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ABSTRACT 

 

Torkzadeh, Samaneh, Antecedents and Outcomes of Customer Engagement: Bridging Customer 

Value Co-Creation Behavior and Customer Psychological State Engagement. Doctor of 

Philosophy (Ph.D.), July, 2017, 136 pp., 19 tables, 5 figures, references, 239 titles. 

This dissertation draws on service-dominant logic and reviews the engagement literature to 

explore the antecedents and outcomes of two multi-dimensional customer engagement 

constructs: psychological state engagement (PSEngagement) and value co-creation behavior. 

PSEngagement is a precursor to value co-creation behavior, with the latter also known as 

behavioral engagement in prior research. 

The model proposed in this dissertation was tested in two service contexts: higher education, 

with a sample size of 454, and fitness, with a sample size of 122. To minimize the common 

method variance typical of survey research (Podsakoff, et al. 2003), the model was tested twice 

per context, once using self-report data only, and the second time using a combination of self-

report and objective data. 

This dissertation integrates two research streams by including customer engagement and 

customer value co-creation behavior, explores the conceptual and operational definitions of each, 

and models their antecedents and outcomes. This research is important for theoretical as well as 

practical reasons. Theoretically, it contributes by corroborating the interplay between 

PSEngagement and value co-creation behavior and by examining that interplay within the 

broader nomological network of antecedents and outcomes. For practitioners, this research 
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identifies the positive outcomes of having engaged customers as well as the mechanisms through 

which firms can engage customers.  
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CHAPTER I 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Research on customer engagement is marked with a burst of rapid growth and creative 

energy (Bowden 2009; Kumar 2013; Van Doorn et al. 2010; Vivek, Beatty, and Morgan, 2012), 

generating a considerable amount of knowledge, but also significant variation in the definitions, 

concepts, and arguments used to examine the construct. This variation can become problematic 

since, without definitional precision, operationalization and differentiation from other marketing 

constructs is impossible, replicating findings is difficult, and contradictory findings are 

inevitable. Such conditions render theory testing challenging and hinder the development of the 

conceptual domain (Harmeling, Carlson, and Moffett, 2017). 

Scholars have defined customer engagement by focusing on psychological and/or behavioral 

aspects of the phenomenon. Focusing on the behavioral aspect, Van Doorn et al. (2010, p.253), 

defined customer engagement as “the customer’s behavioral manifestation toward a brand or 

firm, beyond purchase.” Focusing on the psychological aspect, Bowden (2009, p. 695) defined 

customer engagement as “a cognitive and affective commitment to the brand.” This dissertation 

draws on service-dominant logic base of engagement (Hollebeek, Srivastava, Chen, 2016; Brodie 

et al. 2011) to arrive at an integrative model of engagement that not only examines the interplay 

between its psychological and behavioral facets, but also contextualizes that interplay within the 

broader nomological network of antecedents and outcomes. Customer engagement is defined in 
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this dissertation as the cognitive and emotional connectedness of the customer with a focal agent/ 

object/task expressed through co-creative behaviors. As implied by this definition, there are two 

customer engagement constructs including psychological state engagement (PSEngagement) and 

value co-creation behavior. Customer PSEngagement refers to the level of the customer’s 

cognitive and emotional connectedness with a focal agent/object/task. PSEngagement consists of 

three dimensions: 1) Vigor: the level of energy and mental resilience in interacting with a focal 

agent/object/task; 2) Dedication: the sense of belonging to a focal agent/object/task; and 3) 

Absorption: the level of concentration on a focal agent/object/task. Customer value co-creation 

behavior represents the behavioral aspect and is defined as customer direct and indirect 

contribution of resources that augment and add to the focal agent’s/object’s offering. Value co-

creation behavior encompasses two constructs: 1) Participation behavior: demonstration of 

initiative behaviors and proactive seeking of opportunities to contribute what is typically 

expected or required of the customer; and 2) Citizenship behavior: actions that, given a specific 

frame of reference, go beyond what is typical, usual, and/or ordinarily expected.  

Using customer value co-creation behavior to represent the behavioral aspect of engagement 

is warranted since marketing researchers have often operationalized the behavioral aspect of 

engagement using one or more components of customer value co-creation behaviors (i.e. Van 

Doorn et al., 2009; Kumar et al., 2010; Jaakkola and Alexander, 2014; Kumar and Pansari, 2016; 

Pansari and Kumar, 2016). Moreover, in other fields of inquiry such as industrial psychology, 

behavioral engagement is defined in terms of in-role and extra-role behaviors (Macey and 

Schneider, 2008). This practice is consistent with the notion of ‘value co-creation behavior’ in 

marketing since participation and citizenship behaviors essentially comprise in-role and extra-
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role behaviors, respectively (Yi and Gong, 2013). The importance of studying customer 

engagement is rooted in two major trends that have altered the perspective of marketing.  

First, long-term and sustainable competitive advantage is tied to a firm’s ability to retain, 

sustain, and nurture its customer base (Anderson, Fornell, and Mazvancheryl 2004; Gruca and 

Rego 2005). Sustaining and nurturing the customer base may require the firm to look beyond 

repurchase behavior alone (Kumar et al., 2010). Second, going beyond product quality and value 

as drivers of performance, marketing scholars have begun to focus on customer-based metrics for 

measuring organizational performance (Parasuraman, Berry, and Zeithaml, 1991). Customer-

based metrics for measuring organizational performance have evolved over time and include 

trust and commitment (Bansal, Irving, and Taylor 2004; Garbarino and Johnson 1999; Palmatier 

et al. 2006; Verhoef 2003), service quality perceptions (Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman 1996), 

brand experience (Brakus, Schmitt, and Zarantonello 2009), brand-consumer connections 

(Fournier 1998; Muniz and O’Guinn 2001), consumer identification (Ahearne, Bhattacharya, and 

Gruen 2005), and customer equity (Rust, Lemon, and Zeithaml 2004).  

Recently, Pansari and Kumar (2016) conceptualized customer engagement as a higher order 

customer-based metric of sustainable competitive advantage. Customer engagement is the 

primary focus of many firms. A study by Gallup highlights the benefits of engaging customers, 

noting that customers who are engaged generate an additional 23% premium in share-of-wallet, 

profitability, revenue, and relationship growth when compared with the average customer. This 

positive outcome highlights the importance of engagement in the marketplace, and is not 

restricted to any industry, but can be generalized across industries. 

A series of Gallup studies (2013) underscore the positive consequences of customer 

engagement. In the consumer electronics industry, engaged shoppers make 44% more visits per 
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year to their preferred retailer than the disengaged shoppers. On average, the engaged consumer 

spends $373 per shopping trip, while disengaged customers spend $289 per trip. In casual 

restaurants engaged customers make 56% more visits per month than disengaged customers and 

in fast food restaurants engaged customers make 28% more visits per month than disengaged 

customers. In the hospitality sector, engaged hotel guests spend 46% more per year than 

disengaged guests. In the insurance sector, engaged policy owners purchase 22% more types of 

insurance products than disengaged policy owners do. In the retail banking industry, customers 

who are engaged bring 37% more annual revenue to their primary bank than customers who are 

disengaged. B2B companies which their customers are engaged have 63% lower customer 

attrition, 55% higher share of wallet, and 50% increased productivity.  

In a study comprising 438 marketing managers,1 63% of marketers defined engagement in 

terms of sales and repeat sales, 15% defined it as an impact on revenue by customers, and 22% 

as love for a brand. Although there are differences in the definition, more than 80% of marketers 

wanted to engage customers (Marketo, 2016). The notion of customer engagement is relatively 

new.  Practitioner interest has developed in the last decade (e.g., Harvey 2005; Haven 2007). The 

term is being given attention by several consulting companies, including Nielsen Media 

Research, the Gallup Group, and IAG Research. Additionally, the Advertising Research 

Foundation, the American Association of Advertising Agencies, the Association of National 

Advertisers, and Journal of Services Research are working on ways to define and measure 

customer engagement. Customer engagement is a hot topic for both practitioners and researchers 

alike. In spite of the significant interest, the academic literature on consumer engagement has 

some deficiencies. First, there seems deficit of concurrence on what customer engagement is, 

                                                 
1 http://www.marketo.com/about/news/majority-of-marketers-believemarketing-needs-to-undergo-dramatic-chang/      

http://www.marketo.com/about/news/majority-of-marketers-believemarketing-needs-to-undergo-dramatic-chang/
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with some researchers emphasizing the psychological process (i.e. see Bowden, 2009; Brodie et 

al 2011) and others focusing on the behavioral aspect (i.e. Van Doorn et al., 2010; Pansari and 

Kumar, 2016). Second, the current literature is irreconcilable in its analysis of customer 

engagement dimensionality. Some definitions view customer engagement as a multi-dimensional 

construct, with behavior being one of the dimensions (i.e. see Patterson et al. 2006) whereas 

other definitions solely focus on the behavioral aspect of customer engagement. To address these 

two deficiencies, this dissertation offers insights into the customer engagement definition and its 

dimensionality by proposing two multidimensional customer engagement constructs: 

PSEngagement and value co-creation behavior.  

Finally, to date, the nomological network of customer engagement and how this construct 

relates to other customer-focused constructs remain sparse and largely lacking measurement 

capability and empirical validation (Hollebeek, Glynn, and Brodie, 2014). Also, the limited 

empirical examinations of customer engagement concern a narrow set of contexts with limited 

focus (Dessart, Veloutsou, and Morgan-Thomas, 2015 and Brodie et al. 2011). To address this 

deficiency, I employ the self-determination theory (SDT) to identify the antecedents of customer 

engagement. According to SDT, PSEngagement2 represents the energy available to the self to 

mobilize focused efforts and persistence on tasks. The level of PSEngagement, therefore, 

depends on the psychological nutrients that generate and avail energy to the self. Through these 

explanations, SDT suggests that psychological nutrients support and trigger customer 

engagement. Hence, we rely on SDT to answer the following questions: How can firms improve 

customer engagement by focusing on its antecedents? How does customer engagement engender 

positive outcomes such as goal attainment and satisfaction? Understanding customer engagement 

                                                 
2 The term engagement is often called vitality in other fields. For purposes of clarity and consistency, I use the term 

engagement (Deci and Ryan, 2008) 
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and its antecedents and outcomes is important for theoretical as well as practical reasons. 

Theoretically, research is needed to corroborate the interplay between PSEngagement and value 

co-creation behavior, examine that interplay within the broader nomological network of 

antecedents and outcomes, and delineate their linkages to other customer-focused constructs. So 

doing will offer a framework that can aid future customer engagement research in determining 

the factors that result in and from customer engagement. For practitioners, this research identifies 

the positive outcomes of having engaged customers as well as the mechanisms through which 

firms can engage customers.  

The dissertation proceeds as follows. Since I employ ‘customer value co-creation behavior’ 

to represent the behavioral aspect of engagement, the next chapter begins by reviewing the 

literature on customer value co-creation behavior and then demonstrates its relevance to 

customer engagement. Then, I use SDT to identify the constructs of interest to this dissertation, 

build the conceptual model, and propose a set of substantive hypotheses. The proposed 

hypotheses will then be tested using both self-report and objective data by designing studies in 

two different service contexts: fitness and online courses in higher education. The last chapter 

will discuss the findings and their implications and limitations. 
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CHAPTER II 

 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

 

 

This chapter begins with a literature review of relevant constructs, followed by an 

explanation of why behavioral engagement overlaps with customer value co-creation behavior. 

Then, a set of hypotheses will be presented.   

Customer Value Co-creation Behavior 

Service-dominant (S-D) logic (Vargo and Lusch 2004, 2008a, 2008b, 2008c) is a school of 

thought that views all businesses as service providers who exchange service for service as the 

fundamental basis of exchange (Vargo and Lusch 2004). ‘Service’ is defined as the “application 

of skills and knowledge (operant resources) for the benefit of another party” (Vargo and Lusch, 

2008c, p. 6). S-D logic consists of 10 fundamental premises (FPs). Two of these premises 

emphasize the collaborative nature of value creation (FP-6: “Customer is always a co-creator of 

value” as well as the pragmatic nature of value (FP-10: “value is always uniquely and 

phenomenologically determined by the beneficiary” (Vargo and Lusch, 2008c, p. 7). 

With the evolution towards a dominant logic of marketing in which customers are not merely 

responders but rather active value co-creators, researchers have begun to focus on customer 

behavior in this regard (Xie, Bagozzi, & Troye, 2008), extending previous customer behavior 

literature that focuses on the customer decision-making process at the time of purchase (Yi and 

Gong, 2013). To explain the nature of customer value co-creation behavior, some studies use a 
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multidimensional approach and identify distinctive components (e.g. Bettencourt,  1997; Bove, 

Pervan, Beatty, and Shiu, 2009; Groth, 2005; Yi and Gong; 2013), whereas other studies follow a 

unidimensional approach (e.g. Cermak, File, and Prince, 1994; Dellande, Gilly, and Graham, 

2004; Fang, Palmatier, and Evans, 2008). 

Among the multidimensional approaches, Bettencourt (1997) has employed three dimensions 

for customer co-creation behavior: cooperation, participation, and loyalty. Furthermore, 

Bettencourt and Brown (1997) divided customer participation in the service process into in-role 

and extra-role behaviors. Bove et al. (2009) focused on customer extra-role behaviors and 

labeled it as customer organizational citizenship behaviors (customer OCB), while considering 

several dimensions, including positive word-of-mouth, suggestions for service improvements, 

policing of other customers, voice, benevolent acts of service facilitation, displays of relationship 

affiliations, flexibility, and participation in the firm’s activities. Also, customer participation 

included a range of behaviors, such as preparation, relationship building, information exchange, 

quality assurance, and assessment (Kellogg Youngdahl, and Bowen, 1997; Youngdahl et al., 

2003). 

To this day, only Yi and Gong (2013) have systematically explored the dimensionality of 

customer value co-creation behavior, resulting in the identification of two dimensions: customer 

participation behavior (which is typically expected or required) and customer citizenship 

behavior (which goes beyond what is typical or expected, given a particular frame of reference).  

Customer Participation Behavior 

I begin with evolution of customer participation behavior and followed by explanation of 

approaches to its measurement. 
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Evolution of Customer Participation Behavior 

Customer participation has been studied for more than 40 years. As participation is 

increasingly studied, the concept has evolved. The evolution of the customer participation 

behavior concept was drafted by Mustak, Jaakkola, and Halinen as a systematic review in 2013. 

The preliminary research of customer participation in the 1970s and 1980s focused on the service 

provider side. For example, the study of Levitt (1972) conceptualized participation as a means to 

affect production efficiency. Similarly, Lovelock and Young (1979, p. 179) focused on 

“encouraging consumers to modify their behavior so that services can be delivered in a more 

productive and economically efficient manner.” Furthermore, Fitzsimmons (1985) developed the 

customer participation concept by proposing the notion that “opportunities exist for productivity 

gains by shifting some of the service activities on the consumer” (p. 61). 

 While researchers view customer participation as being influential on production efficiency 

(e.g. Bendapudi and Leone, 2003; Hsieh and Chang, 2004), the customer participation concept 

slowly evolved to incorporate a range of customer roles, behaviors, and resources during the 

service process (e.g. Johnston, 1989; Bettencourt et al., 2002). Different roles that customers 

may potentially perform have been described, such as partial employee (Johnston, 1989), co-

producer (Kelley Donnelly, and Skinner, 1990), decision maker (Bitner et al., 1997), and quality 

evaluator (Ennew and Binks, 1999). Also, customer participation included a range of behaviors, 

such as preparation, relationship building, information exchange, quality assurance, and 

assessment (Kellogg et al., 1997; Youngdahl et al., 2003). In addition, researchers recognized a 

range of resources that customers contribute, such as tangible resources, information, knowledge 

and competencies (Bettencourt et al., 2002; Skjolsvik et al., 2007). At the same time, several 

researchers asserted that customer participation is broader than the service process, participation 
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includes customers’ desire to learn and involve in conversation, collaboration, and co-

development with the provider (Wikström, 1996; Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004).  

Afterward, the customer participation concept was gradually extended to both product and 

service offerings (Wikström, 1996; Vargo and Lusch, 2004). Researchers explained how new 

perspectives challenged the dominant logic of the time that was focused on the exchange of 

tangible resources, embedded value, and transactions, and how S-D logic was introduced to shift 

the focus onto intangible resources, the cocreation of value, and relationships (Vargo and Lusch, 

2004). The wide scope of activities is explained, such as customer interaction with providers or 

other actors (Tether and Tajar, 2008), as well as participation in product development 

(Wikström, 1996) or innovation (Hippel, 2001; Magnusson, Matthing, and Kristensson, 2003). 

As Lusch and Vargo (2006) explained, customers might participate in the creation of the core 

value that the provider offers with “shared inventiveness, co-design, or shared production of 

related goods” (p. 284). Customer participation in product design and development started with 

studies concentrated on the IT-products context (e.g. McKeen et al., 1994) and extended to other 

types of offering (e.g. Milewa, 1997; Misra, 2002). 

Hence, customer participation conceptualization—which started with the notion of 

customers’ interference in service production activities (e.g. Levitt, 1972) —has ultimately 

evolved to consider customers as integral contributors of all kinds of resources throughout the 

value co-creation process (Lusch and Vargo, 2006; Heinonen et al., 2010; Grönroos and Ravald, 

2011). 

Measurement of Customer Participation Behavior 

There are four approaches on the dimensionality of customer participation measures: 1) one-

dimensional, 2) two-dimensional, 3) three-dimensional, and 4) four-dimensional as shown in 
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Table 2-1. A one-dimensional approach has measured it with a single item (e.g. Cermak, File, 

and Prince, 2011; Dean, 1997) and has been criticized for its reliability (Andreasen, 1983; 

Silpakit, and Fisk, 1985). The two-dimensional approach has considered customer participation 

as a dichotomous measure, either self-service or full service (Dabholkar, 1996; Lee, 1996). This 

measure has also elicited criticism; participation is more of a continuum made up of different 

behaviors rather than a dichotomy since this is a joint production of customers and employees in 

full service (Chua and Sweeney, 2003). Researchers also introduced and used a three-

dimensional measure. Ennew and Binks (1999) included information sharing, responsible 

behavior, and personal interaction with the service provider. Claycomb, Lengnick-Hall, and Inks 

(2011) measured participation with 1) customer attendance, 2) information provision, and 3) 

coproduction behavior (e.g. helping out). 

Additionally, Chen and Raab (2014) introduced a three-dimensional scale with a different 

way of labeling: 1) attitudinal participation, 2) information participation, and 3) actionable 

participation. Attitudinal participation items represent ‘personal interaction’ items (e.g. I am 

friendly to the restaurant staff); information participation items represent ‘information seeking’ 

items (e.g. I read reviews of other customers about the restaurant, I spend time searching for 

information about the restaurant, and I ask people I know for their opinions about the restaurant); 

and actionable participation items represent ‘tolerance’ items (e.g. I intervene when I feel 

something is not right when dining in the restaurant) and ‘feedback’ items (e.g. I openly discuss 

questions and concerns with the restaurant staff ). Lastly, the four-dimensional approach offers 

the most comprehensive measurement scale for participation behavior so far. Kellogg et al. 

(1997) explained four dimensions of customer participation: 1) preparation, such as an 

information search; 2) information exchange with the service provider to clarify service 
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requirements and ensure that the customer understands his or her role in service delivery; 3) 

relationship building with the service provider in delivering the service; and 4) intervention if the 

customer believes the service provider is unlikely to produce a satisfactory outcome. Similarly, 

Auh, Bell, McLeod, and Shih (2007) explained four dimensions of customers’ participation: 1) 

communication, 2) customer expertise, 3) affective commitment, and 4) interactional justice. In 

the end, the measurement scale that is the most comprehensive measurement so far and is used in 

my dissertation is Yi and Gong’s (2013) measurement scale. They consider participation 

behavior as a multi-dimensional construct with four dimensions, namely: 1) information seeking, 

2) information sharing, 3) responsible behavior, and 4) personal interaction. 

Customer Citizenship Behavior 

Customer citizenship behavior involves voluntary actions that may not provide a specific 

benefit to customers (Bove et al., 2009; Yi and Gong, 2006). However, customer citizenship 

behavior may have an impact on organizational performance (Groth, 2005; Rosenbaum and 

Massiah, 2007) and offers an additional value (Yi et al. 2011). Customer citizenship behavior in 

the business discipline literature has been studied extensively because of its possible impact on 

organizational performance (Bettencourt, 1997; Groth, 2005; Rosenbaum and Massiah, 2007; 

Woo and Fock, 2004); however, few contributions exist on citizenship behavior antecedents and 

consequences (Revilla-Camacho, Vega-Vázquez, and Cossío-Silva, 2015).  Researchers have 

used the theoretical framework of Borman and Motowidlo’s (1993) study in management 

literature in which task performance and contextual performance are two components of 

individual performance (Yi and Gong, 2013). This study used the same rationale and argued in a 

similar way as employees; customers in the process of value co-creation may take part in 
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voluntary behaviors that are not required for the successful value co-creation. Next, the relevance 

of customer value co-creation and customer engagement has been discussed.  

 A Typology of Customer Engagement 

Customer engagement is a relatively new construct (e.g. Pansari and Kumar, 2016; Kumar 

and Pansari, 2016; Chandler and Lusch, 2014; Brodie et al. 2011; Viveket al., 2012). Lately, 

researchers have shown how the goal of organizations evolved from transactions to engaging 

customers (Pansari and Kumar, 2016 p.1). In the 1990s, marketing was focused on customer 

transactions and firm profitability; in the late ‘90s and early 2000s, corporate goals slowly 

evolved into establishing positive relationships (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Berry, 1995) and 

profitable loyalty (Homburg and Geirging, 2001; Shankar, Smith, and Rangaswamy, 2003). 

Now, more and more firms aim to develop engaged customers (e.g. Brodie et al. 2011; Vivek et 

al. 2012; Pansari and Kumar, 2016) to achieve desired differentiation and sustainable 

competitive advantage (Pansari and Kumar, 2016). 

Despite the increasing number of publications in the marketing discipline about the concept 

of engagement, the construct does not have a clear definition and understanding. Table 2-2 

provides an overview of current definitions of engagement in marketing literature from selected 

journals.  The idea that engagement is a desired phenomenon with positive outcomes is the 

common thread across these definitions.  

The inconsistent interpretations of customer engagement in the marketing discipline resonate 

with the inconsistent interpretations of employee engagement in the industrial psychology 

discipline (e.g. May, Gilson, and Harter, 2004; Salanova, Agut, and Peiro, 2005). Many other 

important psychological constructs have suffered from a lack of precision at the early stages of 

their development.  
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Behavioral Engagement or Value Co-creation Behavior 

Based on two reasons, I would like to explain that the customer behavioral engagement 

notion is similar to the customer value co-creation. First, in industrial psychology, Macey and 

Schneider (2008) defined behavioral engagement in terms of in-role or extra-role behaviors. 

Engagement as in-role behavior refers to the “demonstration of initiative behaviors and 

proactively seeking opportunities to contribute what is typically expected or required” (Macey 

and Schneider, 2008, p.15). Engagement as an extra-role behavior includes “actions that, given 

a specific frame of reference, go beyond what is typical, usual, and/or ordinarily expected” 

(Macey and Schneider, 2008, p.16) which is normally characterized as organizational citizenship 

behavior (Organ, 1997; Lee, 2002).  Macey and Schneider’s (2008) definition closely resonates 

with the notion of ‘value co-creation behavior’ in the marketing discipline since value co-

creation behavior is comprised of the two conceptually similar dimensions (e.g. see Yi and 

Gong, 2013): participation behavior (in-role behavior) and citizenship behavior (extra-role 

behavior). The first facet of customer value co-creation behavior, customer participation, consists 

of behaviors that are required for successful value co-creation (Groth, 2005; Fang, Palmatier, 

and Evans, 2008; Yi et al., 2011). Such behaviors are customary and fundamental to any co-

creation processes. Customer participation is, essentially, what Vargo and Lusch (2004, 2008c) 

had in mind for their sixth Foundation Premise (FP6): the customer is always a co-creator of 

value. This premise implies that value creation is interactional. Customers have duties and 

responsibilities to do the job as one of the parties in the service encounter (Yi et al., 2011; 

Zeithaml, Bitner, and Gremler, 2013) in order to accomplish a successful service delivery. 

Customer value co-creation behavior also includes customer citizenship behavior, defined as 

discretionary behaviors that are not necessary for service delivery but are helpful and valuable 
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for the firm (Groth, 2005; Yi et al., 2011) and that exceed far beyond the customer role 

expectation (Gruen, 1995). These kinds of behaviors which include feedback, advocacy, helping, 

and tolerance (Yi and Gong, 2013) do not contribute directly to a successful service delivery. 

Rather, they contribute to the overall firm performance (Motowidlo and Van Scotter, 1994; Yi et 

al., 2011) with helping others in the service and recommending the services to others (Yi et al., 

2011; Yi and Gong, 2013).  

