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Abstract

This thesis aims to broaden the spectrum of beaehsion acceptance literature, largely
defined by categorisation theory, and bring totlighernative and complementary criteria
for predicting brand extension success. To achibige the theoretical framework of this
study replicates the principal model in brand esitem acceptance (Aaker and Keller 1990)
and extends it by introducing the concepts of airforand tribal communities, consumer-
brand relationships, and co-creation of value, Wingginate in relationship marketing and
service-dominant (S-D) logic. The thesis considerand extension acceptance criteria

within the increasingly important paradigm of Sdgic (Vargo and Lusch 2004).

The present study uses a mixed method researandesorder to address the research
objectives of this study, enhance the robustnesthefstudy and improve the level of
reliability of the research findings. The qualivatidata from the study served to deepen
understanding of the research concepts and to rcohghe research instrument. The
guantitative data were analysed to test the resdaypotheses, and provide measurable
results that can be projected to a larger populatibe data were collected through an
online survey with European consumers in the eatertent goods sector (specifically,

video games).

The present study found that the factors introdumerelationship marketing and the S-D
logic explain a high proportion of variance on esien acceptance of joint co-creation
and high consumer-low company co-creation produdtgor contributions of the study

include the development of a more holistic framéwof brand extension acceptance;
along with the adoption of the S-D logic which &ditshes the existence of relational and

co-creative parameters in the evaluation of brasténsion products.

In terms of theory, the thesis contributes to ¢baceptual development of the virtual
brand tribal community and consumer-brand relatignsoncept; and provides empirical
support for their dimensionality and impact on lor@xtension acceptance. Similarly, at a
theoretical level the thesis brings together twmeatsions of the co-creation of value
concept which were previously found dispersed ie titerature, and thus provides
empirical support for the effects of the level of@eation construct. Concluding remarks

acknowledge the limitations of the thesis and psepavenues for future research.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

This thesis studies the importance of relationall ao-creative elements on brand
extension acceptance. The significance of relatiana co-creative elements has risen
through the marketing paradigm shift and the domgeaof the services-dominant (S-D)
logic. The S-D logic unifies disparate literatuteeams in areas such as customer and
market orientation, services and relationship margemanagement, and network analysis
(Vargo and Lusch 2004). Pivotal importance withiattlogic is the contemporary role of
the customer as a co-creator of value and theige§dtips the customer creates with the

brand or around the brand.

Brand extension strategy represents one of the rpopular growth strategies for
companies across all sectors. Brand extensioregirdias many commercial advantages,
such as reducing consumer risk and gaining consamegptance faster. An interesting
study by the International Research Institute shtvas success rate is reduced by 50%
when consumers are not familiar with the brand néifiscock 2002). In addition, brand
extension products/services may benefit from engstistributor relationships and quickly
achieve high levels of distribution in the multipldrand extension strategy reduces new
product launching costs for the company, strengthtbe parent brand by reinforcing its
positive images in the mind of the consumers anustsosales of other products which
benefit from positive spillover effects. Such widgge potential benefits should lead

marketers to identify, measure and evaluate drieEbsand extension success.

Despite the fact that substantial research has beeertaken for the past 20 years,
according to the National Advertisers’ Associat®@ro of all the extensions within the
same product category with the parent brand fauiritiree, Bick and Abratt 2006). The
divergence between research findings and the npacet suggests that some factors

affecting extension acceptance have been overlooked

13



Brand extension strategy is largely based on catagmn theory (cognitive elements) to
rationalise its findings. This study investigatestgularly the effect of relational and co-
creative elements in addition to the cognitive edata on various consumption situations,
which are featured by products with different lesvef co-creation of value under the same
brand name. The rise of relationship marketing filksoand the S-D logic from the
changes in the consumption environment, as wetladsgorisation theory, aim to offer a
sound rationalisation of the cognitive, affectiveldtional) and connative (co-creative)
elements that are hypothesised to affect the amlopfi extension products. In this way the
study is designed to create a more holistic franmkv@oound brand extension acceptance.

To focus and operationalise the research, foularebeguestions, derived from the theories

above, underpin this study:

What are the main antecedents to brand extensteptance?

What are the effects of virtual brand tribal comityaiand consumer-brand relationship on
brand extension acceptance?

What is the effect of co-creation of value on bramtension acceptance?

What are the effects of virtual brand tribal commynconsumer-brand relationship and
co-creation of value on acceptance of brand extessiwith different levels of co-

creation?

