha, 2003). Therefore, self-enhancement can be also
positively associated with performing co-creation behaviors.
H3: Self-enhancement directly and positively affects CEB.

Learning about the product is another important benefit that customers obtain from their
interactions with other customers (Wasko and Faraj, 2000), and it involves acquiring a better
understanding and knowledge about company services and their usage. Through these
interactions with other customers, they acquire knowledge that can enhance product usage,
particularly for technology-based products. Online environments particularly facilitate
learning from other customers (Libai et al., 2010) or, in the case of online communities, from
other members (Franke and Sha, 2003). Customers expecting to achieve learning benefits
from their interactions with other peers should be prone to perform such behaviors (Nambisan
and Baron, 2007, 2010). In addition, customers can also expect to learn from their interactions
with companies in co-creation behaviors. Sometimes their suggestions and ideas for product
improvement elicit some responses from companies that have a high informational value,
such as future developments of the product. Such expected learning might therefore lead
customers to co-creation (Nambisan and Baron, 2010).

H4: Learning directly and positively affects CEB.

Social integration includes the feeling that one is a member of a community. This usually
provides a chance to interact with other members. This social benefit might be positively
related with CEB. For instance, in web-based opinion platforms, WOM allows customers to
become part of online communities. The expected interactions with other customers derived
from WOM are a reason to perform this CEB (Henning-Thurau et al., 2004). Individuals who
value social integration usually enjoy interacting with others, which facilitates knowledge
sharing (Xu et al., 2012). Through these interactions, customers set affective relationships that
encourage commitment or responsibility toward other individuals (Wasko and Faraj, 2005,
Nambisan and Baron, 2010), thus enhancing information sharing. Therefore, the more
important a customer considers social integration the higher customer interaction should be.
Similarly, customers who value social integration should also enjoy interacting with
companies. Therefore, we can also expect that social integration is positively associated with
co-creation too.

H5: Social integration directly and positively affects CEB.

Finally, another important antecedent of CEB is company identification, which can be
defined as the cognitive connection that a customer makes between her/his own definition and
the definition of the company (Dutton et al., 1994). As with relationship quality, this
antecedent is not a benefit that customers expect to obtain from specific interactions with the
company or with other customers. Company identification might be associated with CEB.
Consumers who share common values with a firm have a greater desire to maintain a
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connection with it (Morgan and Hunt, 1994) and perform behaviors that are favorable for the
company (Bergami and Bagozzi, 2000).

First, company identification favors WOM (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2003). This could
happen because consumers say positive things about the company as a means to express their
own identity; therefore, the greater the company identification the greater the likelihood is
that the individual transmits positive messages about the company (Brown et al., 2005).
Secondly, we expect that company identification enhance co-creation, particularly by
moderating the impact of self-enhancement and learning (Nambisan and Baron, 2010).
Company identification helps customers to build their own identities (Bhattacharya and Sen,
2003), as self-enhancement; therefore, the value that customers obtain from the recognition of
other customers due to their contributions to the company might be higher if there is a strong
company identification.

H6: Company identification directly and positively affects CEB.

Antecedents of CEB

Relationship quality : Second-order construct of CEB
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Figure 1: Research model

3. Methodology

3.1. Sample and procedure

For the purpose of this research, we conducted a survey among customers of online
travel agencies. These types of agencies provide their services in a virtual environment, which
usually facilitates the CEB we considered in this study: WOM, loyalty program participation,
customer interactions, and co-creation (e.g., Kim et al., 2013). We focused on specific online
agencies in order to ensure the existence of loyalty programs and of platforms that facilitate
customers’ interactions. In particular, our respondents were customers of one of these two
travel agencies: Atrapalo or Logitravel. These companies reward customers through loyalty
programs, mainly implemented in social networks, such as Facebook. Our two online travel
agencies have also set mechanisms that facilitate customer interactions. They all offer their
customers the chance to share their experiences about services that have been booked or
purchased through their websites. For instance, in the case of hotels, customers can rate them
in terms of several criteria (room cleanliness, location, meals, etc.) and comment on their
advantages and drawbacks. These evaluations are taken into account by other customers when
making their purchase decisions. Note that these opinions are not focused on the services
provided by the company and therefore do not constitute WOM about the travel agencies.