Secondly, the foregoing discussion brings forth the fact that most marketing researchers who 

have incorporated behavioral engagement have conceptualized it, more or less, as customer value 

co-creation behavior (i.e. Van Doorn et al., 2009; Kumar et al., 2010; Jaakkola and Alexander, 

2014; Kumar and Pansari, 2016; Pansari and Kumar, 2016). I will argue in detail how I believe 

the ‘Jaakola and Alexander (2014)’ and ‘Kumar et al. (2010)’ article conceptualized customer 

engagement in a way that resonates with customer co-creation behavior.  

First, Jaakkola and Alexander (2014) focus on the behavioral manifestations of “customer 

engagement through which customers make voluntary resource contributions” (p. 248). Service-

dominant logic foundational premise 6 states: “(the) customer is always a co-creator of value” 

(Vargo and Lusch, 2008c, p. 7) which implies that value creation is interactional (Vargo and 

Lusch, 2008c, p. 7) and all actors are resource integrators (Lusch and Vargo, 2006, p.283). 

Therefore, behavioral engagement is what is fundamentally termed as value co-creation 

behavior. In addition, Jaakkola and Alexander (2014) identify four types of customer 

engagement: augmenting, co-developing, influencing, and mobilizing behavior. These four types 

of behavioral customer engagement introduced by Jaakkola and Alexander (2014) are 

fundamentally the components of customer value co-creation behavior. I explain the reasons for 

this in the following. 
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Augmenting behavior refers to “customer contributions of resources such as knowledge, 

skills, labor, and time, to directly augment and add to the focal firm’s offering beyond that which 

is fundamental to the transaction (p. 225).” Customer participation, as a component of customer 

value co-creation behavior, is all about ‘employ(ing) customers’ to increase productivity in the 

service delivery context (Dong, Evans, and Zou, 2008). In other words, the service customer has 

been referred to as ‘partial employee’ of the organization who contributes effort, time, or other 

resources to the service production process (Zeithaml et al., 2013 p. 351). Thus, ‘augmenting 

behavior’ is equally defined as participation behavior. Co-developing behavior refers to 

“customer contributions of resources such as knowledge, skills, and time, to facilitate the focal 

firm’s development of its offering (p. 225).” Also, value co-creation includes all-encompassing 

processes when customers contribute resources during the process (i.e. as a co-producer in the 

firm’s service production process, as a co-designer in a design process, or as a co-developer in a 

product development process) (Grönroos, 2011, p. 5). Thus, co-developing behavior is part of 

customer value co-creation behavior.   

The other two types of customer engagement by Jaakkola and Alexander (2014) are 

‘influencing behavior’ and ‘mobilizing behavior.’ Influencing behavior refers to “customer 

contributions of resources such as knowledge, experience, and time to affect other actors’ 

perceptions, preferences, or knowledge regarding the focal firm;” and mobilizing behavior refers 

to “customer contributions of resources such as relationships and time to mobilize other 

stakeholders’ actions toward the focal firm (p. 225).” Influencing behavior and mobilizing 

behavior are conceptually equivalent to feedback, advocacy and helping behavior as components 

of customer value co-creation behavior (Yi and Gong, 2013). Feedback includes “solicited and 

unsolicited information that customers provide to the employee, who helps employees and the 
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firm to improve the service creation process in the long run”; advocacy refers to “recommending 

the business to others” and helping refers to “customer behavior aimed at assisting other 

customers” (Yi and Gong, 2013, p. 1280 and 1281).  

Secondly, Kumar et al.’s (2010) study is another example of marketing research which has 

incorporated behavioral engagement and has conceptualized it, more or less, as customer value 

co-creation behavior. They proposed four components of customer engagement: customer 

purchasing behavior, customer referral behavior, customer influencer behavior through 

customers’ influence on other acquired customers as well as on prospects, and customer 

knowledge behavior via feedback provided to the firm for ideas for innovations and 

improvements, and contributing to knowledge development. Customer engagement 

conceptualization by Kumar et al. (2010) is mostly about customer citizenship behavior (extra-

role behavior), the second dimension of customer value co-creation behavior (except purchase 

behavior; Kumar in another study with Pansari in 2016 mentioned that customer engagement is 

beyond purchase behavior), , which includes: feedback, advocacy, helping, and tolerance (Yi and 

Gong, 2013). Behavioral engagement overwhelmingly overlaps with the notion of customer 

value co-creation behavior. 

I submit that researchers might want to use ‘customer value co-creation behavior’ instead of 

‘behavioral customer engagement’ so that the literature and future researchers can benefit from 

semantic clarity. In conclusion, customer engagement encompasses two, multi-dimensional 

constructs: customer PSEngagement and customer value co-creation behavior (behavioral 

engagement). Customer value co-creation behavior (behavioral engagement) refers to customer 

contributions of resources to directly and indirectly augment and add to the focal agent’s/object’s 

offering, which includes two types of behavior: participation behavior (in-role) and citizenship 
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behavior (extra-role behavior). Participation behavior refers to the “demonstration of initiative 

behaviors and proactively seeking opportunities to contribute what is typically expected or 

required,” and citizenship behavior includes “actions that, given a specific frame of reference, go 

beyond what is typical, usual, and/or ordinarily expected.” Each of the two dimensions consists 

of four sub-dimensions, qualifying participation behavior (information seeking, information 

sharing, responsible behavior, and personal interaction) and citizenship behavior (feedback, 

advocacy, helping, and tolerance) as a second-order construct. This study draws on the Macey 

and Schneider (2008) framework to build on the work of Brodie et al. (2011), while considering 

two multidimensional customer engagement constructs: customer PSEngagement and customer 

value co-creation behavior with the former serving as an antecedent to the latter.  In the next 

sections, I explain the association of customer value co-creation behavior with PSEngagement 

and their antecedent and outcomes as shown in Figure 2-1.  

Customer Value Co-Creation as a Consequence of PSEngagement 

Engagement as a psychological state refers to the level of a customer’s cognitive and 

emotional connectedness with a focal agent/object/task in their relationship with a focal 

agent/object, which includes (a) vigor: a customer’s level of energy and mental resilience in 

interacting with a focal engagement object or task; (b) dedication: a customer’s sense of 

belonging to the organization/brand/task, which corresponds to the emotional dimension of 

engagement; and (c) absorption: the level of customer concentration on a focal engagement 

object, such as a brand/organization/task, thus reflecting the cognitive dimension of engagement. 

The behavioral and dimensional conceptualization of value co-creation provides insight into the 

specific types of customer behaviors that spread the effects of PSEngagement. Customer value 

co-creation behavior consists of distinct sets of behaviors that provide value to firm performance 
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(Motowidlo and Van Scotter, 1994; Yi, et al., 2011; Yi and Gong, 2013). Accordingly, it is 

important to consider how different aspects of customer value co-creation behavior might be 

influenced by PSEngagement. Generally, people who are highly psychologically engaged in their 

role (or any focal agent/object) not only focus their physical efforts on the pursuit of role-related 

goals, but also appear cognitively vigilant and emotionally connected to the role (Ashforth and 

Humphrey, 1995; Kahn, 1990, Rich, Lepine, and Crawford, 2010). In contrast, people who are 

not engaged in their roles refuse to put their physical, cognitive, and emotional energies into 

action; this is echoed in their role activities and makes them robotic, passive, and detached 

(Goffman, 1961; Kahn, 1990, Richet al., 2010). Two vital attributes of psychologically engaged 

customers are the cognitive and emotional connections with a focal agent/object/task.   

A couple of examples of companies that put forth effort to engage their customers 

psychologically are Dove and Always. Dove’s “Real Beauty Sketches” is the most viral 

advertisement with 114 million total views because of the “contents of the video, which elicited 

the intense emotional responses of ‘warmth, ‘happiness’ and ‘knowledge’ from its target 

demographic—one of the key factors behind a video’s sharing success” (Stampler, 2013). 

Always’ “Like a Girl” is the second most viral advertisement with more than 90 million views 

because of “using the brain’s ability to think.” “Like a Girl” brought up issues of gender 

disparity, the innocence and potential that children have, how society molds boys and girls 

differently—and encourages adults to remember the potential and self-confidence they had lost 

along the way and make use of it—reclaiming the phrase ‘like a girl’. In a study conducted in 

December 2014, almost 70% of women and 60% of men claimed that “the video changed my 

perception of the phrase ‘like a girl'” (Thomas, 2016). Companies have been shifting from 

‘selling’ to ‘cognitively and emotionally connecting.’ 
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Psychologically engaged customers have a cognitive and emotional connectedness with a 

focal agent/object/task, which results in “value co-creation behavior.” In the service system, 

those who are engaged in their roles are fully present, attentive, connected and focused on what 

they are doing.  Psychologically engaged individuals bring their complete selves to perform their 

tasks (Kahn, 1992). Ultimately, PSEngagement is devoting the “hands, head, & heart” (Ashforth 

and Humphrey, 1995, p.110) in action and full task performance. Psychologically engaged 

individuals allocate their personal resources to role/task intensely and persistently (Kanfer, 

1990). PSEngagement reflects its cause of the investment of the various energies on a role 

(Kahn, 1992; Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker, 2002; Rich et al., 2010). Since 

psychologically engaged individuals become “cognitively vigilant and empathically connected to 

others in the service of the work they are doing in ways that display what they think and feel, 

their creativity, their beliefs and values and their connection to others (Kahn, 1990, p. 700),” they 

exhibit greater participation and citizenship behavior. I hypothesize: 

H1. PSEngagement is positively associated with customer participation behavior. 

H2. PSEngagement is positively associated with customer citizenship behavior. 

Antecedents of PSEngagement: Applying Self-Determination Theory (SDT) 

Relative to explaining the effects of PSEngagement, it is more difficult to explain why some 

customers reach and experience high levels of energy to perform their role while others do not. I 

will try to facilitate this theoretical task by first discussing the customer readiness construct and 

its association with participation behavior and then by drawing on self-determination theory 

(SDT; Deci and Ryan, 1985). 

Customer Readiness 
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Inherent to the notion of value co-creation is the assumption that there are at least two entities 

where one offers value propositions, and the other helps to determine value through use (Vargo 

and Lusch, 2011). Determining value through use or context remains a critical component in the 

co-creation of value for more research (Vargo, Maglio, and Akaka, 2008). Customers are 

supposed to make the potential value evident and be ready for value co-creation requirements. I 

define customers’ readiness as the state of being fully prepared for simultaneous production and 

consumption of service and the willingness to serve as an active element in the value co-creation 

process. Customer readiness is conceptualized as a construct consisting of role clarity, ability, 

and motivation (e.g. Meuter, Bitner, Ostrom, and Brown, 2005).  

Role clarity refers to customer awareness of their role, what they need to do, and their 

knowledge of what to do. Easingwood (1986) reports 89% of firms have problems with 

employee or customer confusion over their roles. Customer confusion is due to the perceived 

uncertainty and lack of role clarity. Scholars argue that customers need to be informed about 

what the service requirements are (Kellogg et al., 1997, Yi and Gong, 2013; Yi, 2014). Customer 

participation will decrease when customers do not have a sufficiently developed understanding 

of their role in the service process (Larsson and Bowen, 1989). Additionally, when customers 

have the necessary skills to complete a task, they will perform more proficiently. According to 

Seltzer, (1983), individuals will not perform an activity when they believe that they are unable to 

perform a task required by that activity. Consequently, ability is a critical component of customer 

readiness. Finally, because customers may participate in the value co-creation process actively or 

passively, they must be motivated to participate actively. Based on the Valence-Instrumentality-

Expectancy (VIE) theory of motivation (Lewin, 1938; Tolman, 1959; Vroom, 1964; Porter and 

Lawler, 1968) an individual’s behavior results from conscious choices and these choices are 
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associated with an individual’s perception and formation of beliefs and attitude. VIE assumes 

that individuals base their acts on perception and belief and base on that, individuals place a 

different level of importance on the outcomes of their behavior (i.e. valence: positive, negative or 

zero valence). Hence, VIE establishes that individuals decide to act in a certain way because they 

are motivated to select a specific behavior over other behaviors due to valences. In addition, the 

first level outcome is associated with the second level outcome (i.e. instrumentality: the degree to 

which first level outcome leads to the second level outcome). Thus, based on the VIE argument, 

customers will be motivated if they perceive that their active participation leads to successful 

value co-creation.  

H3a. Role clarity is positively associated with customer participation behavior. 

H3b. Ability is positively associated with customer participation behavior. 

H3c. Motivation is positively associated with customer participation behavior. 

The sequence of role clarity, ability, and motivation in developing customer readiness has 

also received scholarly attention. Bowers, Martin, and Luker (1990, p.62) propose a three-part 

sequence to improve participation, “Step 1: Define the customer’s job.  Step 2: Train the 

customer to perform his or her job. Step 3: Retain the valuable customer by rewarding the 

customer for a job well done.” Essentially, they argue that role clarity supports ability, which in 

turn fuels motivation. In hospital settings, Dellande, Gilly, and Graham (2004) find that patients 

who are not clear about their role in the service process are unable to acquire the needed skills to 

carry out the tasks required of them. Moreover, patients will become frustrated and will lose their 

motivation if they are not able to perform expected behaviors.  

H4a. The higher the customer role clarity, the more able the customer is to perform the 

expected tasks. 
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H4b. The higher the customer ability, the more motivated the customer is to perform the 

expected tasks. 

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) 

Self-determination theory was initially developed by Ryan and Deci (2000). SDT is a theory 

of motivation which is centrally concerned with how to mobilize effort and persist at the tasks. 

SDT views PSEngagement as the level of energy available to the self. Psychological nutrients 

that enhance the level of energy to perform a task are the reasons that incite people to 

psychologically engage in an activity. PSEngagement corresponds with activities or situations in 

which basic psychological needs are satisfied. As such, we must recognize the satisfied basic 

needs as reasons for customers to become psychologically engaged and subsequently perform 

value co-creation behaviors. 

Although several basic psychological needs have been advanced as contributing to 

PSEngagement, two that have received a great deal of attention are ability3 and motivation. In 

one study, Sheldon, Ryan, and Reis (1996) found that people’s perception of their ability predicts 

individual differences in PSEngagement. Moreover, in an experimental study of video games, 

Ryan, Rigby, and Przybylski (2006) examined the need satisfaction on changes in 

PSEngagement from pre- to post-play. The simple platform video games they used provide 

multiple opportunities for the feeling of ability or mastery. Respondents, most of whom were 

novices at such games, on average showed a decline in engagement pre- to post-play. Those who 

experienced the ability to play the game maintained their engagement, whereas those who had 

low levels of perceived ability showed diminished engagement after play. In another study, 

Gagné, Ryan, and Bargmann (2003) followed elite level female gymnasts over several weeks of 

                                                 
3 The term ability is often called competence in the referent literature. However, for purposes of clarity and 

consistency, I use ability. 
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practice. Ratings of engagement were obtained, as well as the degrees to which ability was 

experienced during practice. Results showed that daily changes in engagement were affected by 

the perceived ability to practice by gymnasts. On days where these gymnasts felt more able to 

perform the practice, they were more engaged in physically demanding and calorie-draining 

activities.  

The second psychological nutrient to the self that enhances PSEngagement is motivation. 

Motivation concerns the improving of people’s psychological processes (Deci and Ryan, 2008). 

Also, psychologically engaged people who inspired with intrinsic motivation are different from 

people who inspired with extrinsic motivation. On the basis of SDT, people who place more 

importance on extrinsic motivation would have less PSEngagement than those who are more 

centered on intrinsic motivation. This expectation has been supported in several studies. Kasser 

and Ryan (1993) showed that the relative importance of financial motives was negatively 

associated with individual differences in PSEngagement. Kasser and Ryan (1996, 2001) 

extended this finding to a broader array of extrinsic motivations including fame and 

attractiveness. Kim, Kasser, and Lee (2003) found similar effects on PSEngagement in South 

Korean samples. Also, Vansteenkiste et al. (2007) presented two studies of working adults 

showing that intrinsic versus extrinsic motivation were differentially associated with 

PSEngagement, and, moreover,  intrinsic motivation, relative to extrinsic, is associated with 

greater PSEngagement.   

In short, when customers perceive that they have the ability to perform a task and when they 

feel motivated to do so, the level of their PSEngagement is maintained or enhanced. Moreover, 

the pursuit of meaningful activities, especially those associated with intrinsic benefits, maintains 

or enhances PSEngagement. As such I hypothesize: 
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H5a. Ability is positively associated with PSEngagement. 

H5b. Motivation is positively associated with PSEngagement. 

H5c. PSEngagement will be higher when people are intrinsically motivated versus 

extrinsically motivated. 

Customer Value Co-Creation Behavior Outcomes: Goal Attainment and Satisfaction 

Customer Participation Behavior Outcomes 

In 1972, Duncan argued that customer participation reaches the pinnacle of its importance 

during the service delivery stage because it is this stage that affects the service outcomes the 

most. As a result of participation in the service delivery process, customers may feel 

responsibility for service outcomes. When service customers take responsibility for service 

outcomes, there is greater likelihood that they will achieve their goals (Bagozzi and Dholakia 

1999). Mills, Chase, and Margulies (1983) further argue that as a result of taking part in the 

service delivery process, customers become accountable for the activities and the extent to which 

they achieve their goals. There is considerable empirical support across service industries for the 

positive association between participation behavior and goal attainment. For example, in the 

health care context, Dellande et al. (2004) confirm the direct association between patient 

participation in weight-loss programs and goal attainment which is an important result “because 

compliance decreases as the duration of the regimen increases, providers can reassure or impress 

on consumers during periodic meetings that if they stick with the program, they will realize their 

goal (p. 88).” In higher education, student participation has appeared to be a precursor to 

academic achievement (Finn and Cox, 1992; Voelkl, 1995). In online learning, specifically, 

Davies and Graff (2005) find students who participate less frequently may be more likely to fail 

the course. Relying on these findings, I hypothesize:  
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H6a. Customer participation behavior is positively associated with goal attainment 

Mittal and Frennea (2010, p. 3) define customer satisfaction as “a customer’s post-

consumption evaluation of a product or service.” Satisfaction occurs when the perceived 

performance of a product or service reaches or exceeds the individual’s prior expectations 

(Bearden and Teel 1983; Oliver 2014). As a central construct in marketing and consumer 

research (e.g., Luo and Homburg, 2007; Szymanski and Henard, 2001), customer satisfaction has 

been shown to influence other important outcome constructs such as customer loyalty and 

willingness to pay (Seiders, Voss, Grewal, and Godfrey, 2005; Homburg, Koschate, and Hoyer 

2005). Scholars and practitioners regard customer satisfaction as a “strategic imperative” (Mittal 

and Kamakura, 2001, p. 131) and urge businesses, for-profit or non-for-profit, to invest in 

creating a base of satisfied customers (Simester, Hauser, Wernerfelt, and Rust, 2000). Higher 

education institutions, too, have shown much interest in the satisfaction of the stakeholders they 

serve, especially students (Greenland and Moore 2014; Zhang et al. 2010). 

Beyond the direct linkage, customer participation has an indirect relationship with 

satisfaction. Specifically, providing a greater amount of input and interacting with employees 

and other customers to a greater extent create opportunities for the service provider to better 

understand the focal customer’s needs and wants. Increased understanding, in turn, can enable 

the provider to achieve a superior value co-creation design (Mustak, Jaakkola, and Halinen, 

2013). This cause-and-effect chain is applicable in higher education, as well. 

H6b. Customer participation behavior is positively associated with satisfaction 

 

Customer Citizenship Behavior Outcomes 



 

27 

 

Customers in service delivery comprise “partial employees” of the firm (Bowen and 

Schneider, 1985; Mills and Morris, 1986) because they contribute to the development and 

delivery of service in ways similar to the firm’s traditional employee (Bettencourt, 1997). To the 

extent that service customers qualify as partial employees, extant knowledge about employee 

performance and satisfaction can be consulted to gain insights into customer performance and 

satisfaction (Bowen, 1986; Bettencourt, 1997).  

During the past 20 years, research on the relationship between Organizational Citizenship 

Behavior (OCB) and one of its most important consequences, namely, performance, has emerged 

as a primary focus (e.g., Allen & Rush, 1998; DeGroot & Brownlee, 2006; Ehrhart, Bliese, & 

Thomas, 2006; Koys, 2001; Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997; Podsakoff, Blume, 

Whiting, & Podsakoff, 2009; Sun, Aryee, & Law, 2007). Interest in performance is based on the 

intuitively appealing notion that employees who are more helpful and cooperative will perform 

better. Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) are 

often cited as theoretical bases for expecting OCB to influence performance. For example, if 

Employee A helps Employee B to finish an important report, then Employee A gives of his or 

her own time to improve the performance of Employee B. Employee B may subsequently return 

the favor, thus improving the performance of Employee A. In a similar vein, based on the 

reciprocity norm in the social exchange theory, when services customers help others (i.e. service 

providers or other customers), they can also expect to receive help from others in the services 

process. As such, I hypothesize:  

H7a. Customer citizenship behavior is positively associated with goal attainment 

H7b. Customer citizenship behavior is positively associated with satisfaction 



 

28 

 

Goal Attainment and Satisfaction Outcome: Retention 

Customer retention is an important construct because it has direct implications for customer 

lifetime value and firm profitability (Blattberg, Getz, and Thomas, 2001; Reinartz, Thomas, and 

Kumar, 2005). It is then no surprise that firms take a strong interest in identifying the 

determinants of customer retention. One of the driving forces behind customer retention is 

customer goal attainment. When the first encounter leads the customer to feel that the goal was 

attained, the customer is likely to come back and repeat the successful goal attainment process 

(Kivetz, Urminsky, and Zheng, 2006). For example, declining enrollment is a pressing issue in 

higher education (Marcus, 1989), and increased attrition creates a plethora of problems for all 

stakeholders (Tinto 1993). Research shows that attrition rates in online courses are higher than 

those in face-to-face courses (Waugh and Su-Searle, 2014). It is widely understood that 

empowering students to achieve higher levels of learning, which is often accompanied by 

improvements in grades, is an effective means of retaining them (Hoffman, 2016). When 

students feel they are learning more, which is in part reflected by the higher grades they earn, 

they tend to persevere towards completing the intended program (Wetzel, O’Toole, and Peterson, 

1999; Konyu-Fogel, and Grossnickle, 2013). On the other hand, when students do not achieve 

the level of learning or the specific grade they expect, they find fewer reasons and feel less 

confident about returning to the same department and school the next semester (Lau, 2003). 

Given the clear linkage between goal attainment and retention in education literature, I 

hypothesize: 

H8. Goal attainment is positively associated with retention. 

Customer satisfaction is a key antecedent of customer retention (Anderson and Sullivan, 

1993). In fact, service firms understand that the key to retaining customers is to first satisfy them 
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(Petruzzellis, D'Uggento, and Romanazzi, 2006). Marketing literature offers abundant conceptual 

and empirical support for the association between satisfaction and retention (Oliver, 1980; Oliver 

and Swan, 1989; Fornell, 1992; Taylor and Baker, 1994; Jones, Mothersbaugh, and Beatty, 

2000). For example in education services, the effect of student satisfaction on student retention is 

underscored by the considerable investments that universities and colleges make towards 

satisfying their students (e.g., Hoyt, 1999; Tinto, 1987; Lau, 2003). These investments are 

justified by the fact that online students who are highly satisfied with their experience in one 

semester are more likely to take an additional online course the next semester (Roberts-

DeGennaro & Clapp, 2005). Thus, I postulate: 

H9. Satisfaction is positively associated with retention. 
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CHAPTER III 

 

 

METHODOLOGY  

 

 

This chapter elaborates on the design of research studies that will test the hypotheses as 

validly, objectively and accurately as feasible (Kerlinger and Lee, 2000). The contexts, 

respondents, and operationalization and measurement of the constructs will be discussed.  

Setting and Respondents 

To test the proposed relationships, this dissertation conducts two studies, together 

encompassing self-report and objective data aimed at minimizing common method variance 

typical of survey research (Podsakoff, et al. 2003). Zeithaml, Bitner, and Gremler (2013) provide 

a three-tier typology of customer participation: 1) low: consumer presence required during 

service delivery (i.e. airline travel, motel stay, and fast-food restaurant); 2) moderate: consumer 

inputs required for service creation (i.e. haircut, annual physical exam, full service restaurant); 

and 3) high: customer co-creates the service (i.e. education, personal training, weight reduction 

program and marriage counseling). To give the hypothesized effects a fair chance to emerge, the 

study will be contextualized in services that fit the latter category. As such, fitness center and 

online courses in higher education were chosen as study contexts. These services represent high 

levels of customer co-creation in service production and delivery. 

In the higher education context, data were collected from college students enrolled in online 

courses in a comprehensive, public university in Southwest United States and with the help of 

the university’s Center for Online Learning, Teaching, and Technology. In the fitness center 
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context, data were collected from popular local fitness center members in Southeast United 

States.  