The purpose of the present chapter is to providenaoduction and a synopsis of the
current study. The chapter starts by presentiagatim and the objectives of the research.
Next, the chapter offers some background infornrmadiod considers the importance of
brand extension strategy. Following the literatuegiew pillars, key issues related to
research methodology are reported. The study apm@iemixed method, embedded
sequential design which includes the collectiorboth quantitative and qualitative data;
although the latter plays a supplementary role iwitihhe overall design. The research
methodology situates the conceptual framework endbntext of the thesis and provides
the background information on the industry chosen, the entertainment industry).

The following section highlights the significancé the study. It presents the main
contributions of the study: a) the merging of thliesrature fields - brand extensions, S-D
logic and relationship marketing; b) the advanceneéknowledge regarding the concept
of virtual brand tribal community; c) the re-contegisation of consumer-brand

relationship, and d) the introduction of the coatiee element as an antecedent to the
14



adoption of extension products. From a methodoldgerspective, this section describes
how the present study can contribute to existirgntrextension literature, by using a
mixed method approach and building upon the weaasesf past research. This section

also briefly presents the main managerial implaradi

Finally, the chapter closes with an outline of thesis, describing key issues covered by
each chapter. The aim is to provide the reader thighkey content of each chapter as well

as to demonstrate the logic of the organisatiathethesis.

1.2 Background Information

During the past thirty years a significant amouiliterature has been devoted to the way
the consumption process has changed (Kotler 19864t and Venkatesh 1995; Patterson
1998; Shankar, Cherrier and Canniford 2006; Shaswhdlm and Dickinson 2006; Cova

and Dalli 2009; Vargo and Lusch 2004; Lusch andgge2006a, Lusch and Vargo 2006b;
Vargo 2008; Lusch and Vargo 2011; 2012). Given shift in consumption behaviour, it is

argued that the antecedents to the adoption ohsixte products require re-evaluation.
This thesis examines whether these post-modererpatbf consumption simultaneously
and significantly affect consumers’ evaluationgrfensions products. The motivation for
this thesis arose from the changes in consumptiactipes that prompted the researcher’s
interest to look deeper into how these changes halle affected existing consumer

practices.

In more detail, the change in consumption pattstasts historically with the transition
from modernity to post-modern times. Modernity laracterised as the time of liberation
of humankind from the burdens of the past (Cova7i¥ova and Pace 2002; Firat and
Schultz 1997). In the twentieth century, individi@ndeavoured to find freedom from
social conventions, social stereotypes and otlagiittonal forms of social belonging (e.g.,
family, neighbourhood, social class) that previgus$ed to define them; they had never
been so free, or so alone. From one perspectia;modernity can be viewed as a child of
modernity, as a period of termination of socialtyrand extreme individualism (Cova
1997; Cova and Pace 2002). However, a number aélsshbifts towards the opposite
direction in another form have been observed. Tdevidual was found to be seeking new
forms of social belonging and the creation of limkgh inanimate entities such as brands,

within his or her consumption environment.
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In post-modernism the individual is left alone,wng for a connection; the connection
itself being more important than its object. Thiashled to the creation of personal
relationships between consumers and the brandspitedgr, representing the metaphor of
personal relationships. In modernity, consumptioaswconfined to private life and
considered a secondary and meaningless thing, whpest-modernity there is no natural
distinction between consumption and production;hegt production is an act of
consumption angice versaFirat and Venkatesh 1995; Firat and Shultz 19reover,
the birth of the S-D logic, with the principal pap# Vargo and Lusch (2004) referring to
the concept of co-creation as critical to the pmesera, can be seen as an obvious
consequence. Consumption assumes greater sige#idarnpost-modernity as, due to the
lack of traditional forms of social belonging, cangption practices constitute the means
by which individuals define their existence. Foraewple, the question “Who | am?” in
post-modernity is likely to be answered in termsafsumption patterns (Patterson 1998,
p70). As a result, consumption has a pivotal fiolepost-modernity and due to the
empowered role of consumer and the hyper-diffea¢edi product demand, so does the

concept of co-creation.

Attempts at social re-composition, individual arall@ctive co-creation can also be seen.
The individual, free from archaic or modern sotiaks, embarks on a reverse movement
to recompose their social universe on the basisfre¢ choices. Brands are now
increasingly used as a means of community ideatiba (Cova 1997; Cova and Pace
2002) and are observed to form relationships andreate with other consumers who

share the same interest in their favourite bramdh@ artificial form of a community).

The construction of consumers as partners in inimmvand product processes appears to
be a necessary strategy for the firm to overcoreedifiiculties associated with an active
and demanding consumer. As a result, consumers$iigtamated tastes and consumption
patterns are increasingly disjointed, heterogeneamsl less open to corporate
categorisation and control (Firat and Dholakia 19BI8It 2002; Bonsu and Darmody
2008).