2nd International Symposium on Partial Least Squares Path Modeling, Seville (Spain), 2015 5



Romero and Okazaki Exploring customer engagement behavior

Table 1. Measurement Items

Items M
WOM (o= 0.95; CR =0.96; AVE = 0.82; Brown et al. 2005)

I mention to others that I do business with this OTA (online travel agency). 4.62 (1.46)
I make sure that others know that I do business with this OTA. 4.20 (1.54)
I recommended this OTA to family members. 4.84 (1.36)
I speak positively of this OTA to others. 4.90 (1.36)
I recommend this OTA to acquaintances. 4.92 (1.39)
I recommended this OTA to close personal friends. 5.02 (1.39)
Loyalty program participation (o0 = 0.93; CR = 0.95; AVE = 0.83)

I participate in the draws that this OTA organizes at social networks. 3.56 (1.64)
I participate in the contests that this OTA organizes at social networks. 3.55 (1.66)
I would participate in a “bring a friend” program organized by this OTA. 3.89 (1.71)
In general, I participate in the activities organized by this OTA in which I can win a reward. 3.88 (1.63)

Customers’ interactions (0. = 0.90; CR = 0.94; AVE = 0.83)
I assess and share with other users my opinions and experiences about the products and services

of this OTA on the company website. 4.21 (1.60)
I write comments in the blog and/or in the profile of this OTA in social networks (e.g., Facebook,

Twitter, etc.). 3.64 (1.70)
I write comments in the forums on this OTA. 3.59 (1.74)
Co-creation (o= 0.93; CR = 0.95; AVE = 0.75; Bettencourt et al. 1997)

I let this OTA know of ways that they can better serve my needs. 4.53 (1.55)
I make constructive suggestions to this OTA about how to improve its service. 4.27 (1.63)
If T have a useful idea of how to improve service, I give it to someone at this OTA. 4.17 (1.65)
When I experience a problem at this store, I let someone know so they can improve the service. 4.68 (1.52)
If I notice a problem, I inform an employee of this OTA even if it does affect me. 4.21 (1.55)
If this OTA gives me good service, I let them know. 4.70 (1.59)
Relationship quality (o =0.91; CR = 0.93; AVE = 0.70; Ng, David, and Dagger 2011) ‘
Overall, I am satisfied with this OTA. 5.32(1.03)
I am very happy with this OTA. 5.27 (1.06)
This OTA can be trusted. 547 (1.12)
This OTA is trustworthy. 5.47(1.13)
I am very committed to this OTA. 4.36 (1.40)
I believe that I will continue to use this OTA frequently in the future. 5.28(1.17)
Rewards (0. =0.97; CR =0.97; AVE = 0.91)

I find the sweepstakes organized by this OTA attractive. 4.44 (1.48)
I find the contests organized by this OTA attractive. 4.42 (1.46)
I find the activities organized by this OTA in which I can win a prize attractive. 4.53 (1.46)
In general, I find the prizes and presents by this OTA attractive. 4.62 (1.48)

Self-enhancement (o = 0.91; CR = 0.94; AVE = 0.80; Henning-Thurau et al. 2004)
I regularly visit this OTA (its website, social networks, etc.), because

I like telling others that I have made a good choice. 4.44 (1.40)
I like when I can tell others about my buying success. 4.67 (1.38)
I like telling others about a good experience. 4.80 (1.38)
My contributions show others that I am a clever customer. 4.30 (1.53)

Learning (a0 = 0.86; CR = 0.94; AVE = 0.88; Nambisan and Baron 2007)

I regularly visit this OTA (its website, social networks, etc.), because

I enhance my knowledge about the service, related services, and their uses. 4.62 (1.27)
I obtain solutions to specific service use related problems. 4.46 (1.28)
Social integration (a0 = 0.95; CR = 0.97; AVE = 0.91; Nambisan and Baron 2007)