Instrumentation 

Survey items were adapted from existing validated scales in order to increase the validity and 

reliability of the results (Straub, 1989). To check and improve the content validity of the adapted 

scale items, an expert panel of five marketing and education faculty members was formed, whose 

comments and suggestions proved instrumental in arriving at an acceptable instrument. The 

conceptual model consists of three variables of customer readiness (role clarity, ability, and 

motivation), PSEngagement, two customer value co-creation variables (participation behavior, 

citizenship behavior), goal attainment, satisfaction, and retention. These nine variables, along 

with measures of control variables and demographics, made up the survey instrument. The 

objective data were gathered for two of those variables: participation behavior and goal 

attainment. 

Self-Report Measures 

Table 3-1 shows items which have been used in this study. All items were measured on a 7-

point Likert scale. Customer readiness scale items were adapted from Meuter et al. (2005) and 

included role clarity (five items), ability (six items), and intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (24 

items). The latter was measured using the expectancy theory of motivation, which encompasses 

separate sets of items for Expectancy (E), Instrumentality (I), and Valence (V). This model 

comes with a definite multiplicative rule that calculates intrinsic and extrinsic values using V, I, 

and E as follows: 

𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑐 𝑀𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 (𝑀𝑖) = ƒ [𝐸𝑗 ×  (∑(𝑉𝑘𝑖 ×  𝐼𝑗𝑘𝑖)

𝑛𝑖

𝑘=1

)] 
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𝐸𝑥𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑐 𝑀𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 (𝑀𝑒) = ƒ [𝐸𝑗 ×  (∑(𝑉𝑘𝑒 ×  𝐼𝑗𝑘𝑒)

𝑛𝑒

𝑘=1

)] 

Where: 

M = the motivational force to perform the behavior 

Ej = expectancy, the estimate that performing a behavior will result in some increase in 

performance level j. 

Ijk = instrumentality, the estimate that improved performance on dimension j will result in 

reward, k. 

Vk = valence, the desirability of reward, k. 

To calculate motivation, the paired instrumentality and valence items (i.e., “taking this class 

enables me to be in shape” and “being in shape is desirable to me”) are multiplied and then 

summed. This total is then multiplied by the sum of the expectancy scores (Meuter et al. 2005, 

Technical Appendix). 

To measure PSEngagement, the most widely used scale called Utrecht Work Engagement Scale 

(UWES) for students (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker, 2002) was adopted for 

the higher education context, and adapted to fit the fitness context. UWES is a second-order 

construct with three dimensions: vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor consists of six items, 

dedication has five items, and absorption includes six items. Customer value co-creation 

behavior was measured using Yi and Gong’s (2013) scale, which encompasses two second-order 

constructs of participation behavior and citizenship behavior. Participation behavior includes 

information seeking (four items), information sharing (four items), responsible behavior (four 

items), and personal interaction (four items). Citizenship behavior dimensions are feedback (four 

items), advocacy (four items), helping (four items), and tolerance (four items). A three-item scale 
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was used to measure goal attainment. Satisfaction and retention were measured via 3-item and 4-

item semantic differential scales, respectively.  

Objective Measures 

In addition to their self-report measures, participation behavior and goal attainment were also 

measured using objective data offered by the university in the higher education context and by 

the fitness center in the fitness context. In higher education, participation was captured by 

tracking a variety of student inputs within the online course environments (i.e., Blackboard). 

These inputs included (1) hits: the number of times students logged in the course and clicked on 

different content areas on the course platform; (2) posts: the number of messages students posted 

in online discussions forums; (3) length: the average length of the posts in online discussions 

forums; and (4) time: the amount of time spent within the online course. Official course grade 

served as the objective measure of goal attainment. Although grade is not the only or primary 

goal of students in higher education, it is the only objective measure accessible to researchers 

upon course completion (Hiltz and Wellman, 1997; Dumont, 1996).  

In fitness, participation was captured by tracking members’ activities in two areas of 

attendance and adherence to instructions, while goal attainment was measured using weight-loss, 

the percentage of lean mass, cardio, and strength. To gather the objective data, respondents were 

tracked using personal identifiers (i.e., name and ID number in higher education and membership 

number in fitness).  

Data Processing and Analysis 

Data processing began with data screening to make sure data is ready for use in further 

statistical analysis. Missing data, outliers, non-responses, and inattentive responses were 

addressed at this stage. All the second-order constructs are reflective-reflective as they are shown 
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in figure 4-1 to figure 4-4. Using data for further analysis, some calculation processes have been 

needed. In regard to objective data, since in higher education, I have gathered data from 

seventeen online courses with different designs which requires different levels of activities in 

compare to each other (for instance in one course, the discussion post length ranged from 353 to 

1021 words, but in the other course, it ranged from 1520 to 2620 words). To be able to use 

participation behavior objective data, I have compared the respondents’ activities with their 

corresponding course activities and I have categorized the objective data, course by course. Less 

than the first quartile of the class is coded as low (0), between the first and third quartiles is 

coded as medium (1), and higher than the third quartile is coded as high (2). I summed the codes 

for each respondent, and I created single item participation behavior ranges from 0 to 8. In 

fitness, I ran the model with formative items for participation behavior and goal attainment with 

objective data and then I created one reflective index with the latent score for both constructs. 

Also, I calculated the score for motivation construct with the VIE formula. Therefore, one single 

index was calculated for each motivation sub-dimensions (intrinsic and extrinsic). Next, the 

reliability and validity of the measures were checked. Finally, the path analysis technique was 

used to test the hypotheses which two separate models have run per context (once with only 

survey data and another time with incorporation survey data and objective data). This 

dissertation employed component-based structural equation modeling (Smart-PLS) for several 

reasons. First, the complexity of the model, which included several second-order constructs 

(Ringle, Wende, and Will, 2005); secondly, the proposed model included some formative 

measurements when I used objective data (participation behavior and goal attainment); thirdly, 

some of the constructs have single items (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007); and finally, the nature of 
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the study is exploratory (Hair et al, 2012). The results of these analyses are presented in the next 

chapter. 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

 

 

This chapter begins with data analysis in higher education and will continue with data 

analysis in fitness. Reliability and validity of the measures, as well as the results of hypothesis 

testing are reported per study. 

Study 1 - Higher Education 

Data gathered from seventeen online courses in public university in southwest of the United 

State. The sample size is 454 respondents that comprise 39% male and 61% female. Age ranges 

from 19 to 55 with the mean of 25. The ethnicity of the respondents are 10% Caucasian, 85% 

Hispanic, 2% African-American, 1% Asian, and 2% others. 

Structure, Validity, and Reliability 

To verify the validity of the measures, a measurement model was created and tested in SEM 

using SmartPLS. The purpose of testing the measurement model is to ensure that the 

measurement scales used are truly measuring the underlying constructs of interest and that the 

measurement model demonstrates an acceptable fit to the data.     

Measurement Model 

All first and second order constructs were subjected to CFA. As a result of this process, one 

item from the original measure for dedication was dropped due to the low loading. After 

dropping one item, in overall, measurement model was good to move forward with the process. 
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Standard error values were investigated to ensure there are no near-zero standard errors that can 

indicate an estimation problem.  There were no near-zero standard errors.  The standardized 

loadings were also strong (see Table 4-1).  The loadings ranged from .62 to .97 with only four 

(RC5=.64, .65; AB6=.62, .63; VI1=.68, .69; VI3= .64, .63; VI5=.69, .69) below, still not too far 

from, the recommended value of .70 as an excellence cut off point (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007) 

.  Therefore, all loadings are sufficiently large to provide confidence in their measurement 

abilities. In addition, a variety of analytical techniques were used to determine if the indicators 

are accurate and effective in measuring what they are intended to measure.  This is determined 

by assessing the indicator reliability, composite reliability, variance extracted estimates, as well 

as convergent and discriminant validity. 

Reliability 

The reliability of an indicator variable is the square of the correlation between a latent factor 

and that indicator.  This can also be calculated as the square of the standardized factor loading.  

The indicator reliability specifies the percent of the variation in the indicator variable that is 

explained by the latent factor that it is intended to measure (Long 1983).  These values range 

from a low of .39 to a high of .94 (see Table 4-1).  Higher numbers, and specifically a pattern of 

higher numbers associated with each latent factor, signal that each indicator variable is an 

effective measure of the latent construct. Overall, these indicator reliability values are 

sufficiently high (Jackson, 2003).   

Composite Reliability (CR) is analogous to Cronbach alpha, or other measures of internal 

consistency. I have used CR instead of Cronbach alpha for several reasons; first, Cronbach alpha 

is obtained under the assumption of parallelity (equal factor loadings); second, Cronbach alpha 

may underestimate or overestimate the reliability (Raykov, 1997), and underestimation of 
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reliability become serious when the test is not uni-dimensional (Kamata, Turhan, and Darandari, 

2003).  Essentially, this measure indicates if the items that make up a scale are strongly 

correlated with each other.  The CR score for each latent factor is shown in Table 4-1, these 

values range from a low of .86 to a high of .98. With no composite reliability below .80 the 

results are very strong.   

Validity  

The variance extracted statistic assesses the amount of variance that is captured by an 

underlying factor in relation to the amount of variance due to measurement error (Fornell and 

Larcker 1981).  Larger numbers are desirable and a general rule of thumb of .50 has been 

proposed (Fornell and Larcker 1981).  As shown in Table 4-1, none of latent factor has a 

variance extracted estimate lower than .50.  

Convergent validity is achieved when different instruments are used to measure the same 

construct, and scores from these different instruments are strongly correlated (Campbell and 

Fiske 1959; Hatcher 1994).  Multiple instruments were not available to measure the same 

constructs; however, an alternative test can provide insight into the convergent validity of the 

measures.  Convergent validity can be determined by reviewing the t-tests for the factor loadings.  

When all factor loadings for the indicators measuring the same construct are statistically 

significant, then this provides evidence supporting the convergent validity of those indicators 

(Hatcher 1994).  As can be seen from Table 4-1, all t-values are sufficiently large and significant 

at the p<.0001 level.  The smallest t-value is 17.28 which is highly significant.  This indicates 

that all indicators are effectively measuring the same construct.   

Discriminant validity is established when different instruments are used to measure different 

constructs and the correlations between these measures of these different constructs are relatively 
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weak (Campbell and Fiske 1959).  Essentially, it is important to show that an item does not 

measure a construct that it was not designed to measure.  Once again, without multiple methods 

measuring constructs, the multi-trait, multi-method approach is not feasible.  Fortunately, the 

variance extracted test can provide insight into discriminant validity. Furthermore, discriminant 

validity is established if the average variance extracted estimates are greater than the squared 

correlation (Fornell and Larcker 1981; Hatcher 1994).  With the 18 possible latent factor 

pairings, none had variance extracted estimates less than the squared correlation between the two 

factors (See Tables 4-2 and 4-3).  

It appears that the measurement model is sufficiently strong.  Based on these positive results, 

I am confident in the revised measurement model and the measures feel confident in progressing 

with the testing of the structural part of the model. 

Common Method Bias and Multicollinearity 

In assessing common method bias, I followed Podsakoff et al., (2003). First, scales were 

carefully adapted and improved by the experts’ panel of five. Second, independent and 

dependent variables were separated in the questionnaire, using other items which are not relevant 

to this study. I statistically checked the common method biases. Unrotated exploratory factor 

analysis indicated nine factors, explaining 64% of the total variance. This rejects the probability 

of one general factor (Chin, Thatcher, & Wright, 2012). Multicollinearity was assessed through 2 

steps. First, all AVEs were higher than 0.50. Second, the variance inflation factors ranged from 

1.41 to 2.83, below the accepted cutoff of 5 (Hair et al., 2012). 

Hypothesis Testing Using Self-Report Data Only 

To test the conceptual model, simultaneous path analysis is used. A summary of the findings 

is available in Table 4-6. 
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Direct Effects 

The tested model results are shown in Figure 4-1. H1 proposed a positive association 

between customer PSEngagement and customer participation behavior, this association was 

positive and statistically significant (β =.34, p< .01), thus H1 is supported. H2 hypothesized a 

positive association between customer PSEngagement and customer citizenship behavior. This 

association was positive and statistically significant (β =.57, p< .01). H3a proposed a positive 

association between customer role clarity and customer participation behavior. H3a was not 

supported as the hypothesized association was positive but not statistically significant (β =.03, t-

value=.459). H3b hypothesized a positive association between customer ability and customer 

participation behavior. This association was positive and statistically significant (β =.28, p< .01), 

providing support for H3b. H3c proposed a positive association between customer motivation 

and customer participation behavior. This association was positive and statistically significant (β 

=.26, p< .01), then H3c is supported. 

H4a proposed a positive association between customer role clarity and customer ability. This 

association was positive and statistically significant (β =.59, p< .01), providing support for H4a. 

H4b hypothesized a positive association between customer ability and customer motivation. This 

association was positive and statistically significant (β =.59, p< .01), providing support for H4b. 

H5a proposed a positive association between customer ability and customer PSEngagement. H5a 

was not supported as the proposed association was positive but not statistically significant (β 

=.05, t-value=.675). H5b hypothesized a positive association between customer motivation and 

customer PSEngagement. This association was positive and statistically significant (β =.48, p< 

.01), providing support for H5b. H5c proposed that customer PSEngagement will be higher when 

people intrinsically motivated versus extrinsically. An independent-samples t-test was conducted 
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to test H5c. Result shows the PSEngagement mean is higher when people intrinsically motivated 

(M=5.20, SD=.92) versus extrinsically (M=4.53, SD=.83) and this means difference is 

statistically significant (t (452) =-7.165, P=.000), thus H5c is supported.   

H6a proposed a positive association between customer participation behavior and goal 

attainment; this association was positive and statistically significant (β =.27, p< .01), then H6a is 

supported. H6b hypothesized a positive association between customer participation behavior and 

customer satisfaction. This association was positive and statistically significant (β =.19, p< .05), 

providing support for H6b. H7a proposed a positive association between customer citizenship 

behavior and goal attainment. This association was positive and statistically significant (β =.38, 

p< .01), providing support for H7a. H7b hypothesized a positive association between customer 

citizenship behavior and customer satisfaction. This association was positive and statistically 

significant (β =.25, p< .01), providing support for H7b. H8 proposed a positive association 

between goal attainment and retention. This association was positive and statistically significant 

(β =.11, p< .05), then H8 is supported. Lastly, H9 hypothesized a positive association between 

customer satisfaction and retention. This association was positive and statistically significant (β 

=.60, p< .01), providing support for H9. Importantly, endogenous variables R2 and Q2 are as 

following, respectively: customer ability (0.34; 0.20), motivation (0.35; 0.32), PSEngagement 

(0.21; 0.10), participation behavior (0.50; 0.22), citizenship behavior (0.33; 0.15), goal 

attainment (0.38; 0.33), satisfaction (0.17; 0.15), and retention (0.44; 0.40). Stone-Geisser's 

values of blindfolding analyses indicated that Q2 ranged from 0.10 to 0.40. Following Hair et al. 

(2012) rule of thumb R2 and Q2 values indicate that the exogenous variables are moderate to 

powerful predictors of endogenous variables and the model has a high level of quality. Table 4-

11 provides a summary of path coefficient, effect size f2, and effect size q2. In order to provide 
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more explanations, I ran mediation analyses using Process by Hayes in SPSS. Table 4-8 provide 

an overview for the results of mediation tests.   

Mediating Effects of Ability 

I used the logic of Zhao, Lynch, and Chen, (2010) article and four-step process of Baron and 

Kenny (1986). According to four-step Baron and Kenny (1986) procedure; first, the independent 

variable must be significantly associated with the mediator; second, the mediator must be 

significantly associated with the dependent variable; third, the independent variable must be 

significantly associated with the dependent variable; fourth, the presence of the mediator must 

weaken the direct path. The first three of these conditions were met since role clarity has a 

significant effect on ability (β =.50; p< .01); ability has a significant effect on motivation (β 

=.48; p< .01); and role clarity has a significant effect on motivation (β =.48; p< .01). In the 

fourth step, role clarity maintained a significant effect on motivation (β =.24; p< .01) having 

controlled for the effect of ability on motivation. Following Hayes (2013), a 5,000-sample 

bootstrap estimation was used, which suggests that the indirect effect is significant (β = .24, 95% 

CI = .184 to .311) having accounted for the effects of age, gender, and ethnicity. Therefore, 

ability partially mediates the relationship between role clarity and motivation. 

Second, ability as a mediator of the relationship between role clarity and participation 

behavior is tested. This test will provide further explanation for statistically non-significant 

association between role clarity and participation behavior. The first three mediation conditions 

were met since role clarity has a significant effect on ability (β =.50; p< .01); ability has a 

significant effect on participation (β =.36; p< .01); and role clarity has a significant effect on 

participation (β =.26; p< .01). In the fourth step, role clarity maintained a significant effect on 

motivation (β =.08; p< .05) having controlled for the effect of ability on participation. Following 
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Hayes (2013), a 5,000-sample bootstrap estimation was used, which suggests that the indirect 

effect is significant (β = .24, 95% CI = .181 to .319) having accounted for the effects of age, 

gender, and ethnicity. Therefore, ability partially mediates the relationship between role clarity 

and participation. 

Mediating Effects of Motivation 

First, motivation as a mediator of the relationship between customer ability and participation 

behavior is tested. The first three mediation conditions were met since ability has a significant 

effect on motivation (β =.65; p< .01); motivation has a significant effect on participation ( β 

=.33; p< .01); and ability has a significant effect on participation (β =.41; p< .01). In the fourth 

step, ability maintained a significant effect on participation (β =.20; p< .01) having controlled for 

the effect of ability on motivation. Following Hayes (2013), a 5,000-sample bootstrap estimation 

was used, which suggests that the indirect effect is significant (β = .25, 95% CI = .187 to .320) 

having accounted for the effects of age, gender, and ethnicity. Therefore, motivation partially 

mediates the relationship between ability and participation. 

Second, motivation as a mediator of the relationship between customer ability and 

PSEngagement is tested. This test has been done for providing further explanation why the 

association between customer ability and participation behavior was not supported. The first 

three mediation conditions were met since ability has a significant effect on motivation (β =.65; 

p< .01); motivation has a significant effect on PSEngagement (β =.48; p< .01); and ability has a 

significant effect on PSEngagement (β =.22; p< .01). In the fourth step, ability does not have 

significant effect on PSEngagement when having controlled for the effect of ability on 

motivation. Following Hayes (2013), a 5,000-sample bootstrap estimation was used, which 

suggests that the indirect effect is significant (β = .28, 95% CI = .208 to .355) having accounted 
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for the effects of age, gender, and ethnicity. Therefore, motivation fully mediates the relationship 

between ability and PSEngagement. 

The Mediating Effect of PSEngagement 

PSEngagement as a mediator of the relationship between customer motivation and participation 

behavior is tested. The first three mediation conditions were met since motivation has a 

significant effect on PSEngagement (β =.44; p< .01); PSEngagement has a significant effect on 

participation (β =.23; p< .01); and motivation has a significant effect on participation (β =.43; p< 

.01). In the fourth step, motivation maintained a significant effect on participation (β =.33; p< 

.01) having controlled for the effect of PSEngagement on participation. Following Hayes (2013), 

a 5,000-sample bootstrap estimation was used, which suggests that the indirect effect is 

significant (B = .13, 95% CI = .090 to .183) having accounted for the effects of age, gender, and 

ethnicity. Therefore, PSEngagement partially mediates the relationship between motivation and 

participation. 

Simultaneous Mediation by Motivation and PSEngagement 

Motivation and PSEngagement as a double mediator of the relationship between ability and 

participation behavior is tested. After controlling for the mediators, motivation and 

PSEngagement, ability is significant predictor of participation behavior (β =.22; p< .01). The 

indirect effect was tested using a bootstrap estimation approach with 5000 samples (Hayes, 

2013). These results indicated the indirect coefficient was significant, β = .09, 95% CI = .056 to  

.125. Therefore, motivation and PSEngagement partially mediate the relationship between ability 

and participation behavior. 
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Simultaneous Mediation by Ability and Motivation 

Ability and motivation as a double mediator of the relationship between role clarity and 

participation behavior is tested. After controlling for the mediators, ability and motivation, role 

clarity is not significant predictor of participation behavior. The indirect effect was tested using a 

bootstrap estimation approach with 5000 samples (Hayes, 2013). These results indicated the 

indirect coefficient was significant, β = .11, 95% CI = .076 to .155. Therefore, ability and 

motivation fully mediate the relationship between role clarity and participation behavior.  

Hypothesis Testing Using Self-Report and Objective Data 

This section shows the result of the tested model with incorporating the objective data for 

‘participation behavior’ and ‘goal attainment’. The hypotheses and mediation tests that include 

association with these two variables are reported here in the following sections. The remaining 

hypotheses and mediations stayed relatively the same. The sample size reduced from 454 to 413 

due to the unavailability of objective data for 41 respondents. 

Direct Effects 

The tested model results are shown in Figure 4-2. H1 proposed a positive association 

between customer PSEngagement and customer participation behavior, this association was 

positive and statistically significant (β =.24, p< .01), thus H1 is supported. H3a proposed a 

positive association between customer role clarity and customer participation behavior. H3a was 

not supported as the hypothesized association was positive but not statistically significant (β 

=.05, t-value=.857). H3b hypothesized a positive association between customer ability and 

customer participation behavior. This association was positive and statistically significant (β 

=.15, p< .01), providing support for H3b. H3c proposed a positive association between customer 
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motivation and customer participation behavior. This association was not statistically significant 

(β =-.13, t-value=1.613). 

H6a proposed a positive association between customer participation behavior and goal 

attainment; this association was positive and statistically significant (β =.35, p< .01), then H6a is 

supported. H6b hypothesized a positive association between customer participation behavior and 

customer satisfaction. This association was positive and statistically significant (β =.09, p< .05), 

providing support for H6b. H7a proposed a positive association between customer citizenship 

behavior and goal attainment. H7a was not supported as the proposed association was positive 

but not statistically significant (β =.07, t-value=1.48). Lastly, H8 proposed a positive association 

between goal attainment and retention. This association was positive and statistically significant 

(β =.10, p< .05), then H8 is supported. Importantly, endogenous variables R2 and Q2 are as 

following, respectively: customer ability (0.34; 0.19), motivation (0.36; 0.31), PSEngagement 

(0.19; 0.08), participation behavior (0.07; 0.06), citizenship behavior (0.32; 0.15), goal 

attainment (0.14; 0.13), satisfaction (0.15; 0.12), and retention (0.44; 0.39). Stone-Geisser's 

values of blindfolding analyses indicated that Q2 ranged from 0.06 to 0.39. Following Hair et al. 

(2012) rule of thumb R2 and Q2 values indicate that the exogenous variables are moderate to 

powerful predictors of endogenous variables and the model has a high level of quality. Table 4-

12 provides a summary of path coefficient, effect size f2, and effect size q2. 

In order to provide more explanations, I ran mediation analyses following the same 

mediation procedures as previously described in previous section. Table 4-8 provides an 

overview for the results of mediation tests related to paths with ‘participation behavior’ and ‘goal 

attainment’.  
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Mediating Effects of Ability 

Ability as a mediator of the relationship between role clarity and participation behavior is 

tested. The first three mediation conditions were met since role clarity has a significant effect on 

ability (β =.50; p< .01); ability has a significant effect on participation (β =.28; p< .01); and role 

clarity has a significant effect on participation (β =.21; p< .01). In the fourth step, role clarity 

does not a significant effect on motivation when having controlled for the effect of ability on 

participation. Following Hayes (2013), a 5,000-sample bootstrap estimation was used, which 

suggests that the indirect effect is significant (β = .08, 95% CI = .034 to .012) having accounted 

for the effects of age, gender, and ethnicity. Therefore, ability partially mediates the relationship 

between role clarity and participation. 

The Mediating Effect of PSEngagement 

PSEngagement as a mediator of the relationship between customer motivation and participation 

behavior is tested. The first three mediation conditions were met since motivation has a 

significant effect on PSEngagement (β =.42; p< .01); PSEngagement has a significant effect on 

participation (β =.37; p< .01); and motivation has a significant effect on participation (β =.17; p< 

.01). In the fourth step, motivation does not have a significant effect on participation when 

having controlled for the effect of PSEngagement on participation. Following Hayes (2013), a 

5,000-sample bootstrap estimation was used, which suggests that the indirect effect is significant 

(β = .09, 95% CI = .039 to .143) having accounted for the effects of age, gender, and ethnicity. 

Therefore, PSEngagement fully mediates the relationship between motivation and participation. 

Simultaneous Mediation by Motivation and PSEngagement 

Motivation and PSEngagement as a double mediator of the relationship between ability and 

participation behavior is tested. After controlling for the mediators, motivation and 
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PSEngagement, ability is significant predictor of participation behavior (β =.35; p< .01). The 

indirect effect was tested using a bootstrap estimation approach with 5000 samples (Hayes, 

2013). These results indicated the indirect coefficient was significant, β = .05, 95% CI = .024 to 

.095. Therefore, motivation and PSEngagement partially mediate the relationship between ability 

and participation behavior. 