The task of managing production in such unstabté @amtinually changing markets has
become a significant challenge. Through co-cregti@ctices, the consumer is enrolled as
a willing subscriber to the firm’s goals. The p@wsly unmanageable consumer is now a

partner in the co-production process, offeringlskaind creativity that support the firm’s
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goals of re-rationalizing key drivers of growth amshovation (Zwick, Bonsu and
Darmody 2008; Bonsu and Darmody 2008).

Recent research by Dholakia et al. (2004) and Gowh Pace (2006) reveals that post-
modern consumers show new forms of sociality thhotige marks and rituals linked to
brands. With the emergence of the Internet, anlgmatool which allows direct, real-time
individualised interaction, consumers can exprégs tindividuality within homogenous
groups of people. The Internet has emerged asittialvglue which allows many people
to bond together in an increasingly fragmented e&voArom a company perspective as
well, e-branding, customer centric strategies aeoming increasingly important (Ibeh,
Luo and Dinnie 2005). Therefore, the choice ofdahéne context for the realisation of the

study is important.

The study examines the effect of virtual brand ariltommunity, consumer-brand
relationship and co-creation of value on the adwptof extension products. The
importance of these concepts in the marketingditee is rooted in the change in the

consumption environment described above.

1.3. Introduction to the Main Concepts under Invesgation

1.3.1. Virtual Brand Tribal Communities

During the last 10-15 years, a great deal of acaddtarature has concentrated on the
phenomenon of brand communities. The term ‘commyurdtone of the most elusive and
vague in sociology and is, by and large, withoutcsfic meaning. In its most basic
meaning, it refers to a collection of people witpaticular social structure and sense of
belonging, whose activities take place in a paldicgeographical area (Dictionary of
Sociology 2006).

The lack of a specific definition of the conceptadfmmunity in sociology has created
further problems in the discipline of marketing wdecholars have been observed to have
difficulty in distinguishing between the term ‘coranities’ and related terms such as ‘sub-
culture’, ‘cult’, and ‘tribe’ (Cova and Cova 2002)he study contributes to filling this gap
in the literature by identifying similarities andffdrences between the terms ‘tribe’ and
‘community’, given that the community under invgstion in the present study is

recognised as a tribal community. The lack of gjedefinition of and consensus as to
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the components of the concept explains the quaktatature of a large number of studies
in the area to date (Muniz and O’Guinn 2001; Mcaleder et al. 2002; Kozinets 1997;
Brown et al. 2003; Muniz and Schau 2005; Schau #&hshiz 2004; O'Sullivan,
Richardson, Collins 2011)

In marketing, brand communities may take the forflozal clubs based on direct
interaction (Algesheimer, Dholakia, and Herrmanf3)Qor they may exist entirely on the
Internet (Granitz and Ward 1996; Kozinets 1997; Muend Schau 2005). Furthermore,
brand communities may be based on a wide arrayoofugts, including cars, motorcycles,
computers, fashion, food, entertainment and sauiedlia (Algesheimer, Dholakia, and
Herrmann 2005; Belk and Tumbat 2002; McAlexandeshdbiten, and Koenig 2002;
Muniz and O’Guinn 2001; Schouten and McAlexand&d5t Lasalo, Flavian and Guinaliu
2007; Dholakia and Vianello 2011; Gummerus, LiljandNeman, Pihlstrom 2012; Felix
2012, Lee, Kim and Kim 2011, Royo-Vela and Casamas2011). Brand communities
have also been documented for such mundane proasitétevision series (Kozinets 2001,
Schau and Muniz 2004), movies (Brown, Kozinets, &merry 2003), personal digital
assistants (Muniz and Schau 2005), and even soksdand car tyres (Muniz and O’Guinn
2001). The current research has chosen to testaieept in video games sector, as the
size and frequency of interactions within these wamities provide unique environments

for testing their effects.

1.3.2. Consumer-brand relationship

Although human beings have been observed to lith different types of relationships,
the concept of brand relationships in marketing waisoduced relatively recently — in
1998 - by Fournier. Since then, a number of rebegischave directed their efforts towards
finding theoretical support for the concept andedeping measures that will represent the
concept and help depict its impact. In particuthg literature has reached no consensus
regarding the applicability of the concept of riglaship between the brand and the
customer in marketing, given that the brand isanbuman being. Second, as the concept
of relationship is borrowed from social psychologyen used by academics in the field of
marketing there is often a lack of theoretical suppn its conceptualisation. This lack, in
turn, leads to an open debate concerning its diimess Finally, there are a number of
frameworks in the marketing literature that attenbptcapture the concept of brand
relationship. Some of the most commonly used are lhand relationship quality
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framework (Fournier 1998); relationship investmégBtreivik and Thorbjgrsen 2008);
emotional exchange and two-way communication (Mslow 2007); and trust and
commitment (Morgan and Hunt 1994). Empirically, mafkthese frameworks are products
of qualitative research while their implications evh addressed quantitatively are
insignificant or of very low significance (Park, idiand Kim 2002; Huang 2008; Breivik
and Thorbjgrsen 2008).