I regularly visit this OTA (its website, social networks, etc.), because

I expand my personal/social network. 4.30 (1.37)
I enhance the strength of my affiliation with the customer community. 3.92 (1.47)
I enhance my sense of belongingness to this community. 3.95 (1.52)
Company identification (&0 =NA; CR =NA; AVE =NA; Bergami and Bagozzi 2000)

I identify with this OTA 4.55(1.26)
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Our data was collected using a web-based survey. Online surveys are increasingly used
in market research and produce results comparable with other data collection methods,
particularly if respondents are familiar with online contexts (Deutskens et al., 2006), which
they are in our research. The survey was conducted by a professional marketing research firm.
Our respondents were asked about the CEB considered in this study and their antecedents in
terms of the online travel agency they use the most. The respondents who participated in the
study were randomly selected using stratified sampling (n=466). Their demographics are
representative of Internet users in Spain who browse the Internet for travel and
accommodation purposes. Of the respondents, 47.42% are women and 52.58% are men
(48.06% and 51.94% in the population of these Internet users in Spain). Regarding their age,
15.24% of the respondents are 16—44 years of age (15.74% in the population), 29.18% are
25-34 years (29.34%), 27.04% are 3544 years (26.43%), 17.60% are 45-55 years (17.74%),
and 10.94% are older than 55 years (10.66%).

3.2. Measures

Most of our measures were based on prior research and adapted to the context of online
travel agencies. The original measures were loyalty program participation and customer
interactions, and rewards. These measures were consistent with standard practices of the two
online travel agencies we considered for this study. CEB has been proposed as a type Il
reflective-formative second-order construct (Ringle et al., 2012). That is, CEB is considered
as a second-order formative construct whose items are reflective first-order constructs. These
items are WOM, loyalty program participation, customer interactions, and co-creation. The
antecedents of CEB are first-order reflective constructs. All of the first-order constructs of this
research were assessed using seven-point Likert-type scales. Table 1 lists all the measures.

4. Results
4.1. Analysis procedure

We employed partial least squares (PLS) to estimate our model with SmartPLS 2.0
(Ringle et al., 2005). PLS is chosen for this study for three reasons. First, in contrast to
covariance-based structural equation models, PLS can handle the non-multivariate normal
data we collected. Second, we focused on common antecedents of CEB, and we deliberately
omitted others that affect only of one of these behaviors. PLS is less sensitive than other
structural equation models to variables omission (Chin, 2010). Third, as we explained before,
our model includes CEB as a type Il second-order construct. PLS is the most appropriate for
the estimation of this type of construct.

When a type Il second-order construct is not endogenous, the model can be estimated
using a repeated indicator approach, in which the second-order construct is created as a latent
variable that include all the manifest variables of the underlying first-order constructs
(Wetzels et al., 2009). In our research, CEB would be measured through the manifest
variables of WOM, loyalty program participation, customer interactions, and co-creation. On
the other hand, when the type Il second-order construct is endogenous, the model needs to be
estimated using a two-stage approach (Ringle et al., 2012). This is the case of our research. In
this two-stage approach, the model is first estimated using the repeated indicators approach in
order to obtain the latent variable scores of the first-order variables. In this stage the variance
of the second-order construct is explained by its lower order components (R? tends to 1) and,
consequently, the path relationships towards the second-order construct tend to be zero and
nonsignificant. In the second stage, these latent variable scores are employed as manifest
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variables for the second-order construct and the model is re-estimated. This allows the
predecessors of the second-order construct to explain part of its variance.

For this research, therefore, we have applied the two-stage approach. We have
performed its first stage by including the manifest variables of the first-order constructs in
two ways —reflective and formative — as previous research does not provide precise guidelines
in this regard (Becker et al., 2012). Subsequently we have re-estimated the model using the
latent scores we have obtained in the previous stage. The results are consistent in terms of the
inner and the outer models. For the sake of brevity, we present only the results of the
reflective estimation. Particularly, we present our results as follows: First, we describe the
results of our measurement model (first stage of the two-stage approach for first-order
constructs and second stage for the second-order formative construct). Subsequently, we
discuss the estimation results of our structural model with regard to our hypotheses by using
the results from the second phase of the two-stage approach.