Study 2 – Fitness  

Data gathered from fitness center in southeast of the United State. The sample size is 122 

respondents that comprise 34% male and 66% female. Age ranges from 19 to 35 with the mean 

of 24. The ethnicities of the respondents are 6% Caucasian, 91% Hispanic, 1% African-

American, and 2% Asian. The level of their income 88% is less than 40K, 10% between 40K and 

80K, and 2% is other categories. 89% of respondents are never married and single, 10% are 

married, and 1% are belong to other categorize of marital status. In regards to the level of 

education, 25% of respondents have high school diploma, 38% have associate degree, and 36% 

have bachelor degree, and 1% have master or higher degrees. 

Structure, Validity, and Reliability 

As stated in study 1, to verify the validity of the measures, a measurement model was created 

and tested in Smart PLS. The purpose of testing the measurement model is to ensure that the 

indicator variables are accurately and truly measuring the underlying constructs of interest and 

that the measurement model demonstrates an acceptable fit to the data.   

Measurement Model 

All three customer readiness variables, three PSEngagement variables, four participation 

behavior variables, four citizenship behaviors variables, goal attainment, satisfaction, and 

retention were tested. As a result of this process, eleven items from the original measure were 
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dropped. After droppings, in overall, measurement model was good to move forward with the 

process. 

Standard error values were examined to make sure there are no near-zero standard errors 

which can indicate an estimation problem.  There were no near-zero standard errors.  As shown 

in Table 4-1, the standardized loadings are also strong.  The loadings range from .70 to .99.   

Therefore, all loadings are excellent and  provide confidence in their measurement abilities 

(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007).  

Same as Study 1, a variety of techniques were used to determine if the indicators are accurate 

and effective  by assessing the indicator reliability, composite reliability, variance extracted 

estimates as well as convergent and discriminant validity.  Each of these is discussed next.   

Reliability 

Square of the correlation between a latent factor and that indicator has been used for 

assessing the reliability of the indicators.  These values range from a low of .49 to a high of .98 

(see Table 4-1).  Overall, these indicator reliability values are sufficiently high (Jackson, 2003).   

Composite Reliability (CR) is analogous to Cronbach alpha, or other measures of internal 

consistency. I have used CR instead of Cronbach alpha due to the same reasons in Study 1. The 

CR scores for each latent factor shown in Table 4-1, these values range from a low of .86 to a 

high of .99. With no composite reliability below .80 the results are very strong.   

Validity  

The variance extracted statistic scores were assessed and none of latent factor has a variance 

extracted estimate lower than .50 (see Table 4-1). Convergent validity is achieved by reviewing 

the t-tests for the factor loadings.  As can be seen from Table 4-1, all t-values are sufficiently 
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large and significant at the p<.0001 level.  The smallest t-value is 16.88 which is highly 

significant.   

Discriminant validity is established by comparing the variance extracted estimates for the 

latent variables to the square of the correlation between the two latent variables.  With the 18 

possible latent factor pairings, none had variance extracted estimates less than the squared 

correlation between the two factors (See Tables 4-4 and 4-5).   

Common Method Bias and Multicollinearity 

Same as study 1, in assessing common method bias, I followed Podsakoff et al., (2003). First, 

scales were carefully adapted and improved by the experts’ panel of five. Second, independent 

and dependent variables were separated in the questionnaire, using other items which are not 

relevant to this study. I statistically checked the common method biases. Unrotated exploratory 

factor analysis indicated nine factors, explaining 74% of the total variance. This rejects the 

probability of one general factor (Chin, Thatcher, & Wright, 2012). Multicollinearity was 

assessed through 2 steps. First, all AVEs were higher than 0.50. Second, the variance inflation 

factors ranged from 1.85 to 4.68, below the accepted cutoff of 5 (Hair et al., 2012). 

It appears that the measurement model is sufficiently strong, and I feel confident in 

progressing with the testing of the structural part of the model. 

Hypothesis Testing Using Self-Report Data Only 

Following the same procedures as described in Study1, the conceptual model is tested. A 

summary of the findings is available in Table 4-6. 

Direct Effects 

The tested model results are shown in Figure 4-3. H1 proposed a positive association 

between customer PSEngagement and customer participation behavior, this association was 
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positive and statistically significant (β =.36, p< .01), thus H1 is supported. H2 hypothesized a 

positive association between customer PSEngagement and customer citizenship behavior. This 

association was positive and statistically significant (β =.71, p< .01). H3a hypothesized a positive 

association between customer role clarity and customer participation behavior. This association 

was positive and statistically significant (β =.15, p< .01), providing support for H3a. H3b 

proposed a positive association between customer ability and customer participation behavior. 

This association was not statistically significant (β =-.05, t-value=1.032). H3c proposed a 

positive association between customer motivation and customer participation behavior. This 

association was positive and statistically significant (β =.39, p< .01), providing support for H3c. 

H4a proposed a positive association between customer role clarity and customer ability. This 

association was positive and statistically significant (β =.69, p< .01), providing support for H4a. 

H4b hypothesized a positive association between customer ability and customer motivation. This 

association was positive and statistically significant (β =.74, p< .01), providing support for H4b. 

H5a proposed a positive association between customer ability and customer PSEngagement. H5a 

was not supported as the proposed association was positive but not statistically significant (β 

=.09, t-value=1.628). H5b hypothesized a positive association between customer motivation and 

customer PSEngagement. This association was positive and statistically significant (β =.65, p< 

.01), providing support for H5b. H5c proposed that customer PSEngagement will be higher when 

people intrinsically motivated versus extrinsically. An independent-samples t-test was conducted 

to test H5c. Result of means difference is not statistically significant (t (120) =-1.002, P=.318) 

for PSEngagement when people intrinsically motivated (M=5.21, SD=1.16) versus extrinsically 

(M=4.97, SD=1.22), thus H5c is not supported. H6a proposed a positive association between 

customer participation behavior and goal attainment; this association was positive and 
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statistically significant (β =.15, p< .01), then H6a is supported. H6b hypothesized a positive 

association between customer participation behavior and customer satisfaction. This association 

was not statistically significant (β =.10, t-value=1.717). H7a proposed a positive association 

between customer citizenship behavior and goal attainment. The proposed association was 

positive and statistically significant (β =.71, p< .01). H7b hypothesized a positive association 

between customer citizenship behavior and customer satisfaction. This association was positive 

and statistically significant (β =.70, p< .01), providing support for H7b. H8 proposed a positive 

association between goal attainment and retention. This association was not statistically 

significant (β =.02, t-value=.98).  Lastly, H9 hypothesized a positive association between 

customer satisfaction and retention. This association was positive and statistically significant (β 

=.95, p< .01), providing support for H9. Importantly, endogenous variables R2 and Q2 are as 

following, respectively: customer ability (0.48; 0.33), motivation (0.55; 0.51), PSEngagement 

(0.58, 0.33), participation behavior (0.60; 0.32), citizenship behavior (0.57, 0.36), goal 

attainment (0.71, 0.67), satisfaction (0.62; 0.60), and retention (0.95; 0.89). Stone-Geisser's 

values of blindfolding analyses indicated that Q2 is higher than 0.32. Following Hair et al. (2012) 

rule of thumb R2 and Q2 values indicate that the exogenous variables are powerful predictors of 

endogenous variables and the model has a high level of quality. Table 4-13 provides a summary 

of path coefficient, effect size f2, and effect size q2. 

In order to provide more explanations, I ran mediation analyses following the same 

mediation procedures as previously described in study 1. Table 4-9 provide an overview for the 

results of mediation tests. 
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Mediating Effects of Ability 

First, ability as a mediator of the relationship between role clarity and motivation is tested. 

The first three of these conditions were met since role clarity has a significant effect on ability (β 

=.60; p< .01); ability has a significant effect on motivation (β =.54; p< .01); and role clarity has a 

significant effect on motivation (β =.64; p< .01). In the fourth step, role clarity maintained a 

significant effect on motivation (β =.32; p< .01) having controlled for the effect of ability on 

motivation. Following Hayes (2013), a 5,000-sample bootstrap estimation was used, which 

suggests that the indirect effect is significant (β = .34, 95% CI = .229 to .483) having accounted 

for the effects of age, gender, ethnicity, education, marital status, and income. Therefore, ability 

partially mediates the relationship between role clarity and motivation. 

Second, ability as a mediator of the relationship between role clarity and participation 

behavior is tested. The first three mediation conditions were met since role clarity has a 

significant effect on ability (β =.60; p< .01); ability has a significant effect on participation (β 

=.23; p< .01); and role clarity has a significant effect on participation (β =.38; p< .01). In the 

fourth step, role clarity maintained a significant effect on motivation (β =.25; p< .05) having 

controlled for the effect of ability on participation. Following Hayes (2013), a 5,000-sample 

bootstrap estimation was used, which suggests that the indirect effect is significant (β = .20, 95% 

CI = .093 to .341) having accounted for the effects of age, gender, ethnicity, education, marital 

status, and income. Therefore, ability partially mediates the relationship between role clarity and 

participation. 

Mediating Effects of Motivation 

First, motivation as a mediator of the relationship between customer ability and participation 

behavior is tested. The first three mediation conditions were met since ability has a significant 
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effect on motivation (β =.77; p< .01); motivation has a significant effect on participation (β =.52; 

p< .01); and ability has a significant effect on participation (β =.41; p< .01). In the fourth step, 

ability does not have a significant effect on participation when having controlled for the effect of 

ability on motivation. Following Hayes (2013), a 5,000-sample bootstrap estimation was used, 

which suggests that the indirect effect is significant (β = .51, 95% CI = .374 to .687) having 

accounted for the effects of age, gender, ethnicity, education, marital status, and income. 

Therefore, motivation fully mediates the relationship between ability and participation. 

Second, motivation as a mediator of the relationship between customer ability and 

PSEngagement is tested. The first three mediation conditions were met since ability has a 

significant effect on motivation (β =.77; p< .01); motivation has a significant effect on 

PSEngagement (β =.59; p< .01); and ability has a significant effect on PSEngagement (β =.51; 

p< .01). In the fourth step, ability does not have significant effect on PSEngagement when 

having controlled for the effect of ability on motivation. Following Hayes (2013), a 5,000-

sample bootstrap estimation was used, which suggests that the indirect effect is significant (β = 

.51, 95% CI = .380 to .660) having accounted for the effects of age, gender, ethnicity, education, 

marital status, and income. Therefore, motivation fully mediates the relationship between ability 

and PSEngagement. 

The Mediating Effect of PSEngagement 

PSEngagement as a mediator of the relationship between customer motivation and participation 

behavior is tested. The first three mediation conditions were met since motivation has a 

significant effect on PSEngagement (β =.63; p< .01); PSEngagement has a significant effect on 

participation (β =.35; p< .01); and motivation has a significant effect on participation (β =.53; p< 

.01). In the fourth step, motivation maintained a significant effect on participation (β =.31; p< 
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.01) having controlled for the effect of PSEngagement on participation. Following Hayes (2013), 

a 5,000-sample bootstrap estimation was used, which suggests that the indirect effect is 

significant (β = .30, 95% CI = .154 to .440) having accounted for the effects of age, gender, 

ethnicity, education, marital status, and income. Therefore, PSEngagement partially mediates the 

relationship between motivation and participation. 

Simultaneous Mediation by Motivation and PSEngagement 

I test motivation and PSEngagement as a double mediator of the relationship between ability 

and participation behavior. After controlling for the mediators, motivation and PSEngagement, 

ability is not a significant predictor of participation behavior. The indirect effect was tested using 

a bootstrap estimation approach with 5000 samples (Hayes, 2013). These results indicated the 

indirect coefficient was significant, β = .21, 95% CI = .105 to .341. Therefore, motivation and 

PSEngagement partially mediate the relationship between ability and participation behavior. 

Hypothesis Testing Using Self-Report and Objective Data 

This section shows the result of the tested model with incorporating the objective data for 

‘participation behavior’ and ‘goal attainment’. The hypotheses and mediation tests that include 

association with these two variables are reported here in the following sections. The remaining 

hypotheses and mediations stayed relatively the same.  

Direct Effects 

The tested model results are shown in Figure 4-4. H1 proposed a positive association 

between customer PSEngagement and customer participation behavior, this association was 

positive and statistically significant (β =.45, p< .01), thus H1 is supported. H3a proposed a 

positive association between customer role clarity and customer participation behavior. H3a was 

positive and statistically significant (β =.17, p< .01). H3b hypothesized a positive association 
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between customer ability and customer participation behavior. This association was positive and 

statistically significant (β =.08, p< .05), providing support for H3b. H3c proposed a positive 

association between customer motivation and customer participation behavior. This association 

was positive and statistically significant (β =.18, p< .01). 

H6a proposed a positive association between customer participation behavior and goal 

attainment; this association was positive and statistically significant (β =.70, p< .01)  then H6a is 

supported. H6b hypothesized a positive association between customer participation behavior and 

customer satisfaction. This association was positive and statistically significant (β =.25, p< .05), 

providing support for H6b. H7a proposed a positive association between customer citizenship 

behavior and goal attainment. H7a was not supported as the proposed association was positive 

but not statistically significant (β =.06, t-value=.626). Lastly, H8 proposed a positive association 

between goal attainment and retention. This association was positive and statistically significant 

(β =.04, p< .05), then H8 is supported. Importantly, endogenous R2 and Q2 variables are as 

following, respectively: customer ability (0.48; 0.33), motivation (0.54; 0.50), PSEngagement 

(0.66; 0.33), participation behavior (0.78; 0.75), citizenship behavior (0.65; 0.40), goal 

attainment (0.58; 0.57), satisfaction (0.61; 0.59), and retention (0.96; 0.89). Stone-Geisser's 

values of blindfolding analyses indicated that Q2 higher than 0.33. Following Hair et al. (2012) 

rule of thumb R2 and Q2 values indicate that the exogenous variables are powerful predictors of 

endogenous variables and the model has a high level of quality. Table 4-14 provides a summary 

of path coefficient, effect size f2, and effect size q2. 

In order to provide more explanations, I ran mediation analyses following the same 

mediation procedures as previously described. Table 4-10 provides an overview for the results of 

mediation tests related to paths with ‘participation behavior’ and ‘goal attainment’. 



 

57 

 

Mediating Effects of Ability 

Ability as a mediator of the relationship between role clarity and participation behavior is 

tested. The first three of these conditions were met since role clarity has a significant effect on 

ability (β =.60; p< .01); ability has a significant effect on motivation (β =.34; p< .01); and role 

clarity has a significant effect on motivation (β =.49; p< .01). In the fourth step, role clarity 

maintained a significant effect on motivation (β =.28; p< .01) having controlled for the effect of 

ability on motivation. Following Hayes (2013), a 5,000-sample bootstrap estimation was used, 

which suggests that the indirect effect is significant (β = .27, 95% CI = .150 to .439) having 

accounted for the effects of age, gender, ethnicity, education, marital status, and income. 

Therefore, ability partially mediates the relationship between role clarity and motivation. 

The Mediating Effect of Motivation 

Motivation as a mediator of the relationship between customer ability and participation 

behavior is tested. The first three mediation conditions were met since ability has a significant 

effect on motivation (β =.77; p< .01); motivation has a significant effect on participation (β =.49; 

p< .01); and ability has a significant effect on participation (β =.55; p< .01). In the fourth step, 

ability maintained a significant effect on participation (β =.17; p< .01) having controlled for the 

effect of ability on motivation. Following Hayes (2013), a 5,000-sample bootstrap estimation 

was used, which suggests that the indirect effect is significant (β = .45, 95% CI = .326 to .607) 

having accounted for the effects of age, gender, ethnicity, education, marital status, and income. 

Therefore, motivation partially mediates the relationship between ability and participation. 

The Mediating Effect of PSEngagement 

PSEngagement as a mediator of the relationship between customer motivation and participation 

behavior is tested. The first three mediation conditions were met since motivation has a 
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significant effect on PSEngagement (β =.63; p< .01); PSEngagement has a significant effect on 

participation (β =.35; p< .01); and motivation has a significant effect on participation (β =.61; p< 

.01). In the fourth step, motivation maintained a significant effect on participation (β =.35; p< 

.01) having controlled for the effect of PSEngagement on participation. Following Hayes (2013), 

a 5,000-sample bootstrap estimation was used, which suggests that the indirect effect is 

significant (β = .32, 95% CI = .194 to .451) having accounted for the effects of age, gender, 

ethnicity, education, marital status, and income. Therefore, PSEngagement partially mediates the 

relationship between motivation and participation. 

Simultaneous Mediation by Motivation and PSEngagement 

I test motivation and PSEngagement as a double mediator of the relationship between ability 

and participation behavior. After controlling for the mediators, motivation and PSEngagement, 

ability is significant predictor of participation behavior (β =.15; p< .05). The indirect effect was 

tested using a bootstrap estimation approach with 5000 samples (Hayes, 2013). These results 

indicated the indirect coefficient was significant, β = .21, 95% CI = .128 to .333. Therefore, 

motivation and PSEngagement partially mediate the relationship between ability and 

participation behavior. 
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CHAPTER V 

 

 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

 

 

This chapter begins by presenting a summary of the conceptual framework, method, 

discussion of the findings, and conclusions of the research. Then, it discusses the practical and 

academic implications of the empirical results. Finally, it exposes the limitations associated with 

the research design and sampling. 

Conceptual 

This dissertation incorporated two types of customer engagement: engagement as a particular 

psychological state induced by the customer’s specific interactive experiences with a focal 

engagement object (Brodie et al., 2011), and engagement as behavior that manifests within the  

broader dynamic processes of value co-creation behaviors (Hollebeek et al., 2016). 

Psychological State Engagement (PSEngagement) is a precursor to value co-creation behavior 

(behavioral engagement). Additionally, this dissertation has explored the antecedents and 

outcomes of customer engagement. Using the self-determination theory, customer perceived 

ability and motivation are corroborated as antecedents of PSEngagement, and subsequently value 

co-creation behaviors, which in turn antecede such outcomes as customer goal attainment, 

satisfaction, and retention. The conceptual framework bearing the substantive hypotheses was 

developed and tested here based on a multidisciplinary body of knowledge. 
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Method 

The literature review identified reliable and valid measurement scales for constructs of 

interest, which were refined and adapted to the study contexts, namely fitness and online higher 

education courses. Both self-report and objective data were collected to test the conceptual 

model in each of these contexts.  

Discussion of the Findings 

The findings of the studies support most of the hypotheses. The direct effects of 

PSEngagement on participation behavior (H1) and citizenship behavior (H2) were significant 

across the study contexts and data types (see Tables 5-1a & 5-2a). Although the PSEngagement–

participation behavior path remained strong and significant, the PSEngagement-citizenship 

behavior path was even stronger. Therefore, an increase in PSEngagement has a greater impact 

on the likelihood of citizenship behavior than participation behavior. Since customer citizenship 

behavior influences firm performance (Groth, 2005; Rosenbaum and Massiah, 2007) and 

contributes additional sources of value to the firm in the form of positive word-of-month and 

suggestions for service improvement (Yi et al. 2011), the stronger effect of PSEngagement on 

citizenship behavior relative to participation behavior is noteworthy. It suggests that firms that 

aim at increasing and enhancing customer voluntary behavior should focus on nurturing 

PSEngagement. 

The effects of customer readiness constructs on participation behavior (H3a-H3c) were also 

replicated across the study contexts and data types. In higher education, the direct effect of role 

clarity on participation behavior (H3a) was not supported; rather, role clarity influenced 

participation behavior indirectly through ability and motivation. In fitness, the direct and indirect 

effects of role clarity on participation behavior were both supported. These results underscore 
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context-dependency of the role of role clarity. One difference is the fact that the role of an 

‘instructor’ in higher education is different than that of a fitness ‘trainer’. Moreover, students of 

higher education are exposed to considerable degree of peer pressure, which makes participation 

dependent on more factors than mere role clarity (such as student ability and intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivations, as well as instructor expertise) (Dellande et al., 2004). The difference 

might also be attributable to the self-service nature of online higher education courses versus in-

person and group-work nature of fitness classes.  

Interestingly, the direct impact of customer ability on participation behavior (H3b) was 

supported in higher education but not in fitness; in the latter, motivation completely mediated 

that relationship. This pattern surfaced consistently regardless of data type (self-report vs. 

objective) (see Tables 5-1b & 5-2b). The difference is understandable given the fact that most 

consumers have the ability, more or less, to engage in fitness classes, but what makes some more 

participative than others is motivation. While motivation was associated with participation 

behavior (H3c) across study contexts and data types; the strength of that association was rather 

overestimated with self-report data relative to objective data (see Tables 5-1c & 5-2c). 

The role clarity-ability (H4a) and the ability-motivation (H4b) paths were supported in both 

study contexts. In both study contexts, motivation completely mediated the effect of ability on 

PSEngagement. This result highlights motivation as a critical antecedent to PSEngagement (H5a 

and H5b). The prediction that PSEngagement would be higher when people were intrinsically (as 

opposed to extrinsically) motivated was supported in the case of higher education, but not 

fitness. 

The findings underscore goal attainment (H6a) and satisfaction (H6b) as outcomes of 

customer participation behavior. While the strength of the customer participation–goal 
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attainment relationship remained the same in higher education, in fitness the association 

appeared significantly stronger with objective data than self-report data (see Tables 5-1d and 5-

2d). The strength of the customer participation–satisfaction relationship was statistically 

indifferent across data types.  

In contrast, the effect of customer citizenship behavior on goal attainment (H7a) appeared 

sensitive to data type (see Table 5-1h & 5-2h). In both study contexts, whereas testing with self-

report data supported the existence of a significant relationship, the path failed to reach 

significance using objective data. The citizenship behavior–satisfaction path (H7b) was 

consistently significant across study contexts. Lastly, while retention was a significant outcome 

of satisfaction (H9) in both study contexts, the effect of goal attainment on retention (H8) was 

much weaker, reaching non-significance in fitness using self-report data. (see Tables 5-1g and 5-

2g). Retention is the primary concerns of online courses provider (EdD, 2013) because of 

receding student retention despite the increasing enrollment percentages (Bawa, 2016) also 

retention is the critical component for most gym owners (Lang, 20107).  

Implications for Practitioners 

Firms across various industries have begun exploring and investing in customer engagement 

as a means of gaining competitive advantage (Harmeling et al. 2017). For example, Anheuser-

Busch has allocated an annual budget of $200 billion to their engagement marketing strategies 

(Barris 2015). This dissertation result suggests that practices that engender customer 

psychological state engagement can enhance customer value co-creation behavior, and these 

improvements in customer value co-creation behavior come in the form of both participation 

behavior and citizenship behavior. An understanding of variables that underlie effective 
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customer co-creations can increase the likelihood of product or service success and can present a 

competitive opportunity for firms.  

To enhance customer engagement (both psychological state engagement and value co-

creation behavior), this dissertation results show that higher levels of customer readiness 

variables are associated with higher levels of customer engagement. Although there are already 

good reasons to believe in the value of practices that can increase the prevalence of these factors, 

their strong impact of motivation and ability on psychological state engagement provides an 

additional reason for recommending these practices. By establishing the consumer readiness 

variables as engagement drivers, I provide an actionable set of factors to help firms understand 

and influence customer engagement. Managers can use tactical strategies to influence role 

clarity, ability, and motivation. 

Managers can take several steps to influence the actionable customer readiness variable 

directly. Training—in the form of detailed, customer friendly instructions or aids— is important 

in influencing role clarity. For instance, training on the proper way to use the equipment and 

weights in gyms or using posters to show how to use equipment may be useful in building role 

clarity. Another example in an online course, instructor explaining clearly the objectives of each 

module, and/or providing rubrics to help students what criteria they will be evaluated for an 

assignment. This may be useful for role clarity.  

An important driver of customer engagement is motivation because of its strong direct effect 

and its mediation role between customer ability and customer engagement (for both types: 

psychological state engagement and customer value co-creation). For example, experts suggest 

that getting and staying in shape is 90% motivation and the rest is training and proper diet 

(Vahinison, 2015). Marketers need to know and understand how to keep their customers’ level of 
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motivations high and utilizing this understanding to formulate strategies. A greater level of 

motivation is associated with a greater likelihood of customer engagement.  

Motivation is concerned with the improvement of people’s psychological processes and 

behavior (Deci and Ryan, 2008). Within SDT, psychological state engagement comes directly 

and indirectly from perceived ability and motivation, which is empowering and allows people to 

act, harness, and persist in purposive activities.  Managers might provide opportunities for 

customers to feel ability or mastery. As illustrated in the simple platform video games they used 

to provide multiple opportunities for the feeling of ability or mastery psychological state 

engagement has been linked with specific configurations of brain activation and positive 

response mechanisms (e.g., Barrett, Della-Maggiore, Chouinard and Paus, 2004; Rozanski, 

Blumenthal, Davidson, Saab, and Kubzansky, 2005).  

Participation behavior which is in-role and required behavior for successful service delivery 

will improve if marketers enhance customer PSEngagement. Also, customer citizenship behavior 

that provides extraordinary value to a firm but is not an obligation in service delivery (Yi and 

Gong, 2013) is influenced by customer engagement. By allocating the resource on enhancing 

customer psychological state engagement, firms can benefit from voluntary behavior such as 

customers providing feedback to service providers regarding services they received and 

suggesting constructive ideas to improve the service business. 