The current research addresses these inconsisgendiee literature by re-conceptualising
the concept; by conducting an extensive literatergew of marketing theory and inter-
personal theories on relationships in social psidy and finally, by collecting

qualitative data from focus groups with real conetsnin an effort to explain practice
through theory and identify mismatches. Overalg ttoncept was re-conceptualised to
address the core elements of a relationship ratier the strength and quality of that
relationship. The use of qualitative focus groulsse &elped in identifying better measures
for this concept. Finally, the effects of the dimiems of this concept were tested

individually on three types of extension product.

1.3.3. Co-Creation of Value

Until only a decade or two ago, people lived mainighin a mass culture. Stable and
predictable consumption patterns favoured the mesguction of cheap products. Recent
drastic changes in consumers’ lifestyles have mralificult for the companies to adjust

to. It is difficult and costly for firms to undeesid their customers and it is becoming an
increasing challenge to develop the products thaetnhyper-differentiated consumer

demand. Some pioneering companies have stoppeadpditg to adapt, understand, and
personalise, and have reallocated the design agpgmtoduct development to external

sources such as their own customers. Hence, tkigjikian rise to a new business model
where firms are engaged in an ongoing collaboratitih the customer regarding product

design, development and delivery (Arakji and Lafg?).

The concept of co-creation of value has emergexuijir the rise of the S-D logic that puts
the consumer at the centre of the process. Fundakerthe field is the article of Vargo
and Lusch (2004), which implies that value is defirand co-created by the customer
rather than embedded in an output. This conceptadring and its effects have only very
recently started to be tested as parts of otheratires. Yet its importance has not gone

unnoticed. Coleman (2010), in his recently publistieesis in the area of branding,
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developed a service brand identification framewwrthin the broader service-dominant
logic. In the same vein, the current study plansdotribute to the limited research in the
area of S-D logic by examining the concept of ceation of value within the extensions

literature.

Specifically, the current study examines the cohaeperms of consumer intentions to co-
create value and perceived level of co-creatiomatdie. In particular, the study examines
the concept of intentions to co-create as recemtiposed by Christodoulides et al. (2010;
2012). In this way it contributes to advancemenithiw this literature of co-creation of
value by i) validating empirically the importancé the concept in the context of
extensions; and ii) also testing whether its imgace is related to the level of co-creation
and fit the product offers in the brand extensiberature. Furthermore, the concept of
level of co-creation has never before, to the keolge of the researcher, been tested
together with the intention to co-create. The fat#ort by the present study is thus

intended to advance knowledge in the field.

1.4 Brand Extension Theoretical Background

Brand extension is a research topic that has beestantly evolving since the late 1980s
(Boush et al. 1987; Aaker and Keller 1990; Czel&03; Hem and Iversen 2009;
Ahluwalia 2008; Volckner and Sattler 2006; Boisve@l0). Brand extensions have been
found to be important because of their ability marease the chances of new product’s
success (Meyvis, Goldsmith and Dhar 2012; Singhiy&ge, Clemente, Lomax and Wright
2012; Estes, Gibbert, Guest, Mazursky 2012). Thez-\creasing competitive pressure in
most industries and the high costs of launching pevducts (and services) coupled with
high new product failure rates has resulted ingmicant number of firms launching
extensions of existing parent brands rather thandaing new products with new brand
names (Aaker, 1991; Aaker and Keller, 1990; HemCternatony Iversen, 2003; Keller,
2008; Volckner and Sattler, 2006). A brand or leeension is defined as the use of an
existing brand name to launch new products or sesvinto the same product category as
the parent brand (line extension) or different piciccategory (brand extension) (Kim et al.
2001; Lee et al. 1996).
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1.5 Research Methodology