4.2. Measurement model

We examined the reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity of the
indicators of our first-order constructs, i.e. antecedents, WOM, participation in loyalty
programs, customer interactions and co-creation (Table 1). The Cronbach’s alpha values of
these latent variables range between 0.86 and 0.97, which is above the cutoff value of 0.7
proposed by Nunally (1978). Similarly, composite reliability varies between 0.93 and 0.97.
The loadings of the items used in our study are all above 0.7, indicating indicator reliability.
Regarding the convergent validity, the variance extracted (AVE) from the variables ranges
from 0.70 to 0.91, which is above the value of 0.5 suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981).
Finally, we examined the discriminant validity of the variables in our model in two ways.

Table 2. Discriminant Validity Analysis

Constructs O @ & #H & 6 O @ O Jay
WOM (1) 0.90

Participation in loyalty programs (2) 0.49 0.91

Customers’ interactions (3) 0.57 0.71 0.91

Co-creation (4) 0.63 0.56 0.72 0.86

Relationship quality (5) 0.59 027 036 043 0.84

Loyalty programs (6) 0.57 0.66 056 0.56 046 0.95

Self-enhancement (7) 0.68 0.51 0.61 0.65 0.50 0.55 0.89

Learning (8) 0.63 048 057 062 059 056 0.70 0.94

Social integration (9) 0.54 0.58 0.64 060 048 0.54 0.64 0.68 0.95
Company identification (10) 0.64 043 0.53 055 0.67 055 0.58 0.68 0.62 1.00

Note: Bold numbers on the diagonal show the square root of the AVE; other numbers represent construct correlations.

First, we employed the Fornell and Larcker (1981) criterion by which a latent variable
has to share more variance with its indicators that with other variables; statistically, the square
root of the AVE of a latent variable has to be higher than its correlations with other variables
(Table 2). Secondly, the loadings of the indicators of a variable all have to be higher on its
assigned latent variable than on others. In both cases, our results support the discriminant
validity of our variables. After evaluating the measurement of the first-order constructs of our
model we have included the latent scores of WOM, participation in loyalty programs,
customer interactions and co-creation as manifest indicators of CEB and re-estimated the
model. We have evaluated the measurement model of CEB by analyzing the significance of
the manifest variables. They are all positive and significant at least at 95% level (we have
evaluated significance by using a nonparametric bootstrapping procedure with 5000
subsamples, no sign change). Additionally we have checked the lack of multicollinearity by
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employing variance inflation factors. These range from 1.76 to 1.93, thus indicating that our
measurement model for CEB does not suffer from multicollinearity.

4.3. Hypotheses testing

The fit of our model is assessed using the R? of our endogenous variable. We have
obtained a 0.73. This fit can be classified as substantial (Chin, 1988). In order to evaluate the
significance of the path coefficients in the model, we used a nonparametric bootstrapping
procedure with 5000 subsamples (no sign change). The path estimates are shown in Table 3.
In HI, we analyzed the impact of relationship quality on CEB. Our results indicate that
relationship quality does not influence CEB. Thus, we have not found support for H1. Higher
levels of relationship quality do not lead to a more intense CEB. H2 postulated that the impact
of rewards on CEB is positive. Our results support this relationship, corroborating that CEB
can be enhanced by the rewards offered by companies through loyalty programs. H3 aimed to
capture the influence of self-enhancement on CEB. We found that self-enhancement has a
positive impact on CEB, thus supporting H3. We tested the impact of learning on CEB in H4.
We found that this path is significant. Thus, our results support H4, learning directly and
positively affects CEB. In HS, we postulated that social integration has a positive impact on
CEB. Our results support such effect. Customers who enjoy interacting with peers are more
prone to CEB. We proposed in H6 that company identification positively influences CEB. We
found support for H6. Table 3 summarizes hypothesis-testing results.