However, although the relevance of engagement to customer value co-creation behavior may 

be important in and of itself, what may be more noteworthy is the greater usefulness of 

engagement in predication customer value co-creation behavior relative to goal attainment, 

satisfaction, and retention. This pattern of findings suggests that it may be worthwhile to focus 

resources on practices that assess and enhance customer engagement. 
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Implications for Researchers 

This dissertation provides a theoretical and empirical foundation for customer engagement 

research and calls for linking concepts and literatures in ‘value cocreation behavior’ and 

‘behavioral engagement’ that may remain unlinked if we use two different labels to refer to the 

same concept. The danger of using ‘behavioral engagement’ is that future research may neglect 

the rich and sizeable ‘value co-creation behavior’ literature instead of incorporating and learning 

from/building upon it. The current study used the Macey and Schneider (2008) framework in the 

industrial psychology discipline to build on the work of Brodie et al. (2011) to facilitate the 

specification and refinement of the definition of customer engagement with incorporating two 

themes: first, customer engagement reflects a customer’s particular psychological state induced 

by the individual’s specific interactive experiences with a focal engagement object (e.g., a brand 

or task). Secondly, Brodie et al. asserts specific customer engagement states to occur within a 

broader dynamic process of service relationships that co-creates value (Brodie et al., 2011). 

Moreover, this study addresses the multidimensional nature of the customer engagement. Two 

different components of customer engagement which include customer PSEngagement and 

customer value co-creation behavior (as a behavioral engagement component) are defined, with 

the former serving as a precursor or antecedent to the latter. 

Behavioral and dimensional conceptualization of value co-creation provides insight into the 

specific types of customer behaviors that spread the effects of PSEngagement. The current study 

shows that different aspects of customer value co-creation behaviors are influenced by 

PSEngagement. Results show customers who are highly psychologically engaged in their tasks 

(or any focal agent/object) not only focus their physical effort on the pursuit of task-related 

activities, but also appear cognitively attentive and emotionally connected to the task (Ashforth 
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and Humphrey, 1995; Kahn, 1990, Rich et al., 2010). It has been acknowledged that customers 

who are psychologically engaged are more likely to exhibit value co-creation behavior which is 

in line with the propositions of the previous studies in industrial psychology discipline (e.g. see 

Macey and Schneider, 2008).  

Additionally, the model and results contribute significantly to our theoretical understanding 

of the factors that influence PSEngagement. Based on the self-determination theory the current 

research is concerned with two different psychological nutrients that enhance the level of 

PSEngagement, namely ability and motivation. . More specifically, when customers perceive 

that they have the ability to perform a task and when they feel motivated to do so, the level of 

their PSEngagement is enhanced. Moreover, the pursuit of meaningful activities, especially those 

associated with intrinsic benefits, enhances PSEngagement greater than those associated with 

extrinsic benefits. 

Even more importantly, the findings suggest that the PSEngagement is not only an 

antecedent of value co-creation behavior but also a key factor with strong mediating properties. 

The mediating role of PSEngagement also provides a partial answer to the ‘why’ question with 

respect to customer readiness variables that have been tested in previous research. For example, 

literature concludes that as role clarity, ability, and motivation increase, the chance of 

participating in service delivery also increases. The PSEngagement mediator role helps to 

explain why this relationship exists. It is not merely that increased customer readiness leads to a 

greater likelihood of value co-creation behavior but also that increased customer readiness leads 

to higher levels of PSEngagement, which increases the likelihood of value co-creation behavior. 

The current research discovers if customers becoming informed about what the service 

requirements are (Kellogg et al., 1997, Yi and Gong, 2013; Yi, 2014) will not directly affect the 
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likelihood of the participation behavior; however there are indirect impacts on participation 

behavior through other customer readiness variables. When customers have the necessary skills 

to complete a task, they are more likely to demonstrate the participation behavior. According to 

Seltzer, (1983), individuals will not perform an activity when they believe that they are unable to 

perform a task required by that activity.  Consequently, ability is a critical component of 

customer readiness and an antecedent of participation behavior. Finally, because customers may 

participate in the value co-creation process actively or passively, they must be motivated to 

actively participate. 

Another contribution to this dissertation is when service customers participate in service 

delivery, there is a greater likelihood that they will achieve their goals—which previous research 

has not disputed (see, Bagozzi and Dholakia, 1999). The result is in line with Mills et al.’s 

(1983) argument that taking part in the service delivery process makes customers accountable for 

the activities and the extent to which they achieve their goals.  

Limitations 

Although the findings of this dissertation are generally supportive of our hypotheses, the 

research design had limitations that may be addressed in future research. First, the degree to 

which our results would generalize to other customers and services is unknown. For example, the 

high level of customer role in higher education and fitness may have helped respondents to 

distinguish between physical and cognitive energies in a way that would be more difficult in 

another context. Although this may be a valid concern, the factor structure of the PSEngagement 

and customer value co-creation behavior measurement scale with students was relatively similar 

to that of fitness members. Secondly, I used cross-sectional data rather than a longitudinal study. 

Kahn (1990, 1992) originally described engagement in terms of dynamic moments and fluctuate 
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in particular moments and situations. Therefore, future research should begin to capture the 

variance in customers’ engagement over time. 

Thirdly, although I used multiple data sources, this research was cross-sectional; therefore 

inferences regarding causality are limited. Although I had strong theoretical and logical reasons 

to presume causal ordering, which was subsequently reflected in the structural equation 

modeling, I caution readers that alternative causal models are plausible, which can be examined 

in future research. For example, to fully understand how PSEngagement and customer value co-

creation behavior are related, researchers may consider the impact that customer value co-

creation has on PSEngagement.   

 

 

 



 

69 

  

REFERENCES 

 

 

Ahearne, M., Bhattacharya, C. B., & Gruen, T. (2005). Antecedents and consequences of 

customer-company identification: expanding the role of relationship marketing. Journal 

of applied psychology, 90(3), 574. 

Allen, T. D., & Rush, M. C. (1998). The effects of organizational citizenship behavior on 

performance judgments: a field study and a laboratory experiment. Journal of applied 

psychology, 83(2), 247. 

Anderson, E. W., & Sullivan, M. W. (1993). The antecedents and consequences of customer 

satisfaction for firms. Marketing science, 12(2), 125-143. 

Anderson, E. W., Fornell, C., & Mazvancheryl, S. K. (2004). Customer satisfaction and 

shareholder value. Journal of marketing, 68(4), 172-185. 

Andreasen, A. R. (1983). Consumer research in the service sector. Emerging Perspectives on 

Services Marketing, Chicago: American Marketing Association, 63-64. 

Appleton, J. J., Christenson, S. L., Kim, D., & Reschly, A. L. (2006). Measuring cognitive and 

psychological engagement: Validation of the Student Engagement Instrument. Journal of 

School Psychology, 44(5), 427-445. 

Ashforth, B. E., & Humphrey, R. H. (1995). Emotion in the workplace: A reappraisal. Human 

relations, 48(2), 97-125. 

Auh, S., Bell, S. J., McLeod, C. S., & Shih, E. (2007). Co-production and customer loyalty in 

financial services. Journal of retailing, 83(3), 359-370. 

Bagozzi, R. P., & Dholakia, U. (1999). Goal setting and goal striving in consumer behavior. The 

Journal of Marketing, 19-32. 

Ballou, D., Wang, R., Pazer, H., & Tayi, G. K. (1998). Modeling information manufacturing 

systems to determine information product quality.Management Science, 44(4), 462-484. 

Bansal, H. S., Irving, P. G., & Taylor, S. F. (2004). A three-component model of customer to 

service providers. Journal of the Academy of marketing Science, 32(3), 234-250. 

Barrett, J., Della-Maggiore, V., Chouinard, P. A., & Paus, T. (2004). Mechanisms of action 

underlying the effect of repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation on mood: behavioral 

and brain imaging studies. Neuropsychopharmacology, 29(6), 1172.



 

70 

  

Barris, M. (2015). Budweiser says Super Bowl digital strategy as important as ad buy. Mobile 

Marketer, retrieved Jun 2, 2017 from http://www.mobilemarketer.com/cms/news/ 

advertising/19580.html. 

Bawa, P. (2016). Retention in Online Courses: Exploring Issues and Solutions—A Literature 

Review. SAGE Open, 6(1), 1-11. 

Bearden, W. O., & Teel, J. E. (1983). Selected determinants of consumer satisfaction and 

complaint reports. Journal of marketing Research, 21-28. 

Bendapudi, N., & Leone, R. P. (2003). Psychological implications of customer participation in 

co-production. Journal of marketing, 67(1), 14-28. 

Berry, L. L. (1995). Relationship marketing of services—growing interest, emerging 

perspectives. Journal of the Academy of marketing science, 23(4), 236-245. 

Bettencourt, L. A. (1997). Customer voluntary performance: Customers as partners in service 

delivery. Journal of retailing, 73(3), 383-406. 

Bettencourt, L. A., & Brown, S. W. (1997). Contact employees: Relationships among workplace 

fairness, job satisfaction and prosocial service behaviors. Journal of retailing, 73(1), 39-

61. 

Bettencourt, L. A., Ostrom, A. L., Brown, S. W., & Roundtree, R. I. (2002). Client co-production 

in knowledge-intensive business services. California management review, 44(4), 100-

128. 

Bitner, M. J., Faranda, W. T., Hubbert, A. R., & Zeithaml, V. A. (1997). Customer contributions 

and roles in service delivery. International journal of service industry management, 8(3), 

193-205. 

Blattberg, R. C., Getz, G., & Thomas, J. S. (2001). Customer equity: Building and managing 

relationships as valuable assets. Harvard Business Press. 

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. Transaction Publishers. 

Blišťan, P., Kovanič, Ľ., & Kovaničová, M. (2015). The Importance of Geographic Information 

Systems Education at Universities in the Process of Building a European Knowledge-

based Society. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 191, 2458-2462. 

Bol, L., & Hacker, D. J. (2012). Calibration Research: Where Do We Go from Here? Frontiers 

in Psychology, 3(229), 1-6.  

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. M. (1993). Expanding the criterion domain to include elements 

of contextual performance. Personnel Selection in Organizations; San Francisco: Jossey-

Bass, 71. 



 

71 

 

Bove, L. L., Pervan, S. J., Beatty, S. E., & Shiu, E. (2009). Service worker role in encouraging 

customer organizational citizenship behaviors. Journal of Business Research, 62(7), 698-

705. 

Bowden, J. L. H. (2009). The process of customer engagement: A conceptual 

framework. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 17(1), 63-74. 

Bowen, D. E. (1986). Managing customers as human resources in service organizations. Human 

resource management, 25(3), 371-383. 

Bowen, D. E., & Schneider, B. (1985). Boundary-spanning-role employees and the service 

encounter: Some guidelines for management and research. The service encounter, 127, 

148.  

Bowers, M. R., Martin, C. L., & Luker, A. (1990). Trading places: employees as customers, 

customers as employees. Journal of Services Marketing, 4(2), 55-69. 

Brakus, J. J., Schmitt, B. H., & Zarantonello, L. (2009). Brand experience: what is it? How is it 

measured? Does it affect loyalty?. Journal of marketing,73(3), 52-68. 

Brodie, R. J., Hollebeek, L. D., Juric, B., & Ilic, A. (2011). Customer engagement: conceptual 

domain, fundamental propositions, and implications for research. Journal of Service 

Research, 14(3), 252-271. 

Burdon, S., Mooney, G. R., & Al-Kilidar, H. (2015). Navigating service sector innovation using 

co-creation partnerships. Journal of Service Theory and Practice, 25(3), 285-303. 

Calder, B. J., & Malthouse, E. C. (2008). Media engagement and advertising effectiveness. 

Kellogg on advertising and media, 1-36.  

Campbell, D. T., & Fiske, D. W. (1959). Convergent and discriminant validation by the 

multitrait-multimethod matrix. Psychological bulletin, 56(2), 81. 

Cermak, D. S., File, K. M., & Prince, R. A. (1994). Customer participation in service 

specification and delivery. Journal of Applied Business Research, 10(2), 90. 

Chandler, J. D., & Lusch, R. F. (2014). Service systems a broadened framework and research 

agenda on value propositions, engagement, and service experience. Journal of Service 

Research, ,18(1), 6-22. 

Chandler, J., & Chen, S. (2015). Prosumer motivations in service experiences. Journal of Service 

Theory and Practice, 25(2), 220-239. 

Chen, S. C., & Raab, C. (2014). Construction and validation of the customer participation 

scale. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 1096348014525631. 

Chin, W. W., Thatcher, J. B., & Wright, R. T. (2012). Assessing common method bias: problems 

with the ULMC technique. MIS Quarterly, 36(3), 1003-1019. 



 

72 

 

Chua, C., & Sweeney, J. C. (2003). Customer participation in service production: Development 

of a multidimensional scale. In Proc. of the Anzmac Conference, Adelaide, Australia (pp. 

2152-2159). 

Claycomb, C., Lengnick-Hall, C. A., & Inks, L. W. (2001). The customer as a productive 

resource: a pilot study and strategic implications. Journal of Business Strategies, 18(1), 

47-69. 

Dabholkar, P. A. (1996). Consumer evaluations of new technology-based self-service options: an 

investigation of alternative models of service quality. International Journal of research in 

Marketing, 13(1), 29-51. 

Davies, J., & Graff, M. (2005). Performance in e‐learning: online participation and student 

grades. British Journal of Educational Technology, 36(4), 657-663. 

De Bruyn, A., & Lilien, G. L. (2008). A multi-stage model of word-of-mouth influence through 

viral marketing. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 25(3), 151-163. 

Dean, A. M. (1997). The impact of consumer participation on perceived service quality. Paper 

presented at the Australian and New Zealand Academy of Management, Wollongong, 

New South Wales, Australia. 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). The general causality orientations scale: Self-determination 

in personality. Journal of research in personality, 19(2), 109-134. 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2008). Self-determination theory: A macrotheory of human 

motivation, development, and health. Canadian psychology/Psychologie 

canadienne, 49(3), 182. 

DeGroot, T., & Brownlee, A. L. (2006). Effect of department structure on the organizational 

citizenship behavior–department effectiveness relationship. Journal of Business 

research, 59(10), 1116-1123. 

Dellande, S., Gilly, M. C., & Graham, J. L. (2004). Gaining compliance and losing weight: The 

role of the service provider in health care services. Journal of Marketing, 68(3), 78-91. 

Dessart, L., Veloutsou, C., & Morgan-Thomas, A. (2015). Consumer engagement in online 

brand communities: a social media perspective. Journal of Product & Brand 

Management, 24(1), 28-42. 

Dholakia, U. M., Blazevic, V., Wiertz, C., & Algesheimer, R. (2009). Communal service 

delivery how customers benefit from participation in firm-hosted virtual P3 

communities. Journal of Service Research, 12(2), 208-226. 

Dong, B., Evans, K. R., & Zou, S. (2008). The effects of customer participation in co-created 

service recovery. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36(1), 123-137. 



 

73 

 

Dumont, R. A. (1996). Teaching and learning in cyberspace. Professional Communication, IEEE 

Transactions on, 39(4), 192-204. 

Duncan, R. B. (1972). Characteristics of organizational environments and perceived 

environmental uncertainty. Administrative science quarterly, 313-327. 

Easingwood, C. J. (1986). New product development for service companies. Journal of Product 

Innovation Management, 3(4), 264-275. 

EdD, A. I. (2013), “A Dozen Strategies for Improving Online Student Retention” July 8, 

(Accessed June 15, 2017), Available at: https://www.facultyfocus.com/articles/online-

education/a-dozen-strategies-for-improving-online-student-retention/  

Ehrhart, M. G., Bliese, P. D., & Thomas, J. L. (2006). Unit-level OCB and unit effectiveness: 

Examining the incremental effect of helping behavior. Human Performance, 19(2), 159-

173. 

EIU (2007), ‘‘Beyond Loyalty: Meeting the Challenge of Customer Engagement Part I,’’ The 

Economist Intelligence Unit 2007, (accessed November 18, 2015), [available at 

http://www.adobe.com/engagement/pdfs/partI.pdf].  

Ennew, C. T., & Binks, M. R. (1999). Impact of participative service relationships on quality, 

satisfaction and retention: an exploratory study. Journal of business research, 46(2), 121-

132. 

Fang, E., Palmatier, R. W., & Evans, K. R. (2008). Influence of customer participation on 

creating and sharing of new product value. Journal of the Academy of Marketing 

Science, 36(3), 322-336. 

Finn, J. D., & Cox, D. (1992). Participation and withdrawal among fourth-grade 

pupils. American Educational Research Journal, 29(1), 141-162. 

Fitzsimmons, J. A. (1985). Consumer participation and productivity in service 

operations. Interfaces, 15(3), 60-67. 

Fornell, C. (1992). A national customer satisfaction barometer: The Swedish experience. the 

Journal of Marketing, 6-21. 

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Structural equation models with unobservable variables and 

measurement error: Algebra and statistics. Journal of marketing research, 382-388. 

Fournier, S. (1998). Consumers and their brands: Developing relationship theory in consumer 

research. Journal of consumer research, 24(4), 343-373. 

Gagné, M., Ryan, R., & Bargmann, K. (2003). Autonomy support and need satisfaction in the 

motivation and well-being of gymnasts. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 15(4), 372-

390. 

http://www.adobe.com/engagement/pdfs/partI.pdf


 

74 

 

Garbarino, E., & Johnson, M. S. (1999). The different roles of satisfaction, trust, and 

commitment in customer relationships.  Journal of Marketing, 63(2), 70-87. 

Goffman, E. (1961). Encounters: Two studies in the sociology of interaction. Indianapolis: 

Bobbs-Merrill. 

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement. American 

sociological review, 25(2), 161-178. 

Greenland, S. J., & Moore, C. (2014). Patterns of online student enrolment and attrition in 

Australian open access online education: a preliminary case study. Open Praxis, 6(1), 45-

54. 

Grönroos, C. (2011). Value co-creation in service logic: A critical analysis. Marketing 

theory, 11(3), 279-301. 

Grönroos, C., & Ravald, A. (2011). Service as business logic: implications for value creation and 

marketing. Journal of Service Management, 22(1), 5-22. 

Groth, M. (2005). Customers as good soldiers: Examining citizenship behaviors in internet 

service deliveries. Journal of management, 31(1), 7-27. 

Gruca, T. S., & Rego, L. L. (2005). Customer satisfaction, cash flow, and shareholder 

value. Journal of Marketing, 69(3), 1-130. 

Gruen, T. W. (1995). The outcome set of relationship marketing in consumer markets. 

International Business Review, 4(4), 447-469. 

Hair, J. F., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., & Mena, J. A. (2012). An assessment of the use of partial 

least squares structural equation modeling in marketing research. Journal of the academy 

of marketing science, 40(3), 414-433. 

Harmeling, C. M., Moffett, J. W., Arnold, M. J., & Carlson, B. D. (2017). Toward a theory of 

customer engagement marketing. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 45(3), 

312-335. 

Harvey, B. (2005), ‘‘What is Engagement?’’ December 28, (Accessed July 29, 2016), Available 

at: http://www.nextcenturymedia.com/2005/12/what-is-engagement.html  

Hatcher, L. (1994). A Step-by-Step Approach to Using the SAS System for Factor Analysis and 

Structural Equation Modelling. SAS Institute Inc.: Carey, NC. 

Haven, B. (2007), ‘‘Marketing’s New Key Metric: Engagement,’’ August 8, (Accessed May 15, 

2010), Available at: 

http://www.forrester.com/Research/Document/Excerpt/0,7211,42124,00.html 

http://www.nextcenturymedia.com/2005/12/what-is-engagement.html
http://www.forrester.com/Research/Document/Excerpt/0,7211,42124,00.html


 

75 

 

Heinonen, K., Strandvik, T., Mickelsson, K. J., Edvardsson, B., Sundström, E., & Andersson, P. 

(2010). A customer-dominant logic of service. Journal of Service Management, 21(4), 

531-548. 

Hew, K. F., & Cheung, W. S. (2008). Attracting student participation in asynchronous online 

discussions: A case study of peer facilitation. Computers & Education, 51(3), 1111-1124. 

Hiltz, S. R., & Wellman, B. (1997). Asynchronous learning networks as a virtual 

classroom. Communications of the ACM, 40(9), 44-49. 

Hippel, E. (2001). User toolkits for innovation. Journal of product innovation 

management, 18(4), 247-257. 

Hoffman, S. L. (2016). Time to Discipline? Estimating the Risks and Impact of Public-School 

Discipline (Doctoral dissertation). 

Hollebeek, L. (2011b). Exploring customer brand engagement: definition and themes. Journal of 

strategic Marketing, 19(7), 555-573. 

Hollebeek, L. D. (2011a). Demystifying customer brand engagement: Exploring the loyalty 

nexus. Journal of marketing management, 27(7-8), 785-807. 

Hollebeek, L. D., Glynn, M. S., & Brodie, R. J. (2014). Consumer brand engagement in social 

media: Conceptualization, scale development and validation. Journal of interactive 

marketing, 28(2), 149-165. 

Hollebeek, L. D., Srivastava, R. K., & Chen, T. (2016). SD logic–informed customer 

engagement: integrative framework, revised fundamental propositions, and application to 

CRM. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 1-25. 

Homburg, C., & Giering, A. (2001). Personal characteristics as moderators of the relationship 

between customer satisfaction and loyalty—an empirical analysis. Psychology & 

Marketing, 18(1), 43-66. 

Homburg, C., Koschate, N., & Hoyer, W. D. (2005). Do satisfied customers really pay more? A 

study of the relationship between customer satisfaction and willingness to pay. Journal of 

Marketing, 69(2), 84-96. 

Hoyt, J. E. (1999). Remedial education and student attrition. Community College Review, 27(2), 

51-72. 

Hsieh, A. T., & Chang, E. T. (2004). The effect of consumer participation on price 

sensitivity. Journal of consumer affairs, 38(2), 282-296. 

Jaakkola, E., & Alexander, M. (2014). The role of customer engagement behavior in value co-

creation a service system perspective. Journal of Service Research, 17(3), 247-261. 



 

76 

 

Jackson, D. L. (2003). Revisiting sample size and number of parameter estimates: Some support 

for the N: q hypothesis. Structural equation modeling, 10(1), 128-141. 

Johnston, R. (1989). The customer as employee. International Journal of Operations & 

Production Management, 9(5), 15-23. 

Jones, M. A., Mothersbaugh, D. L., & Beatty, S. E. (2000). Switching barriers and repurchase 

intentions in services. Journal of retailing, 76(2), 259-274. 

Kahn, W. A. (1990). Psychological conditions of personal engagement and disengagement at 

work. Academy of management journal, 33(4), 692-724. 

Kahn, W. A. (1992). To be fully there: Psychological presence at work. Human relations, 45(4), 

321-349. 

Kamata, A., Turhan, A., & Darandari, E. (2003). Estimating Reliability for Multidimensional 

Composite Scale Scores. American Educational Research Association, Chicago. 

Kanfer, R. (1990). Motivation theory and industrial and organizational psychology. Handbook of 

industrial and organizational psychology, 1(2), 75-130. 

Karambayya, R. (1990). Contexts for organizational citizenship behavior: Do high performing 

and satisfying units have better’citizens’. Unpublished Paper, York University, Ontario. 

Kasser, T., & Ryan, R. M. (1996). Further examining the American dream: Differential 

correlates of intrinsic and extrinsic goals. Personality and social psychology 

bulletin, 22(3), 280-287. 

Kasser, T., & Ryan, R. M. (2001). Be careful what you wish for: Optimal functioning and the 

relative attainment of intrinsic and extrinsic goals. Life goals and well-being: Towards a 

positive psychology of human striving, (116-131). 

Kasser, V. G., & Ryan, R. M. (1999). The Relation of Psychological Needs for Autonomy and 

Relatedness to Vitality, Well‐Being, and Mortality in a Nursing Home1. Journal of 

Applied Social Psychology, 29(5), 935-954. 

Kelley, S. W., Donnelly Jr, J. H., & Skinner, S. J. (1990). Customer participation in service 

production and delivery. Journal of retailing, 66(3), 315. 

Kellogg, D. L., Youngdahl, W. E., & Bowen, D. E. (1997). On the relationship between 

customer participation and satisfaction: two frameworks. International Journal of Service 

Industry Management, 8(3), 206-219. 

Kerlinger, F. N., & Lee, H. B. (2000). Survey research. Foundations of behavioral research,, 

599-619. 

Kim, Y., Kasser, T., & Lee, H. (2003). Self-Concept, Aspirations, and Weil-Being in South 

Korea and the United States. The Journal of Social Psychology, 143(3), 277-290. 



 

77 

 

Kivetz, R., Urminsky, O., & Zheng, Y. (2006). The goal-gradient hypothesis resurrected: 

Purchase acceleration, illusionary goal progress, and customer retention. Journal of 

Marketing Research, 43(1), 39-58. 

Konyu-Fogel, G., & Grossnickle, A. E. (2013). Promotional Determinants of Business School 

Retention: A Case Study Approach. Journal of Higher Education Theory and 

Practice, 13(2), 110. 

Koys, D. J. (2001). The effects of employee satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, and 

turnover on organizational effectiveness: A unit‐level, longitudinal study. Personnel 

psychology, 54(1), 101-114. 

Kristensson, P., Gustafsson, A., & Archer, T. (2004). Harnessing the creative potential among 

users*. Journal of product innovation management, 21(1), 4-14. 

Kumar, V. (2010). Customer relationship management. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. 

Kumar, V. (2013). Profitable customer engagement: concept, metrics and strategies. SAGE 

Publications India. 

Kumar, V., & Pansari, A. (2016). Competitive advantage through engagement. Journal of 

Marketing Research, 53(4), 497-514. 

Kumar, V., Aksoy, L., Donkers, B., Venkatesan, R., Wiesel, T., & Tillmanns, S. (2010). 

Undervalued or overvalued customers: capturing total customer engagement 

value. Journal of Service Research, 13(3), 297-310. 

Lang, P. (2017), “Increase Gym Member Retention With Better Customer Service – How to 

Guide” June 15, (Accessed June 15, 2017), Available at: http://uhurunetwork.com/gym-

member-retention-customer-service/  

Larsson, R., & Bowen, D. E. (1989). Organization and customer: managing design and 

coordination of services. Academy of Management Review, 14(2), 213-233. 

Lau, L. K. (2003). Institutional factors affecting student retention. Education, 124(1), 126. 

Lee, J. (1996). Predictability, controllability, and outcome desirability as moderators of the 

perceived risk, perceived value, and adoption intention of a technology-based service 

innovation: A personal control perspective (Doctoral dissertation, University of 

Alabama). 

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace deviance: the 

role of affect and cognitions. Journal of applied psychology, 87(1), 131. 

Lemon, K. N., & Verhoef, P. C. (2016). Understanding customer experience throughout the 

customer journey. Journal of Marketing, 80(6), 69-96. 

Levitt, T. (1972). Production-line approach to service. Harvard business review, 50(5), 41-52. 



 

78 

 

Lewin, K. (1938). The conceptual representation and the measurement of psychological forces. 

Libai, B., Bolton, R., Bügel, M. S., De Ruyter, K., Götz, O., Risselada, H., & Stephen, A. T. 

(2010). Customer-to-customer interactions: broadening the scope of word of mouth 

research. Journal of Service Research, 13(3), 267-282. 

Long, J.S. (1983), Confirmatory Factor Analysis, Sage Publications, London and Beverly Hills, 

CA. 

Lovelock, C. H., & Young, R. F. (1979). Look to consumers to increase productivity. Harvard 

business review, 57(3), 168-178. 

Luo, X., & Homburg, C. (2007). Neglected outcomes of customer satisfaction. Journal of 

Marketing, 71(2), 133-149. 

Lusch, R. F., & Vargo, S. L. (2006). Service-dominant logic: reactions, reflections and 

refinements. Marketing theory, 6(3), 281-288. 

Lusch, R., & Wu, C. (2012). A service science perspective on higher education: Linking service 

productivity theory and higher education reform. Center for American Progress, August. 

Macey, W. H., & Schneider, B. (2008). The meaning of employee engagement. Industrial and 

organizational Psychology, 1(1), 3-30. 

Magnusson, P. R., Matthing, J., & Kristensson, P. (2003). Managing user involvement in service 

innovation: Experiments with innovating end users. Journal of Service Research, 6(2), 

111-124. 

Maketo (2016). Retrieved from http://www.marketo.com/about/news/majority-of-marketers-

believemarketing-needs-to-undergo-dramatic-chang/      

Marcus, R. D. (1989). Freshmen retention rates at US private colleges: Results from aggregate 

data. Journal of economic and social measurement, 15(1), 37-55. 

Maslach, C., & Jackson, S. E. (1981). The measurement of experienced burnout. Journal of 

organizational behavior, 2(2), 99-113. 

May, D. R., Gilson, R. L., & Harter, L. M. (2004). The psychological conditions of 

meaningfulness, safety and availability and the engagement of the human spirit at work. 

Journal of occupational and organizational psychology, 77(1), 11-37. 

McKeen, J. D., Guimaraes, T., & Wetherbe, J. C. (1994). The relationship between user 

participation and user satisfaction: an investigation of four contingency factors. MIS 

quarterly, 427-451. 

Meuter, M. L., Bitner, M. J., Ostrom, A. L., & Brown, S. W. (2005). Choosing among alternative 

service delivery modes: An investigation of customer trial of self-service 

technologies. Journal of marketing, 69(2), 61-83. 

http://www.marketo.com/about/news/majority-of-marketers-believemarketing-needs-to-undergo-dramatic-chang/
http://www.marketo.com/about/news/majority-of-marketers-believemarketing-needs-to-undergo-dramatic-chang/


 

79 

 

Meyer, J. P., & Gagne, M. (2008). Employee engagement from a self-determination theory 

perspective. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 1(01), 60-62. 

Milewa, T. (1997). User participation in service planning: a qualitative approach to gauging the 

impact of managerial attitudes. Journal of Management in Medicine, 11(4), 238-245. 

Mills, P. K., & Morris, J. H. (1986). Clients as “partial” employees of service organizations: 

Role development in client participation. Academy of management review, 11(4), 726-

735.  

Mills, P. K., Chase, R. B., & Margulies, N. (1983). Motivating the client/employee system as a 

service production strategy. Academy of Management Review, 8(2), 301-310. 

Misra, K. (2002). Whose house is it? Exploring user participation in the design process of 

residences. Systems Research and Behavioral Science, 19(4), 301. 

Mittal, V., & Frennea, C. (2010). Customer satisfaction: a strategic review and guidelines for 

managers. MSI Fast Forward Series, Marketing Science Institute, Cambridge, MA. 

Mittal, V., & Kamakura, W. A. (2001). Satisfaction, repurchase intent, and repurchase behavior: 

Investigating the moderating effect of customer characteristics. Journal of marketing 

research, 38(1), 131-142. 

Mollen, A., & Wilson, H. (2010). Engagement, telepresence and interactivity in online consumer 

experience: Reconciling scholastic and managerial perspectives. Journal of business 

research, 63(9), 919-925. 

Morgan, R. M., & Hunt, S. D. (1994). The commitment-trust theory of relationship 

marketing. Journal of Marketing, 58(3), 20-38. 

Motowidlo, S. J., & Van Scotter, J. R. (1994). Evidence that task performance should be 

distinguished from contextual performance. Journal of Applied psychology, 79(4), 475. 

Muniz, A. M., & O'guinn, T. C. (2001). Brand community. Journal of consumer research, 27(4), 

412-432. 

Mustak, M., Jaakkola, E., & Halinen, A. (2013). Customer participation and value creation: a 

systematic review and research implications. Managing Service Quality: An International 

Journal, 23(4), 341-359. 

Nambisan, S., & Baron, R. A. (2009). Virtual customer environments: testing a model of 

voluntary participation in value co‐creation activities. Journal of product innovation 

management, 26(4), 388-406. 

O'Higgins, E. R., & Morgan, J. W. (2006). Stakeholder salience and engagement in political 

organisations: Who and what really counts?. Society and Business Review, 1(1), 62-76. 



 

80 

 

Oliver, R. L. (1980). A cognitive model of the antecedents and consequences of satisfaction 

decisions. Journal of Marketing Research, 17(4), 460-469. 

Oliver, R. L. (2014). Satisfaction: A behavioral perspective on the consumer. Routledge. 

Oliver, R. L., & Swan, J. E. (1989). Equity and disconfirmation perceptions as influences on 

merchant and product satisfaction. Journal of Consumer Research, 16(3), 372-383. 

Organ, D. W. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior: It's construct clean-up time. Human 

performance, 10(2), 85-97. 

Osei-Frimpong, K., Wilson, A., & Owusu-Frimpong, N. (2015). Service experiences and dyadic 

value co-creation in healthcare service delivery: a CIT approach. Journal of Service 

Theory and Practice, 25(4), 443-462. 

Pansari, A., & Kumar, V. (2016). Customer engagement: the construct, antecedents, and 

consequences. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 1-18. 

Parasuraman, A., Berry, L. L., & Zeithaml, V. A. (1991). Perceived service quality as a 

customer‐based performance measure: An empirical examination of organizational 

barriers using an extended service quality model. Human Resource Management, 30(3), 

335-364. 

Patterson, P., Yu, T., & De Ruyter, K. (2006, December). Understanding customer engagement 

in services. In Advancing theory, maintaining relevance, proceedings of ANZMAC 2006 

conference, Brisbane (pp. 4-6). 

Payne, A. F., Storbacka, K., & Frow, P. (2008). Managing the co-creation of value. Journal of 

the academy of marketing science, 36(1), 83-96. 

Petruzzellis, L., D'Uggento, A. M., & Romanazzi, S. (2006). Student satisfaction and quality of 

service in Italian universities. Managing Service Quality: An International 

Journal, 16(4), 349-364. 

Pipino, L. L., Lee, Y. W., & Wang, R. Y. (2002). Data quality assessment.Communications of 

the ACM, 45(4), 211-218. 

Podsakoff, N. P., Whiting, S. W., Podsakoff, P. M., & Blume, B. D. (2009). Individual-and 

organizational-level consequences of organizational citizenship behaviors: A meta-

analysis. Journal of applied Psychology, 94(1), 122. 

Podsakoff, P. M., Ahearne, M., & MacKenzie, S. B. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior 

and the quantity and quality of work group performance. Journal of applied 

psychology, 82(2), 262. 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method 

biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended 

remedies. Journal of applied psychology, 88(5), 879. 



 

81 

 

Poole, D. M. (2000). Student participation in a discussion-oriented online course: A case 

study. Journal of research on computing in education, 33(2), 162-177. 

Porter, L. W., & Lawler, E. E. (1968). Managerial attitudes and performance. 

Prahalad, C. K., & Ramaswamy, V. (2004). Co-creating unique value with customers. Strategy 

& leadership, 32(3), 4-9. 

Raykov, T. (1997). Estimation of composite reliability for congeneric measures. Applied 

Psychological Measurement, 21(2), 173-184. 

Rego, L. L., Billett, M. T., & Morgan, N. A. (2009). Consumer-based brand equity and firm risk. 

Journal of Marketing, 73(6), 47-60. 

Reinartz, W., Thomas, J. S., & Kumar, V. (2005). Balancing acquisition and retention resources 

to maximize customer profitability. Journal of Marketing, 69(1), 63-79. 

Revilla-Camacho, M. Á., Vega-Vázquez, M., & Cossío-Silva, F. J. (2015). Customer 

participation and citizenship behavior effects on turnover intention. Journal of business 

research, 68(7), 1607-1611. 

Rich, B. L., Lepine, J. A., & Crawford, E. R. (2010). Job engagement: Antecedents and effects 

on job performance. Academy of management journal, 53(3), 617-635. 

Ringle, C., Wende, S., & Will, A. (2005). Smart-PLS Version 2.0 M3. University of Hamburg. 

Roberts-DeGennaro, M., & Clapp, J. (2005). Assessing the virtual classroom of a graduate social 

policy course. Journal of Teaching in Social Work, 25(1-2), 69-88. 

Rosenbaum, M. S., & Massiah, C. A. (2007). When customers receive support from other 

customers: exploring the influence of intercustomer social support on customer voluntary 

performance. Journal of Service Research, 9(3), 257-270. 

Rozanski, A., Blumenthal, J. A., Davidson, K. W., Saab, P. G., & Kubzansky, L. (2005). The 

epidemiology, pathophysiology, and management of psychosocial risk factors in cardiac 

practice: the emerging field of behavioral cardiology. Journal of the american college of 

cardiology, 45(5), 637-651. 

Rust, R. T., Lemon, K. N., & Zeithaml, V. A. (2004). Return on marketing: Using customer 

equity to focus marketing strategy. Journal of marketing, 68(1), 109-127.  

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic 

motivation, social development, and well-being. American psychologist, 55(1), 68. 

Ryan, R. M., Rigby, C. S., & Przybylski, A. (2006). The motivational pull of video games: A 

self-determination theory approach. Motivation and emotion, 30(4), 344-360. 



 

82 

 

Salanova, M., Agut, S., & Peiró, J. M. (2005). Linking organizational resources and work 

engagement to employee performance and customer loyalty: the mediation of service 

climate. Journal of applied Psychology, 90(6), 1217. 

Schaufeli, W. B., Martinez, I. M., Pinto, A. M., Salanova, M., & Bakker, A. B. (2002). Burnout 

and engagement in university students a cross-national study. Journal of cross-cultural 

psychology, 33(5), 464-481. 

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., González-Romá, V., & Bakker, A. B. (2002). The measurement 

of engagement and burnout: A two sample confirmatory factor analytic 

approach. Journal of Happiness studies, 3(1), 71-92. 

Seiders, K., Voss, G. B., Grewal, D., & Godfrey, A. L. (2005). Do satisfied customers buy more? 

Examining moderating influences in a retailing context. Journal of Marketing, 69(4), 26-

43. 

Seltzer, L. F. (1983). Influencing the" shape" of resistance: An experimental exploration of 

paradoxical directives and psychological reactance. Basic and Applied Social 

Psychology, 4(1), 47-71. 

Shankar, V., Smith, A. K., & Rangaswamy, A. (2003). Customer satisfaction and loyalty in 

online and offline environments. International journal of research in marketing, 20(2), 

153-175. 

Sheldon, K. M., Ryan, R., & Reis, H. T. (1996). What makes for a good day? Competence and 

autonomy in the day and in the person. Personality and social psychology bulletin, 22, 

1270-1279. 

Silpakit, P., & Fisk, R. P. (1985). Participatizing the service encounter: A theoretical framework. 

In Services marketing in a changing environment (pp. 117-121). Chicago, IL: American 

Marketing Association. 

Simester, D. I., Hauser, J. R., Wernerfelt, B., & Rust, R. T. (2000). Implementing quality 

improvement programs designed to enhance customer satisfaction: Quasi-experiments in 

the United States and Spain. Journal of Marketing Research, 37(1), 102-112. 

Skjolsvik, T., Lowendahl, B. R., Kvalshaugen, R., & Fosstenlokken, S. M. (2007). Choosing to 

learn and learning to choose: Strategies for client co-production and knowledge 

development. California Management Review, 49(3), 110-128. 

Sprott, D., Czellar, S., & Spangenberg, E. (2009). The importance of a general measure of brand 

engagement on market behavior: Development and validation of a scale. Journal of 

Marketing Research, 46(1), 92-104. 

Stampler, Laura (2013), “How Dove’s ‘Real Beauty Sketches’ Became The Most Viral Video 

Ad of All Time” May 22, (Accessed June 10, 2017), Available at 

http://www.businessinsider.com/how-doves-real-beauty-sketches-became-the-most-viral-

ad-video-of-all-time-2013-5 



 

83 

 

Straub, D. W. (1989). Validating instruments in MIS research. MIS quarterly, 147-169. 

Sun, L. Y., Aryee, S., & Law, K. S. (2007). High-performance human resource practices, 

citizenship behavior, and organizational performance: A relational perspective. Academy 

of management journal, 50(3), 558-577. 

Szymanski, D. M., & Henard, D. H. (2001). Customer satisfaction: A meta-analysis of the 

empirical evidence. Journal of the academy of marketing science, 29(1), 16-35. 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Multivariate analysis of variance and 

covariance. Using multivariate statistics, 3, 402-407. 

Taylor, S. A., & Baker, T. L. (1994). An assessment of the relationship between service quality 

and customer satisfaction in the formation of consumers' purchase intentions. Journal of 

retailing, 70(2), 163-178. 

Tether, B. S., & Tajar, A. (2008). Beyond industry–university links: Sourcing knowledge for 

innovation from consultants, private research organisations and the public science-

base. Research Policy, 37(6), 1079-1095. 

Thomas, Tara (2016), “Cognitive Marketing: What It Is and How Digital Marketer Use It” 

December 15, (Accessed June 10, 2017), available at https://boomtrain.com/cognitive-

marketing-digital/ 

Tierney, W. G. (1992). An anthropological analysis of student participation in college. The 

Journal of Higher Education, 603-618. 

Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student attrition. 

University of Chicago Press, 5801 S. Ellis Avenue, Chicago, IL 60637. 

Tolman, E. C. (1959). Principles of purposive behavior. In S. Koch (Ed.), Psychology: A study 

of science, volume 2 (pp. 92-157). New York: McGraw-Hill. 

U.S. Department of Education (2012, June). Enrollment in Distance Education Courses, by State: 

Fall 2012. Retrieved from http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2014023 

Uzkurt, C. (2009). Customer participation in the service process: a model and research 

propositions. International journal of services and operations management, 6(1), 17-37. 

Vahinison, Holisoa (2015), “6 Ways to Motivate Your Personal Training Clients” June, 09, 

(Accessed June 09, 2017), Available at https://www.totalcoaching.com/blog/6-ways-to-

motivate-your-personal-training-clients/ 

Van Doorn, J., Lemon, K. N., Mittal, V., Nass, S., Pick, D., Pirner, P., & Verhoef, P. C. (2010). 

Customer engagement behavior: Theoretical foundations and research directions. Journal 

of Service Research, 13(3), 253-266. 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2014023


 

84 

 

Vansteenkiste, M., Neyrinck, B., Niemiec, C. P., Soenens, B., Witte, H., & Broeck, A. (2007). 

On the relations among work value orientations, psychological need satisfaction and job 

outcomes: A self‐determination theory approach. Journal of occupational and 

organizational psychology, 80(2), 251-277. 

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2004). Evolving to a new dominant logic for marketing. Journal of 

marketing, 68(1), 1-17. 

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2008a). From goods to service (s): Divergences and convergences 

of logics. Industrial marketing management, 37(3), 254-259. 

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2008b). Why “service”?. Journal of the Academy of marketing 

Science, 36(1), 25-38. 

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2008c). Service-dominant logic: continuing the evolution. Journal 

of the Academy of marketing Science, 36(1), 1-10. 

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2011). It's all B2B… and beyond: Toward a systems perspective of 

the market. Industrial Marketing Management, 40(2), 181-187. 

Vargo, S. L., Maglio, P. P., & Akaka, M. A. (2008). On value and value co-creation: A service 

systems and service logic perspective. European management journal, 26(3), 145-152. 

Verhoef, P. C. (2003). Understanding the effect of customer relationship management efforts on 

customer retention and customer share development. Journal of Marketing, 67(4), 30-45. 

Verhoef, P. C., Reinartz, W. J., & Krafft, M. (2010). Customer engagement as a new perspective 

in customer management. Journal of Service Research, 13(3), 247-252. 

Verleye, K., Gemmel, P., & Rangarajan, D. (2014). Managing engagement behaviors in a 

network of customers and stakeholders evidence from the nursing home sector. Journal 

of Service Research, 17(1), 68-84. 

Vivek, S. D. (2009). A scale of consumer engagement (Doctoral dissertation, The University of 

Alabama TUSCALOOSA). 

Vivek, S. D., Beatty, S. E., & Morgan, R. M. (2012). Customer engagement: Exploring customer 

relationships beyond purchase. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 20(2), 122-

146. 

Voelkl, K. E. (1995). School warmth, student participation, and achievement. The Journal of 

Experimental Education, 63(2), 127-138. 

Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. New York: Wiley. 

Wang, R. Y. (1998). A product perspective on total data quality management. Communications 

of the ACM, 41(2), 58-65. 



 

85 

 

Waugh, M., & Su-Searle, J. (2014). Student Persistence and Attrition in an Online MS Program: 

Implications for Program Design. International Journal on E-Learning, 13(1), 101-121. 

Wetzel, J. N., O’Toole, D., & Peterson, S. (1999). Factors affecting student retention 

probabilities: A case study. Journal of economics and finance, 23(1), 45-55. 

Wikström, S. (1996). The customer as co-producer. European journal of marketing, 30(4), 6-19. 

Woo, K. S., & Fock, H. K. (2004). Retaining and divesting customers: An exploratory study of 

right customers,“at-risk” right customers, and wrong customers. Journal of Services 

Marketing, 18(3), 187-197. 

Xie, C., Bagozzi, R. P., & Troye, S. V. (2008). Trying to prosume: toward a theory of consumers 

as co-creators of value. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36(1), 109-122. 

Yi, Y. (2014). Customer value creation behavior. Routledge. 

Yi, Y., & Gong, T. (2006). The antecedents and consequences of service customer citizenship 

and badness behavior. Seoul Journal of Business, 12(2), 145-176. 

Yi, Y., & Gong, T. (2013). Customer value co-creation behavior: Scale development and 

validation. Journal of Business Research, 66(9), 1279-1284. 

Yi, Y., Nataraajan, R., & Gong, T. (2011). Customer participation and citizenship behavioral 

influences on employee performance, satisfaction, commitment, and turnover 

intention. Journal of Business Research, 64(1), 87-95. 

Yi, Y., Nataraajan, R., & Gong, T. (2011). Customer participation and citizenship behavioral 

influences on employee performance, satisfaction, commitment, and turnover 

intention. Journal of Business Research, 64(1), 87-95. 

Youngdahl, W. E., Kellogg, D. L., Nie, W., & Bowen, D. E. (2003). Revisiting customer 

participation in service encounters: does culture matter?. Journal of Operations 

Management, 21(1), 109-120. 

Zeithaml, V. A., Berry, L. L., & Parasuraman, A. (1996). The behavioral consequences of 

service quality.  Journal of Marketing, 60(2), 31-46. 

Zeithaml, V. A., Bitner, M. J., & Gremler, D. D. (2013). Services marketing: Integrating 

customer focus across the firm. McGraw Hill. 

Zhang, J., Farris, P. W., Irvin, J. W., Kushwaha, T., Steenburgh, T. J., & Weitz, B. A. (2010).  

Crafting integrated multichannel retailing strategies. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 

24(2), 168-180.



 

86 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A



 

87 

 

APPENDIX A 

 

 

TABLES 

 

 

Table 2-1: Participation Measures examples 

Groth (2005) One dimension (five items, α = .94) 

Auh et al. (2007) One dimension (three items, α = .80) 

Yi et al. (2011) One dimension (three items, CR= .88, AVE = .64) 

Kelley et al. (1990) 

Two dimensions 

1. Technique quality (i.e., what customers do) 

2. Functional quality (i.e., how customers do what they do) 

Ennew and Binks 

(1999) 

Three dimensions 

1. Information sharing (five items, α = .82) 

2. Absence of fear (two items, α = .66) 

3. Monitoring (two items, α = .32) 

Claycomb et al. 

(2001) 

Three dimensions 

1. Attendance (one item), 2. Information provision (five items), and 3. 

Coproduction (three items) 

Chen and Raab 

(2014) 

Three dimensions 

1. Attitudinal participation (Three items, CR= .71, AVE = .60) 

2. Information participation (Three items, CR= .85, AVE = .70) 

3. Actionable participation (Two items, CR= .71, AVE = .55) 

Kellogg et al. (1997) 

Four dimensions 

1. Preparation, 2. Relationship building, 3. Information exchange, and 4. 

Intervention  

Uzkurt (2010) 

Four dimensions 

1. Information exchange, 2. Behavioral participation, 3. 

Emotional/interactive participation, and 4. Willingness or ability to 

participate 

Yi and Gong (2013) 

Four dimensions 

1. Information seeking (Three items, CR= .91, AVE = .78) 

2. Information sharing (4 items, CR= .94, AVE = .79) 

3. Responsible behavior (4 items, CR= .77, AVE = .77) 

4. Personal interaction (5 items, CR= .95, AVE = .74) 

Note: Cronbach Alpha (α), Composite Reliability (CR), and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 

are presented when these statistics were reported in the works cited. 
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Table 2-2: Literature review on customer engagement definitions 

Author(s) Year Journal 
Dimensions Paper 

Type 
Definition 

P B 

Harmeling, 

Moffett, Arnold, 

and Carlson 

2017 JAMS   X QUAN 

customer engagement as a customer’s voluntary 

resource contribution to a firm’s marketing function, 

going beyond financial patronage (p. 316) 

Hollebeek, 

Srivastava, and 

Chen 

2016 JAMS X X QUAL 

A customer’s motivationally driven, volitional 

investment of focal operant resources (including 

cognitive, emotional, behavioral, and social knowledge 

and skills), and operand resources (e.g. equipment) into 

brand interactions in service systems (p. 6) 

Kumar and 

Pansari 
2016 JMR   X QUAN 

Engagement is defined as “the attitude, behavior, the 

level of connectedness (1) among customers, (2) 

between customers and employees, and (3) of customers 

and employees within a firm” (p.498). 

They develop a 16-item scale to measure CE as a second 

order construct (subdimensions are: Purchase, Referrals, 

Influence, and Knowledge). The minimum score for the 

scale is 16, and the maximum 80. Based on the scores 

customers are divided into four categories: disengaged 

(score of 16–31), somewhat engaged (score of 32–47), 

moderately engaged (score of 48–63), and super-

engaged (score of 64–80). 