We explored changes in R? in order to investigate the impact of each antecedent on
CEB, by computing effects size (Table 3). In particular, we ran our model six times, excluding
one of the antecedents in each run. Subsequently, we calculated effect size as (RZincluded -
RZ%exctuded) / (1 - RZinciuded) and interpreted the results in accordance with Cohen’s (1998)
categorization (>.02 weak, >.15 moderate, >.35 strong). Loyalty program has a moderate
effect on CEB (.16), followed by self-enhancement (0.14), social integration (0.04), company
identification (0.03). Learning and relationship quality has effect size lower than 0.02.

Table 3: Estimates for the Structural Model

Antecedents Estimates t-value p Hypotheses Effects size
Relationship quality 0.05 0.95 n.s. H1 rejected n.s.
Rewards 0.33 7.23 oAk H2 supported 0.03
Self enhancement 0.32 6.63 oAk H3 supported 0.16
Learning 0.11 2.35 ok H4 supported 0.15
Social Integration 0.21 3.96 HAK HS5 supported 0.01
Company identification 0.14 3.62 HA H6 supported 0.04

% p<0.01, ** p <0.05, n.s. = nonsignificant
5. Discussion

This research proposes a formative construct of CEB and analyzes the impact of its
antecedents. Our findings improve our understanding of CEB drivers. The model incorporates
CEB as a composite measure (WOM, loyalty program participation, customer interaction, and
co-creation) and six antecedents based on the previous literature (relationship quality,
rewards, self-enhancement, learning, social integration and company identification). Thus,
while prior research offers a rather fragmented view of CEB, our study draws a more holistic
picture of CEB in terms of construct and its antecedents. Our findings clearly suggest that the
simultaneous impact occurs for five out of six antecedents, and that these antecedents explain
more than the 50% of the variance of CEB. The CEB’s antecedents can be classified in two
categories: intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic antecedents are expected benefits from CEB
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(rewards, learning, self-enhancement, and social integration) and can therefore be reinforced
by directly managing CEB. In contrast, extrinsic antecedents are not necessarily linked to
CEB (relationship quality and company identification) and can therefore be reinforced by
other means rather than CEB. This intrinsic-extrinsic antecedents dyad has not been
introduced in the literature, thus offers an incremental value to our knowledge on CEB. What
is intrinsic or extrinsic is a question directly related to firms’ customer relationship
management. In this light, our intrinsic-extrinsic dyad seems much related to tactical-strategic
dyad in marketing. That is, intrinsic CEB antecedents are tactical in nature, which are
essentially enhanced by pragmatic marketing tools, such as sales promotion. In contrast,
extrinsic CEB antecedents are strategic in nature, which are directly related to firms’ long-
term goals and objectives. Future research should seek more theoretical foundations for this
typology. In general, everything else being equal, an increase in any antecedent but
relationship quality could strengthen CEB. Depending on the type of antecedents, we can
predict to what extent we can enhance the value obtained from customers. A logical extension
of this research would be to explore the potential interactions between the antecedents than
influence CEB. Such research would result in a more holistic view of CEB.

Managerially, our findings offer several implications to practitioners. First, CEB must
be managed as a whole and not independently. Marketers and customer relationship managers
should not only directly enhance CEB through its intrinsic antecedents, but also keep constant
eyes on its extrinsic antecedents. As we discussed before, both relationship quality and
company identification require a long-term view of CEB, as they need to be built consistently
and continuously over long period of time. Marketers and customer relationship managers
should consider these issues in light of the firms’ long-term strategic planning.

Several limitations should be recognized to make our findings more objective. First and
foremost, our selection of the CEB antecedents was somewhat arbitrary, due to a lack of an
overarching theory. Some may argue that our study could have included other antecedents to
provide a more complete picture of CEB. Second, this study used online travel agencies as a
research context. Therefore, our findings may be unique and specific to this particular
industry. Any generalization of our findings should therefore be treated with caution. Third,
our study did not include negative valence of CEB, such as negative WOM. Finally, our
model estimation was based on cross-sectional data. Some of the antecedents of CEB can also
be a consequence of the CEB (Brodie et al. 2011). Employing longitudinal data would solve
this limitation. Together with the incorporation of other antecedents and CEB, this could
constitute a fruitful area for further research.
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