Pansari and 

Kumar 
2016 JAMS   X Conceptual 

The mechanics of a customer’s value addition to the 

firm, either through direct and/or indirect contribution 

(p. 2) Customer engagement include buying, referring, 

Influencing, and feedback 

Chandler and 

Lusch 
2015 JSR X   Conceptual 

They assert that engagement is based on both the 

connections of an actor and the psychological 

dispositions of an actor. We refer to these as the 

properties of engagement, and, as seen in Table 1, these 

properties are either external to an actor (i.e., 
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connections) or internal to an actor (i.e., dispositions). 

(p. 9) 

An actor's external connections are characterized by 

temporal contexts. Hence, Actor Engagement (AE) “is 

based on actors' present-day connections that have 

emerged from past service experiences and are oriented 

toward future service experiences” (p. 5), and AE “is 

based on actors' present-day connections as comprised 

of other actors and the social roles that affiliate them 

with these actors” (p. 5).  

Hollebeek, Glynn, 

and Brodie 
2014 

Interactive 

Marketing 
X X QUAL 

A consumer's positively valenced brand-related 

cognitive, emotional and behavioral activity during or 

related to focal consumer/brand interactions p. 154 

Jaakkola and 

Alexander  
2014 JSR   X QUAL 

Expand the behavioral view into multi-stakeholder 

service systems, and identify four types of customer 

engagement behaviors based on informational 

properties: augmenting, co-developing, influencing and 

mobilizing behaviors 

Verleye, Gemmel, 

and Rangarajan 
2014 JSR   X QUAN 

voluntary, discretionary customer behaviors with a firm 

focus... customers’ interactive, cocreative experiences 

with a firm (p. 69) 

Vivek, Beaty, and 

Morgan 
2012 JMTP X X QUAL 

They define CE as the intensity of an individual’s 

participation in and connection with an organization’s 

offerings and/ or organizational activities, which either 

the customer or the organization initiate (p. 127). 

CE comprises cognitive, emotional, behavioral, and 

social elements in their conceptual framework 
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Brodie, Hollebeek, 

et al.  
2011 JSR X X Conceptual 

(1) customer engagement “reflects a psychological state, 

which occurs by virtue of interactive customer 

experiences with a focal agent/object within specific 

service relationships”; (2) varying states of customer 

engagement “occur within a dynamic, iterative process 

of service relationships that co-create value”; (3) 

customer engagement plays a “central role within a 

nomological network of service relationships”; (4) 

engagement “is a multidimensional concept subject to a 

context- and/or stakeholder-specific expression of 

relevant cognitive, emotional, and behavioral 

dimensions”; (5) Customer engagement “occurs within a 

specific set of situational conditions generating differing 

customer engagement levels.” 

Hollebeek 2011a JSM X X Conceptual 

The level of an individual customer’s motivational, 

brand-related and context-dependent state of mind 

characterized by specific levels of cognitive, emotional 

and behavioral activity in direct brand interactions (p. 

790) 

Hollebeek 2011b JMM X X QUAL 
A customer's level of cognitive, emotional and 

behavioral investment in specific brand interactions 

Kumar, Aksoy, 

Donkers, 

Venkatesan, 

Wiesel, and 

Tillmanns 

2010 JSR   X Conceptual 

Customer Lifetime Value, Customer Referral Value, 

Customer Influence Value, and Customer Knowledge 

Value are the components of the CE framework. 

(1) Customer purchasing behavior, whether it be repeat 

purchases or additional purchases through up-selling 

and cross-selling (corresponding to Customer Lifetime 

Value [CLV]). (2) Customer referral behavior as it 

relates to the acquisition of new customers through a 

firm initiated and incentivized formal referral programs 

(extrinsically motivated; corresponding to Customer 

Referral Value [CRV]). (3) Customer influencer 

behavior through customers’ influence on other acquired 
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customers as well as on prospects [CIV]). (4) Customer 

knowledge behavior via feedback provided to the firm 

for ideas for innovations and improvements, and 

contributing to knowledge development (extrinsically or 

intrinsically motivated; corresponding to Customer 

Knowledge Value [CKV]). 

Mollen and 

Wilson 
2010 JBR X   Conceptual 

A cognitive and affective commitment to the brand as 

personified by the website or other computer-mediated 

entities (p. 920) 

Van Doorn, 

Lemon, et al. 
2010 JSR   X Conceptual 

CE is a “customer’s behavioral manifestation towards a 

brand or firm, beyond purchases, resulting from 

motivational drivers” (p. 253) 

Verhoef, Reinartz, 

and Krafft 
2010 JSR   X Conceptual 

A behavioral manifestaion toward the brand or firm that 

goes beyond transactions (p. 247) 

Bowden  2009 JMTP X X Conceptual 

A psychological process that models the underlying 

mechanisms by which customer loyalty forms for new 

customers of a service brand as well as the mechanisms 

by which loyalty may be maintained for repeat purchase 

customers of a service brand (p. 695) 

Calder, Malthouse, 

and Schaedel 
2009 

Interactive 

Marketing 
X X QUAN 

A second-order construct manifested in various types of 

first-order ‘experience’ constructs, with ‘experience’ 

being defined as “a consumer's beliefs about how a 

(web)site fits into his/her life.” 

1. Stimulation & inspiration (E); 2. Social facilitation 

(E); 3. Temporal (C); 4. Self-esteem & civic mindedness 

(E); 5. Intrinsic enjoyment (E); 6. Utilitarian (C); 7. 

Participation & socializing (B); 8. Community (E) 
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Sprott, Czellar, 

and Spangenberg 
2009 JMR X   QUAN 

An individual difference representing consumers’ 

propensity to include important brands as part of how 

they view themselves (p. 92). 

Vivek 2009 Dissertation X X QUAN 

The intensity of an individual’s participation and 

connection with the organization’s offerings and 

activities initiated by either the customer or the 

organization (p. 7) 

Calder and  

Malthouse 
2008 

Kellogg on 

advertising 

and media 

X   QUAN 

Customer engagement focusing on the consumer’s 

psychological experience while consuming media 

Distinguish media engagement from mere liking, 

implying that engagement is a stronger state of 

connectedness between the customer and the media than 

liking alone. 

O'Higgins and 

Morgan (2006) 
2006 

Society and 

Business 

Review 

    Conceptual 

Engagement as a second source of experience beyond 

the hedonic source of experience resulting from a 

motivational force to make or not make something 

happen 

Patterson, Yu, and  

De Ruyter (2006) 
2006 

ANZMAC  

conference 
X X Conceptual 

Customer engagement refers to the level of a customer’s 

physical, cognitive and emotional presence in their 

relationship with a service organization (p.1) 

Dimensions: 1) Absorption, 2) Dedication, 3) Vigor, and 

4) Interation  

Note- P: psychological; B: behavioral; QUAN: quantitative; QUAL: qualitative 
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Table 3-1 Measurement Items 

Higher education Fitness 

Role Clarity: (Meuter et al, 2005) 

I feel certain about what I should do in this online course. I feel certain about what I should do in this class. 

I am NOT sure what to do in this online course. I am NOT sure what to do in this class. 

I know what is expected of me in this online course I know what is expected of me in this class. 

The process of this online course is clear to me The process of this class is clear to me 

I believe there are only vague directions regarding what I should 

do in this course. 

I believe there are only vague directions regarding what I should 

do in this class. 

Ability: (Meuter et al, 2005)  

I am fully capable of completing the requirements of this course I am fully capable of satisfying the requirements of this class. 

I am confident in my ability to complete this course I am confident in my ability to complete this class. 

This course is well within the scope of my abilities This class is well within the scope of my abilities 

I do NOT feel I am qualified to take this course I do NOT feel I am qualified to take on this class 

My past experiences increase my confidence that I will be able 

to successfully complete the requirements of this course 

My past experiences increase my confidence that I will be able 

to successfully satisfy the requirements of this class 

In total, this course involves things that are more difficult than I 

am capable 

In total, this class involves things that are more difficult than I 

am capable 

Extrinsic Motivation: (Meuter et al, 2005) 

Expectancy 

If I put forth the effort, I could successfully complete this course If I put forth the effort, I will do well in this class 

If I tried to perform the required tasks in this course, my 

performance would be satisfactory 
If I try, I can live up to the expectations in this class 

Making the effort to fulfill the requirements in this course would 

result in the course being completed successfully 

Making the effort to meet the requirements of this class will 

qualify me as a successful member. 

Instrumentality 

Taking this course online would provide me with added 

convenience 
Taking this class helps me manage my weight 

Taking  this course online would allow me to study from 

wherever I am 
Taking this class enables me to be in shape 
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Taking  this course online would allow me to study whenever I 

want 
Taking this class increases my physical attractiveness. 

Taking  this course online would provide me more control over 

the studying process 
Taking this class makes me more athletic. 

 Taking this class prepares me for athletic competitions. 

Valence 

Convenience is desirable to me as a student. Managing my weight is desirable to me 

Being able to study from wherever I am is desirable to me as a 

student. 
Being in shape is desirable to me 

Being able to study whenever I want is desirable to me as a 

student. 
Being physically attractive to others is desirable to me 

Having control over the studying process is desirable to me as a 

student. 
Being athletic is desirable to me. 

 Being prepared for athletic competitions is desirable to me. 

Intrinsic Motivation (Meuter et al, 2005) 

Expectancy 

If I put forth the effort, I could Successfully complete this course If I put forth the effort, I will do well in this class 

If I tried to perform the required tasks in this course, my 

performance would be satisfactory 
If I try, I can live up to the expectations in this class 

Making the effort to fulfill the requirements in this course would 

result in the course being completed successfully 

Making the effort to meet the requirements of this class will 

qualify me as a successful member. 

Instrumentality 

Taking this course online would provide me personal feelings of 

worthwhile accomplishment 

Taking this class provides me with personal feelings of 

worthwhile accomplishment 

Taking this course online would provide me with feelings of 

enjoyment from using the technology 
Taking this class provides me with feelings of enjoyment 

Taking this course online would provide me with feelings of 

independence 
In this class, I feel I am right where I belong 

Taking this course online would allow me to feel innovative in 

how I interact with others in the course. 
I feel great each time I go to this class 

Taking this course online would allow me to have increased 

confidence in my skills 

Taking this class allows me have increased confidence in my 

skills 
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Valence 

Personal feeling of worthwhile accomplishment is desirable to 

me as a student. 

Personal feelings of worthwhile accomplishment is desirable to 

me 

Personal feeling of enjoyment is desirable to me as a student. Feelings of enjoyment is desirable to me 

Feeling of independence is desirable to me as a student. Sense of belonging is desirable to me 

Feeling innovative in how I interact with others in the course is 

desirable to me as a student. 
Feeling great is desirable to me 

Increased confidence in my skills is desirable to me as a student. Having increased confidence in my skills is desirable to me 

Engagement (Schaufeli et al, 2002) 

Vigor 

When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to this online 

course. 
When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to FFC 

When I’m doing my work as a student, I feel bursting with 

energy 
When I’m doing my workout, I feel bursting with energy 

As far as my studies are concerned I always persevere, even 

when things do not go well 

As far as my exercises are concerned, I always persevere, even 

when things do not go well 

I can continue studying for very long periods at a time I can continue exercising for long periods 

I am very resilient, mentally, as far as my studies are concerned 
I am very resilient, mentally, as far as my exercises are 

concerned 

I feel strong and vigorous when I’m studying I feel strong and vigorous when I’m exercising 

Dedication 

To me, my studies are challenging To me, my exercises are challenging 

My study inspires me Exercising inspires me 

I am enthusiastic about my studies I am enthusiastic about my exercises 

I am proud of my studies I am proud of my exercises 

I find my studies full of meaning and purpose I find my exercises full of meaning and purpose 

Absorption 

When I am studying, I forget everything else around me When I am exercising, I forget everything else around me 

Time flies when I am studying Time flies when I am exercising 

I get carried away when I am studying I get carried away when I am exercising 

It is difficult to detach myself from my studies It is difficult to detach myself from my exercises 

I am immersed in my studies I am immersed in my exercises 
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I feel happy when I am studying intensely I feel happy when I am exercising intensely 

Customer Co-Creation Behavior (Yi and Gong, 2013) 

Participation Behavior 

Information Seeking 

When I have a question, I ask the professor. When I have a question, I ask the trainer. 

I do not mind asking clarifying questions from other students. I do not mind asking clarifying questions from other members. 

Whenever I feel lost, I communicate with other students to 

figure out what I need to know. 

Whenever I feel lost, I communicate with other members to 

figure out what I need to know. 

I usually try and find answers to my questions as a student. I usually try and find answers to my questions as a member. 

Information Sharing 

Whenever necessary, I give updates to my professor. Whenever necessary, I give updates to my trainer. 

When needed, I provide proper information to other students. When needed, I provide proper information to other members. 

I always try to answer questions that other students may have. I always try to answer questions that other members may have. 

I don’t mind sharing information with others. I don’t mind sharing information with others. 

Responsible Behavior 

I perform all of the tasks required of me as a student. I perform all of the tasks required of me as a member. 

I adequately complete all the expected assignments. I adequately complete all the expected exercises. 

I adequately complete all my responsibilities as a student in the 

course. 

I adequately complete all my responsibilities as a member in the 

class. 

I follow my professor’s instructions. I follow my trainer’s instructions. 

Personal Interaction 

I am polite toward everyone in the classroom. I am polite toward everyone at FCC. 

I never act rudely towards others. I never act rudely towards others. 

As a student, I try to maintain mutual respect. As a member, I try to maintain mutual respect. 

I am a courteous student. I am a courteous member. 

Citizenship Behavior 

Feedback 

If I have useful ideas that might result in an improvement, I let 

the professor know. 

If I have useful ideas that might result in an improvement, I let 

the trainer know. 

If I have a comment about a specific issue, I share it with others 

in this course. 

If I have a comment about a specific issue, I share it with others 

at FFC. 

I let other students know when I like a discussion.  When I experience a problem, I let the staff know about it 
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I like giving feedback to my professor. I like giving feedback to my trainer. 

Advocacy 

I say positive things about this online course to others. I say positive things about FFC to others 

I often make course recommendations to other students. I recommend FFC to others 

I encourage other students to take this course. I encourage friends and relatives to join FFC 

I tend to defend this online course when others criticize it.  

Helping 

I assist other students if they need my help. I assist other members if they need my help 

I help other studnets if they seem to have problems I help other members if they seem to have problems 

I consider myself to be a helpful student inside the classroom. I teach other members to use the equipment correctly 

I give advice to other students. I give advice to other members 

Tolerance 

I exercise tolerance when I face difficulties in this online course. I exercise tolerance when I face difficulties at FFC. 

When a given online course discussion is not what I expect, I 

usually put up with it. 
When the class is not what I expect, I usually put up with it. 

I am sympathetic when a professor makes a mistake. I am sympathetic when the trainer makes a mistake. 

When I experience difficulties in a course, I try to adapt. When I experience difficulties at FFFC, I try to adapt. 

Goal Attainment  

I have learnt a lot in this online course. I have made a lot of progress at FFC 

So far, this online course has taught me a great deal. So far, FFC has helped me accomplish a great deal 

I have acquired plenty of knowledge and skills in this online 

course. 
I have attained the goals I have been pursuing through FFC 

Satisfaction (Semantic differential) 

How satisfied you are with this online course using the following 

7-point scales. 

Dissatisfied … Satisfied 

Displeased … Pleased 

Unfavorable … Favorable 

How satisfied you are with this center using the following 7-

point scales. 

Dissatisfied … Satisfied 

Displeased … Pleased 

Unfavorable … Favorable  

Retention (Semantic differential) 

How likely you are to take more online courses such as this one 

in future using the following 7-point scales. 

Unlikely … Likely 

How likely you are to continue to be a member of this center in 

future using the following 7-point scales. 

Unlikely … Likely 
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Very Improbable … Very Probable 

Impossible … Possible 

No Chance … Certain 

Very Improbable … Very Probable 

Impossible … Possible 

No Chance … Certain 

 

Table 4-1: Statistical Properties of the Measurement Model 

Constructs 

and Indicators 

Standardized Loading t-value Indicator Reliability 

Study 1 Study 2 Study 1 Study 2 Study 1 Study 2 

Sa S-Ob Sa S-Ob Sa S-Ob Sa S-Ob Sa S-Ob Sa S-Ob 

Role Clarity  (AVE=.58; CR=.87; α=.82)1 (AVE=.66; CR=.90; α=.87)2  

RC1 0.78 0.77 NA  NA 20.29 18.94 NA  NA  0.61 0.59 NA  NA  

RC2 0.77 0.78 0.85 0.86 20.30 22.84 33.12 36.94 0.60 0.61 0.72 0.74 

RC3 0.78 0.76 NA  NA  25.66 21.08 NA  NA  0.60 0.58 NA  NA  

RC4 0.83 0.82 0.84 0.84 34.26 32.58 58.90 57.99 0.68 0.67 0.71 0.71 

RC5 0.64 0.65 0.70 0.70 13.17 14.25 16.88 18.03 0.40 0.42 0.49 0.49 

Ability (AVE=.58; CR=.89; α=.85)1 (AVE=.67; CR=.92; α=.90)2  

AB1 0.80 0.81 NA  NA  29.22 30.39 NA  NA  0.64 0.66 NA  NA  

AB2 0.84 0.84 NA  NA  24.12 23.01 NA  NA  0.71 0.70 NA  NA  

AB3 0.87 0.87 0.86 0.86 44.940 40.12 105.35 93.77 0.76 0.75 0.74 0.74 

AB4 0.68 0.69 0.83 0.83 14.60 15.56 30.86 33.48 0.46 0.48 0.69 0.69 

AB5 0.73 0.72 NA  NA  19.20 17.65 NA  NA  0.53 0.52 NA  NA  

AB6 0.62 0.63 0.83 0.83 13.03 14.14 33.28 37.43 0.39 0.40 0.69 0.69 

Motivation (AVE=.88; CR=.94; α=.87)1 (AVE=.94; CR=.97; α=.93)2 

Vigor (AVE=.54; CR=.87; α=.83)1 (AVE=.68; CR=.93; α=.90)2 

VI1 0.68 0.69 NA  NA  22.01 21.63 NA  NA  0.47 0.48 NA  NA  

VI2 0.81 0.82 NA  NA  43.54 42.44 NA  NA  0.66 0.68 NA  NA  

VI3 0.64 0.63 0.82 0.82 15.12 15.09 34.40 37.82 0.41 0.40 0.67 0.67 

VI4 0.73 0.73 0.92 0.91 25.10 25.04 88.64 82.21 0.53 0.54 0.85 0.83 

VI5 0.69 0.69 0.90 0.89 16.06 15.05 80.75 79.74 0.48 0.47 0.81 0.79 

VI6 0.82 0.82 NA  NA  45.22 43.00 NA  NA  0.68 0.68 NA  NA  

Dedication (AVE=.61; CR=.88; α=.82)1 (AVE=.77; CR=.93; α=.90)2 

DE2 0.84 0.83 0.88 0.87 49.31 47.76 46.55 45.60 0.71 0.69 0.77 0.76 
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DE3 0.89 0.89 0.92 0.92 73.46 70.88 79.77 78.76 0.79 0.78 0.85 0.85 

DE4 0.84 0.83 NA  NA  28.65 27.20 NA NA 0.71 0.70 NA  NA  

DE5 0.86 0.85 0.86 0.86 44.91 41.72 42.73 43.83 0.74 0.72 0.74 0.74 

Absorption (AVE=.62; CR=.91; α=.88)1 (AVE=.68; CR=.93; α=.90)2 

Abs1 0.76 0.76 0.82 0.82 30.15 29.34 40.54 41.97 0.58 0.58 0.67 0.67 

Abs2 0.74 0.76 0.82 0.83 23.10 26.51 47.38 46.94 0.55 0.57 0.67 0.69 

Abs3 0.80 0.80 0.81 0.81 27.42 29.84 36.74 33.17 0.64 0.65 0.66 0.66 

Abs4 0.79 0.80 0.80 0.80 35.25 34.90 39.83 38.03 0.63 0.63 0.64 0.64 

Abs5 0.84 0.84 0.89 0.89 51.19 49.31 65.32 65.38 0.70 0.71 0.79 0.79 

Abs6 0.78 0.78 NA  NA  34.45 33.10 NA  NA  0.61 0.60 NA  NA  

Feedback (AVE=.67; CR=.89; α=.83)1 (AVE=.82; CR=.95; α=.92)2 

FB1 0.82 0.82 0.93 0.93 35.86 36.12 84.82 92.21 0.68 0.67 0.86 0.86 

FB2 0.85 0.85 0.94 0.94 37.66 37.08 109.62 108.75 0.71 0.72 0.88 0.88 

FB3 0.80 0.80 NA  NA  35.21 35.29 NA  NA  0.64 0.65 NA  NA  

FB4 0.79 0.79 0.93 0.93 25.95 24.87 87.72 89.10 0.63 0.62 0.86 0.86 

Advocacy (AVE=.71; CR=.91; α=.86)1 (AVE=.94; CR=.98; α=.97)2 

AD1 0.87 0.87 0.95 0.95 55.60 50.76 99.93 100.75 0.76 0.75 0.90 0.90 

AD2 0.78 0.78 0.98 0.98 22.09 23.38 256.14 271.09 0.60 0.61 0.96 0.96 

AD3 0.91 0.91 0.98 0.98 85.90 84.11 238.50 246.01 0.84 0.84 0.96 0.96 

AD4 0.81 0.81  -  - 32.54 30.21 - - 0.65 0.65 - - 

Helping (AVE=.80; CR=.94; α=.92)1 (AVE=.87; CR=.96; α=.95)2 

H1 0.91 0.91 0.92 0.92 49.65 50.11 61.96 65.61 0.83 0.82 0.85 0.85 

H2 0.92 0.92 0.95 0.95 79.28 76.06 154.17 149.81 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.90 

H3 0.90 0.90 0.93 0.93 50.39 50.37 110.31 113.73 0.80 0.81 0.86 0.86 

H4 0.85 0.86 0.92 0.92 39.91 41.85 108.84 105.04 0.72 0.73 0.85 0.85 

Tolerance (AVE=.61; CR=.86; α=.79)1 (AVE=.71; CR=.91; α=.87)2 

T1 0.85 0.85 0.83 0.83 54.33 58.94 42.07 43.25 0.72 0.73 0.69 0.69 

T2 0.73 0.76 0.81 0.80 21.02 22.78 23.67 22.74 0.54 0.57 0.66 0.64 

T3 0.74 0.74 0.87 0.87 19.96 19.80 52.78 54.78 0.55 0.55 0.76 0.76 

T4 0.81 0.82 0.87 0.87 22.99 23.44 68.88 69.73 0.65 0.67 0.76 0.76 

Satisfaction (AVE=.91; CR=.97; α=.95)1 (AVE=.97; CR=.99; α=.99)2 
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SAT1 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.98 142.21 138.72 276.69 282.07 0.93 0.93 0.96 0.96 

SAT2 0.95 0.95 0.99 0.99 74.27 64.28 534.39 582.01 0.90 0.90 0.98 0.98 

SAT3 0.94 0.95 0.99 0.99 93.71 95.03 490.43 500.49 0.89 0.90 0.98 0.98 

Retention (AVE=.92; CR=.98; α=.97)1 (AVE=.94; CR=.98; α=.98)2 

R1 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.97 112.86 94..475 263.41 257.26 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.94 

R2 0.97 0.97 0.96 0.96 150.20 129.46 139.74 132.99 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.92 

R3 0.94 0.94 0.97 0.97 52.72 44.22 195.52 198.25 0.89 0.89 0.94 0.94 

R4 0.95 0.95 0.97 0.97 107.38 91.69 171.13 180.17 0.91 0.90 0.94 0.94 
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Table 4-1: Statistical Properties of the Measurement Model (Continued)  

Constructs and Indicators 
Standardized Loading t-value Indicator Reliability 

Study 1 Study 2 Study 1 Study 2 Study 1 Study 2 

 Sa Sa Sa Sa Sa Sa 

Info. Seeking  (AVE=.61; CR=.86; α=.79)1 (AVE=.62; CR=.98; α=.97) 2 

Info. S1 0.78 NA 23.45 NA 0.61 NA 

Info. S2 0.83 0.85 43.23 38.41 0.69 0.65 

Info. S3 0.80 0.86 36.91 40.19 0.64 0.62 

Info. S4 0.71 0.85 20.48 45.79 0.51 0.73 

Info. Sharing^ (AVE=.60; CR=.86; α=.78)1 (AVE=.72; CR=.91; α=.86) 2 

Info. Sh1 0.70 0.80 19.72 31.282 0.49 0.55 

Info. Sh2 0.87 0.90 49.00 85.40 0.76 0.84 

Info. Sh3 0.85 NA 45.31 NA 0.73 NA 

Info. Sh4 0.66 0.81 12.98 35.14 0.43 0.65 

Responsible Behavior^ (AVE=.81; CR=.94; α=.92)1 (AVE=.81; CR=.95; α=.92)2 

RB1 0.88 0.94 37.18 94.78 0.78 0.83 

RB2 0.94 0.89 91.38 50.75 0.88 0.82 

RB3 0.93 NA 61.79 NA 0.86 NA 

RB4 0.85 0.90 41.56 67.78 0.73 0.77 

Personal Interaction^ (AVE=.72; CR=.91; α=.87)1 (AVE=.77; CR=.93; α=.90) 2 

PI1 0.87 0.82 47.59 21.50 0.76 0.67 

PI2 0.77 0.86 20.37 35.44 0.59 0.73 

PI3 0.91 0.91 68.22 56.21 0.84 0.83 

PI4 0.83 0.93 19.37 59.50 0.69 0.86 

Goal Attainment^ (AVE=.89; CR=.96; α=.94)1 (AVE=.95; CR=.98; α=.97) 2 

GA1 0.91 0.97 26.62 232.17 0.84 0.94 

GA2 0.96 0.97 141.14 182.96 0.92 0.94 

GA3 0.95 0.98 111.40 225.20 0.91 0.95 
a S: Self-Report Data; 

 b S-O: Self-Report Data plus Objective Data 

 1 Study 1 

 2 Study 2 
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Table 4-2: Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Correlation among Variables – Study 1 (Self-Report Data) 

  Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

  Mean 5.8 6.1 3.4 3.0 5.0 5.7 4.5 5.6 5.4 6.0 6.4 5.1 5.6 5.6 5.7 6.0 6.2 6.3 

  Standard Deviation .98 .82 1.2 .89 1.1 .92 1.3 1.0 .99 .88 .73 1.1 1.1 1.1 .8 1.0 1.0 1.2 

1 Role clarity .58                  

2 Ability .59 .58                 

3 Intrinsic motivation .45 .52 1.0                

4 Extrinsic motivation .52 .60 .77 1.0               

5 Vigor .25 .27 .51 .35 .54              

6 Dedication .25 .28 .49 .31 .64 .61             

7 Absorption .07 .09 .38 .19 .68 .57 .62            

8 Information seeking .28 .41 .44 .36 .37 .42 .28 .61           

9 Information sharing .21 .31 .40 .37 .33 .37 .32 .65 .60          

10 Responsible behavior .41 .53 .51 .49 .50 .49 .33 .48 .47 .81         

11 Personal interaction .32 .41 .47 .45 .30 .41 .20 .40 .40 .61 .72        

12 Feedback .18 .23 .45 .32 .40 .39 .41 .51 .57 .33 .27 .67       

13 Advocacy .37 .38 .61 .49 .46 .51 .41 .45 .44 .52 .47 .54 .71      

14 Helping  .20 .30 .44 .38 .36 .41 .33 .57 .70 .43 .48 .58 .58 .80     

15 Tolerance .31 .35 .44 .41 .40 .46 .32 .50 .54 .48 .51 .45 .54 .61 .61    

16 Goal Attainment .42 .41 .59 .49 .39 .46 .34 .44 .38 .48 .44 .37 .59 .45 .48 .89   

17 Satisfaction .41 .41 .52 .48 .40 .36 .26 .30 .25 .38 .23 .29 .47 .22 .27 .56 .91  

18 Retention .35 .36 .49 .48 .31 .26 .22 .24 .23 .34 .21 .21 .43 .21 .22 .44 .66 .92 

Notes: Sample size is 454. I report means and standard deviations on the basis of a seven point scale (except for variables 3and 4 

which I recalibrated to be in alignment with the other measures). AVE is reported along the diagonal. The expectancy theory 

conceptualization of motivation results in as single motivation score, thus motivations AVE are 1.  
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Table 4-3: Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Correlation among Variables – Study 1 (Objective Data) 

 Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

  Mean 5.82 6.08 3.39 3.02 4.97 5.67 4.50 3.46 5.15 5.60 5.62 5.76 2.90 6.27 6.39 

  Standard Deviation .96 0.83 1.15 0.88 1.05 0.90 1.32 1.74 1.13 1.10 1.07 0.85 1.16 1.00 1.13 

1 Role clarity .81               

2 Ability .58 .86              

3 Intrinsic motivation .44 .52 1.00             

4 Extrinsic motivation .51 .61 .77 1.00            

5 Vigor .24 .28 .50 .33 .83           

6 Dedication .26 .31 .51 .29 .64 .82          

7 Absorption .06 .10 .37 .16 .68 .58 .88         

8 Participation Behavior .12** .17** .09 .09 .22 .22 .17 1.00        

9 Feedback .16 .23 .44 .32 .39 .40 .42 .08 .83       

10 Advocacy .36 .38 .60 .48 .45 .52 .42 .11 .54 .86      

11 Helping  .20 .30 .43 .36 .35 .38 .33 .11 .60 .57 .92     

12 Tolerance .31 .35 .43 .40 .40 .47 .33 .15 .49 .54 .61 .80    

13 Goal Attainment .15** .25** .17 .18 .24 .17 .11 .36 .07 .16 .05 .12 1.00   

14 Satisfaction .40 .41 .50 .46 .40 .38 .26 .14** .27 .47 .21 .26 .22 .95  

15 Retention .35 .36 .48 .48 .29 .26 .21 .16 .20 .42 .19 .21 .24** .66 .97 

Notes: Sample size is 413. I report means and standard deviations on the basis of a seven point scale (except for variables 3and 4 

which I recalibrated to be in alignment with the other measures). AVE is reported along the diagonal. The expectancy theory 

conceptualization of motivation results in as single motivation score, thus motivations AVE are 1.   
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Table 4-4: Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Correlation among Variables – Study 2 (Self-Report Data) 

  Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
 Mean 4.9 5.3 29.1 26.0 5.0 5.5 4.9 5.2 5.4 5.7 6.2 5.2 5.4 5.5 5.3 5.4 5.5 5.5 

  Standard Deviation 1.4 1.3 13.7 14.2 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.2 0.9 1.5 1.6 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.8 1.7 

1 Role clarity .64                  
2 Ability .69 .71                 
3 Intrinsic motivation .72 .77 1.00                
4 Extrinsic motivation .63 .66 .87 1.00               
5 Vigor .49 .55 .65 .60 .77              
6 Dedication .62 .60 .73 .65 .70 .78             
7 Absorption .47 .45 .63 .58 .59 .75 .69            
8 Information seeking .56 .40 .61 .59 .57 .58 .56 .72           
9 Information sharing .56 .48 .61 .58 .61 .58 .52 .76 .70          
10 Responsible behavior .51 .56 .67 .56 .66 .60 .58 .63 .77 .82         
11 Personal interaction .41 .42 .58 .52 .41 .41 .36 .40 .53 .62 .77        
12 Feedback .54 .52 .60 .54 .60 .59 .51 .69 .67 .70 .40 .87       
13 Advocacy .76 .68 .81 .69 .62 .72 .59 .70 .63 .70 .51 .66 .94      
14 Helping  .53 .57 .66 .56 .57 .58 .51 .58 .70 .68 .55 .78 .65 .87     
15 Tolerance .59 .57 .68 .63 .57 .59 .55 .57 .62 .62 .56 .60 .70 .70 .71    
16 Goal Attainment .77 .70 .82 .71 .66 .74 .69 .67 .64 .72 .51 .65 .91 .62 .77 .95   
17 Satisfaction .75 .70 .74 .64 .58 .63 .53 .64 .58 .63 .48 .60 .86 .57 .71 .87 .97  
18 Retention .71 .64 .71 .63 .53 .60 .53 .64 .55 .59 .47 .59 .84 .54 .71 .84 .97 .94 

Notes: The figures are based on data from Study 1. Sample size is 122. I report means and standard deviations on the basis of a seven 

point scale (except for variables 3and 4 which I recalibrated to be in alignment with the other measures). AVE is reported along the 

diagonal. The expectancy theory conceptualization of motivation results in as single motivation score, thus motivations AVE are 1. 
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Table 4-5: Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Correlation among Variables – Study 2 (Objective Data) 

  Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

  Mean 4.9 5.27 29.13 26 5.02 5.5 4.94 ~ 5.18 5.45 5.5 5.3 ~ 5.49 5.52 

  Standard Deviation 1.43 1.28 13.65 14.18 1.37 1.28 1.34 ~ 1.5 1.57 1.32 1.32 ~ 1.77 1.7 

1 Role clarity 0.64               
2 Ability 0.69 0.71              
3 Intrinsic motivation 0.72 0.76 1.00             
4 Extrinsic motivation 0.63 0.66 0.87 1.00            
5 Vigor 0.49 0.55 0.65 0.60 0.77           
6 Dedication 0.62 0.60 0.73 0.65 0.69 0.78          
7 Absorption 0.47 0.44 0.63 0.58 0.59 0.75 0.69         
8 Participation Behavior 0.71 0.67 0.79 0.69 0.66 0.74 0.67 1.00        
9 Feedback 0.53 0.52 0.60 0.54 0.60 0.59 0.51 0.85 0.87       
10 Advocacy 0.75 0.68 0.81 0.69 0.62 0.72 0.59 0.84 0.66 0.94      
11 Helping  0.53 0.57 0.66 0.56 0.57 0.58 0.51 0.84 0.78 0.65 0.87     
12 Tolerance 0.58 0.57 0.68 0.63 0.57 0.59 0.55 0.81 0.60 0.70 0.70 0.71    
13 Goal Attainment 0.63 0.65 0.80 0.79 0.70 0.72 0.60 0.76 0.64 0.68 0.61 0.64 1.00   
14 Satisfaction 0.75 0.69 0.74 0.64 0.58 0.63 0.53 0.77 0.60 0.86 0.57 0.72 0.65 0.97  
15 Retention 0.71 0.63 0.71 0.63 0.53 0.60 0.53 0.74 0.59 0.84 0.54 0.71 0.64 0.97 0.94 

Notes: Sample size is 122. I report means and standard deviations on the basis of a seven point scale (except for variables 3and 4 

which I recalibrated to be in alignment with the other measures). AVE is reported along the diagonal. The expectancy theory 

conceptualization of motivation results in as single motivation score, thus motivations AVE are 1. 
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Table 4-6: Support Found for each Hypotheses across studies 

   Study 1 Study 2 

H1 PSEngagement is positively associated with customer participation behavior S./ S. S./ S. 

H2 PSEngagement is positively associated with customer citizenship behavior S. S. 

H3 

a Role clarity is positively associated with customer participation behavior N. S./ N. S. S./ S. 

b Ability is positively associated with customer participation behavior S./ S. N. S./ S. 

c Motivation is positively associated with customer participation behavior S./ N. S. S./ S. 

H4 
a The higher the customer role clarity, the more able the customer to perform the expected tasks S. S. 

b The higher the customer ability, the more motivated the customer to perform the expected tasks S. S. 

H5 

a Ability is positively associated with PSEngagement N. S. N. S. 

b Motivation is positively associated with PSEngagement S. S. 

c PSEngagement will be higher when people intrinsically motivated versus extrinsically  S. N. S. 

H6 
a Customer participation behavior is positively associated with goal attainment S./ S. S./ S. 

b Customer participation behavior is positively associated with satisfaction S./ S. N. S./ S. 

H7 
a Customer citizenship behavior is positively associated with goal attainment S./ N. S. S./ N. S. 

b Customer citizenship behavior is positively associated with satisfaction S. S. 

H8 Goal attainment is positively associated with retention S./ S. N. S./ S. 

H9 Satisfaction is positively associated with retention S. S. 

Note: Hypotheses 1, 2, 3a, 3b, 3c, 6a, 6b, 7a, 7b, and 8 were not only tested twice per study context, but also twice per data type (self-

report vs. objective) for ‘participation behavior’ and/or ‘goal attainment’. 

S.: Supported; N.S.: Not Supported 
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Table 4-7: Results of Tests for Mediation (Study 1 – Self-Report Data) 

Path 

Path Aa   Path B   Path C′   Path C   Indirect effect b 95%    
 Type 

(X→M)  (M→YX)  (X→Y)   (X→YM)  confidence interval  

B   B   B   B   Effect Lower Upper     

Role Clarity → Ability → Motivation .50***  .48***  .48***  .24***  .24† .18 .31  Partial 

Role Clarity → Ability → Participation .50***  .36**  .26***  .08*  .24† .18 .32  Partial 

Role Clarity → Ability (Motivation) → Participation 
.50*** 

(.24***) 
 

.20*** 

(.33***) 
 .26***  -.001  .11† .08 .15  Full 

Ability → Motivation → Participation .65***  .33***  .41***  .20***  .25† .19 .32  Partial 

Ability → Motivation → PSEngagement .65***  .48***  .22***  -.10  .28† .21 .35  Full 

Ability → Motivation (PSEngagement) → Participation 
.65*** 

(-.10)  

.22*** 

(.24***)  
.41*** 

 
.22*** 

 
.09† .06 .12 

 
Partial 

Motivation → PSEngagement → Participation .44***   .23***   .43***   .33***   .13† .09 .18   Partial 

Note: 5000 bootstrap samples with 95% confidence level. *p<0.05, t=1.96; **p<0.01, t=2.56; # p<0.001, t= 3.29. 

a Path A =  relationship between IV and mediator; Path B = relationship between mediator and DV, controlling for IV; Path C′= direct effect 

of IV on DV, Path C= direct effect of IV on DV controlling for mediator. 
b Indirect effect of IV on DV, using Preacher & Hayes, (2008) bootstrapping technique. ‘†’ indicates the significance of the indirect effect 

due to the absence of 0 in the confidence interval. Control Variables: Age, Gender, and Ethnicity. 
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Table 4-8: Results of Tests for Mediation (Study 1 – Self-Report and Objective Data) 

Path 

Path Aa   Path B   Path C′   Path C   Indirect effect b 95%    
 Type 

(X→M)  (M→YX)  (X→Y)   (X→YM)  confidence interval  

B   B   B   B   Effect Lower Upper     

Role Clarity → Ability → Participation .50***  .28**  .21*  .07  .08† .034 .012  Full 

Ability → Motivation → Participation NA  NA  NA  NA  -.00 -.070 .071  No 

Mediation 

Ability → Motivation (PSEngagement) → Participation 
.65*** 

(-.06)  

-.17 

(.38***)  
.33** 

 
.35*** 

 
.05† .024 .095 

 
partial 

Motivation → PSEngagement → Participation .42***   .37***   .17*   .006   .09† .039 .143   Full 

Note: 5000 bootstrap samples with 95% confidence level. *p<0.05, t=1.96; **p<0.01, t=2.56; # p<0.001, t= 3.29. 

a Path A =  relationship between IV and mediator; Path B = relationship between mediator and DV, controlling for IV; Path C′= direct effect of 

IV on DV, Path C= direct effect of IV on DV controlling for mediator. NA= Not Applicable 
b Indirect effect of IV on DV, using Preacher & Hayes, (2008) bootstrapping technique. ‘†’ indicates the significance of the indirect effect due 

to the absence of 0 in the confidence interval. Control Variables: Age, Gender, and Ethnicity. 
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Table 4-9: Results of Tests for Mediation (Study 2 – Self-Report Data) 

Path 

Path Aa   Path B   Path C′   Path C   Indirect effect b 95%    
 Type 

(X→M)  (M→YX)  (X→Y)   (X→YM)  confidence interval  

B   B   B   B   Effect Lower Upper     

Role Clarity → Ability → Motivation .60***  .54***  .64***  .32***  .34† .229 .483  Partial 

Role Clarity → Ability → Participation .60***  .23**  .38***  .25***  .20† .093 .341  Partial 

Ability → Motivation → Participation .77***  .52***  .41***  .01  .51† .374 .687  Full 

Ability → Motivation → PSEngagement .77***  .59***  .51***  .05  .51† .380 .660  Full 

Ability → Motivation (PSEngagement) → Participation 
.77*** 

(.05)  

.31*** 

(.35***)  
.41*** 

 
-.005 

 
.21† .105 .341 

 
Full 

Motivation → PSEngagement → Participation .63***   .35***   .53***   .31***   .30† .154 .440   Partial 

Note: 5000 bootstrap samples with 95% confidence level. *p<0.05, t=1.96; **p<0.01, t=2.56; # p<0.001, t= 3.29. 

a Path A =  relationship between IV and mediator; Path B = relationship between mediator and DV, controlling for IV; Path C′= direct effect 

of IV on DV, Path C= direct effect of IV on DV controlling for mediator. 
b Indirect effect of IV on DV, using Preacher & Hayes, (2008) bootstrapping technique. ‘†’ indicates the significance of the indirect effect 

due to the absence of 0 in the confidence interval. Control Variables: Age, Gender, Income, Education, Marital Status, and Ethnicity. 
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Table 4-10: Results of Tests for Mediation (Study 2 – Self-Report and Objective Data) 

Path 

Path Aa   Path B   Path C′   Path C   Indirect effect b 95%    
 Type 

(X→M)  (M→YX)  (X→Y)   (X→YM)  confidence interval  

B   B   B   B   Effect Lower Upper     

Role Clarity → Ability → Participation .60***  .34***  .49***  .28***  .27† .150 .439  Partial 

Ability → Motivation → Participation .77***  .49***  .55***  .17*  .45† .326 .607  Partial 

Ability → Motivation (PSEngagement) → Participation 
.77*** 

(.05)  

.26*** 

(.39***)  
.55*** 

 
.15* 

 
.21† .128 .333 

 
Partial 

Motivation → PSEngagement → Participation .63***   .35***   .61***   .35***   .32† .194 .451   Partial 

Note: 5000 bootstrap samples with 95% confidence level. *p<0.05, t=1.96; **p<0.01, t=2.56; # p<0.001, t= 3.29. 

a Path A =  relationship between IV and mediator; Path B = relationship between mediator and DV, controlling for IV; Path C′= direct effect 

of IV on DV, Path C= direct effect of IV on DV controlling for mediator. 
b Indirect effect of IV on DV, using Preacher & Hayes, (2008) bootstrapping technique. ‘†’ indicates the significance of the indirect effect 

due to the absence of 0 in the confidence interval. Control Variables: Age, Gender, Income, Education, Marital Status, and Ethnicity. 
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Table 4-11: Summary of Results – Path Coefficients, Effect Size f2 and q2 (Study 1) 

 PSE PB CB 

 Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

AB       0.28 0.09 0.03      

MOT 0.48 0.19 0.08 0.26 0.07 0.03      

PSE      0.34 0.18 0.06 0.57 0.49 0.18 
 GA SAT R 

 Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

PB 0.27 0.05 0.05 0.19 0.02 0.02      

CB 0.38 0.11 0.09 0.25 0.03 0.03      

GA           0.11 0.01 0.01 

SAT             0.60 0.44 0.37 
 

 

 

Table 4-12: Summary of Results – Path Coefficients, Effect Size f2 and q2 (Study 1 – Self-Report and Objective Data) 

 PSE PB CB 

 Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

AB       0.15 0.01 0.01      

MOT 0.44 0.16 0.06         

PSE      0.24 0.05 0.05 0.56 0.47 0.18 
 GA SAT R 

 Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

PB 0.35 0.14 0.14 0.09 0.01 0.002      

CB    0.36 0.15 0.13      

GA           0.10 0.02 0.00 

SAT             0.63 0.06 0.56 
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Table 4-13: Summary of Results – Path Coefficients, Effect Size f2 and q2 (Study 2) 

 PSE PB CB 

 Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

RC       0.15 0.02 0.01       

MOT 0.65 0.54 0.19 0.39 0.10 0.04      

PSE      0.36 0.14 0.05 0.71 1.33 0.56 
 GA SAT R 

 Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

PB 0.15 0.01 0.02         

CB 0.71 0.51 0.43 0.70 0.39 0.36      

SAT             0.95 4.82 2.12 
 

 

 

Table 4-14: Summary of Results – Path Coefficients, Effect Size f2 and q2 (Study 2 – Self-Report and Objective Data) 

 PSE PB CB 

 Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

RC       0.17 0.28 0.16       

AB    0.08 0.19 0.050      

MOT 0.69 0.76 0.20 0.18 0.22 0.13      

PSE      0.45 0.57 0.40 0.76 1.86 0.67 
 GA SAT R 

 Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

Path 

Coefficient 

f2 effect 

size 

q2 effect 

size 

PB 0.70 0.11 0.10 0.25 0.01 0.02      

CB    0.54 0.06 0.06      

GA           0.04 0.65 0.18 

SAT             0.94 13.57 4.56 
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Table 5-1: Path Differences Tests (Higher education) 

(a)  (b)  (c) 

Difference in slopes test for path:  

(PSEngagement  Participation Behavior) 
 Difference in slopes test for path:  

(Ability  Participation Behavior) 
 Difference in slopes test for path:  

(Motivation  Participation Behavior) 

 Self-

Report  
Objective   Self-

Report  
Objective   Self-

Report  
Objective 

Sample Size 454 413  Sample Size 454 413  Sample Size 454 413 

Regression Weight 0.335 0.241  Regression Weight 0.282 0.15  Regression Weight 0.263 -0.126 

Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0442 0.0553  Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0657 0.066  Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0619 0.0705 

t-statistic 1.34   t-statistic 1.42   t-statistic 4.17  

p-value (2-tailed) 0.18   p-value (2-tailed) 0.16   p-value (2-tailed) 0.00  
           

(d)  (e)  (h) 

Difference in slopes test for path: 

(Participation Behavior  Goal Attainment) 
 Difference in slopes test for path: 

(Participation Behavior  Satisfaction) 
 Difference in slopes test for path: 

(Citizenship Behavior  Goal Attainment) 

 Self-

Report  
Objective   Self-

Report  
Objective   Self-

Report  
Objective 

Sample Size 454 413  Sample Size 454 413  Sample Size 454 413 

Regression Weight 0.271 0.354  Regression Weight 0.191 0.095  Regression Weight 0.384 0.069 

Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0785 0.0436  Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0937 0.0433  Standard Error (S.E.) 0.082 0.0437 

t-statistic 0.90   t-statistic 0.90   t-statistic 3.30  

p-value (2-tailed) 0.37   p-value (2-tailed) 0.37   p-value (2-tailed) 0.00  
           

(g)         

Difference in slopes test for path: 

(Goal Attainment  Retention) 
 

 
 

 

      

 Self-

Report  
Objective  

 
Sample Size 454 413  

Regression Weight 0.106 0.103  

Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0543 0.0455  

t-statistic 0.04   

p-value (2-tailed) 0.97   
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Table 5-2: Path Differences Tests (Fitness) 

(a)  (b)  (c) 

Difference in slopes test for path:  

(PSEngagement  Participation Behavior) 
 Difference in slopes test for path:  

(Ability  Participation Behavior) 
 Difference in slopes test for path:  

(Motivation  Participation Behavior) 

 Self-

Report  
Objective   Self-

Report  
Objective   Self-

Report  
Objective 

Sample Size 122 122  Sample Size 122 122  Sample Size 122 122 

Regression Weight 0.36 0.45  Regression Weight 0.05 0.08  Regression Weight 0.39 0.18 

Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0534 0.0389  Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0511 0.0427  Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0561 0.0486 

t-statistic 1.368   t-statistic 0.452   t-statistic 2.841  

p-value (2-tailed) 0.173   p-value (2-tailed) 0.651   p-value (2-tailed) 0.005  

           

(d)  (e)  (h) 

Difference in slopes test for path: 

(Participation Behavior  Goal Attainment) 
 Difference in slopes test for path: 

(Participation Behavior  Satisfaction) 
 Difference in slopes test for path: 

(Citizenship Behavior  Goal Attainment) 

 Self-

Report  
Objective   Self-

Report  
Objective   Self-

Report  
Objective 

Sample Size 122 122  Sample Size 122 122  Sample Size 122 122 

Regression Weight 0.15 0.70  Regression Weight 0.10 0.25  Regression Weight 0.71 0.06 

Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0549 0.1045  Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0593 0.1038  Standard Error (S.E.) 0.056 0.1007 

t-statistic 4.679   t-statistic 1.260   t-statistic 5.664  

p-value (2-tailed) 0.000   p-value (2-tailed) 0.209   p-value (2-tailed) 0.000  
           

(g)         

Difference in slopes test for path: 

(Goal Attainment  Retention) 
 

 
 

 

      

 Study 

3 
Study 4  

 
Sample Size 122 122  

Regression Weight 0.02 0.04  

Standard Error (S.E.) 0.0171 0.0166  

t-statistic 0.843   

p-value (2-tailed) 0.400   
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Figure 2-1: The Proposed Conceptual Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Customer Engagement 

Customer 

Readiness 

PSEngagement 

Participation 

Behavior 

 

Citizenship 

Behavior 

 

Goal Attainment 

Behavioral Component Psychological Component 

Satisfaction 

Retention 

Value Co-creation 

Behavior 

Ability 

Role Clarity 

Motivation 



 

117 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4-1: SEM Model results (Study 1) 
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Figure 4-2: SEM Model results (Study 1 – Self-Report and Objective Data) 
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Figure 4-3: SEM Model results (Study2) 
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Figure 4-4: SEM Model results (Study 2 – Self-Report and Objective Data) 
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