On the methodological spectrum, this study takesoee positivistic approach. Positivism
claims that reality is objective and can be testedugh scientific methods and results
projected to the general population (Guba and Lmd®94). However, the present study
uses both qualitative and quantitative researcthoastin order to enhance the robustness
of the research. The qualitative research methodisisd in order to gain a deep
understanding of the concepts and the context. quaditative method served to help
construct the research instrument, which was deeelspecifically for the needs of the
study. Apart from the video game scenarios, theromeasures were all adopted from
previous research with the necessary adaptatioa.ré&search instrument went through a
number of phases before being used in the survegsd phases were a qualitative study
(four focus group discussions); the stage oneipddtesting the research instrument using
Six experts); stage two piloting (testing the reskeanstrument using interview with 7
consumers); stage three pre-test (testing the nes@sstrument on 82 typical consumers);
stage four, making the necessary changes in laegsagicture and item reduction using
the chosen statistical techniques; and stage fefeating stages two and three. All of

these efforts have assisted in achieving a higklghle questionnaire.

Furthermore, a set of hypotheses were developertiltasprevious literature. The research
hypotheses were tested with an online survey oaovgame players. In more detail, the
researcher chose a video game brand community skeldanembers of 12 guilds to
participate in the survey. In total, 429 questiores were collected. Out of the 429
collected questionnaires, 331 were used for stalsanalysis. The present study collected
data from European World of Warcraft online videssmg community. Convenience and
snowball consumer-driven techniques helped theareker collect information that would
otherwise not have been possible to collect bytalhg probability sampling techniques
that require formal access to the list of populatbthe community.

Initial data analysis was conducted on the comglstemple (n=331). Initial data analysis
involved scale reliability estimates to assess itliernal consistency of the scale and
remove items that did not relate to the constr@ttufchill, 1979). Further tests to ensure
the validity of all the measures utilised in thadst were carried out, and a series of tests
on the basic assumptions were also carried outrdetmning the regressions. The main

part of the statistical analysis used multivarigists to account for the asymmetric effects

21



of the variables in question on the adoption okesgion products with different levels of

co-creation as well as individual regressions antfidence intervals.

1.5.1 Choice of Research Context

Video gaming has become a popular social and psygival theme of research (Wood,
Griffiths and Eatough 2004) mainly due to the ragbwth of this sector of the
entertainment industry during the last decade. i8paity, the world video gaming
industry is predicted to record 9% yearly growthotigh 2013. The UK was the largest
video gaming market in 2007 and grew by 20% in 2008ile Internet penetration is
expected to increase from 61.6% in 2008 to 72.9%2043 (Business Insights 2009).
Finally, video games have been found to generateable tribal communities, strong
consumer-brand relationships and embrace the @tianetrend. The latter characteristics
make them unique environments for research on pipécability of these trends arising
from the change in consumption patterns. Futureared in industries with similar
characteristics to the one examined in this studyadso likely to find results from the

present study useful.

In addition, within the brand extension literaturehas been observed that there is a
significant lack of research in the area of produgith comparatively shorter lifecycles
which follow an exponential decay pattern — th@ilume decreases with time as does their
value - and therefore that are expected to gendratehighest value immediately after the

new product (e.g., movies, books, games) is lauh¢hmslie, Dréze and Zufryden 2005).

1.6 Significance of the Study

The study has developed and tested the first comaefpamework that merges theories of
relationship marketing, categorisation and S-Ddog@he framework, reflects a multi-level
perspective, cognitive, connative (co-creative) affdctive (relational) on the adoption of

extension products.

Most of the extension research focuses on theteffeperceived fit and perceived parent
brand quality (categorisation theory), on consumaluations of extension products. This
research covers new ground by focusing on the @sagsing from the re-emergence of
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relationship marketing and S-D logic on consuméraveour. This theoretical background
constitutes an additional way of predicting andleating brand extension success in the

marketplace.

Moreover, in terms of theoretical development,ghely links together three important but
to date unrelated areas, namely, brand extensteratlre, relationship marketing and S-D
logic, seeking synergies in the three literaturBse research establishes the effects of
relational and co-creative elements on extensige@eance, extending Aaker and Keller’s
(1990) principal conceptual framework in predicticgnsumer evaluations of brand
extension acceptance. In addition, it specifies diegree of relational and co-creative

elements effect on different levels of co-createresion.

This research also investigates the effects ofgpdians of fit and parent brand quality and
provides evidence for their effect on products vdifierent levels of co-creation. In this
way the research replicates and enhances exteatidity of existing work; but also

extends knowledge by measuring their effects in lmoation with a number of other

factors, previously unknown to this literature.

Moreover, the study adds to the lack of researgarting products whose quantity is
subject to exponential decay. This study enablesrésults of previous studies to be
extended to wider product areas; and consequemtyngie knowledge development
regarding brand extension acceptance of producishwshare the same characteristics

with the ones examined in this study.

The research provides empirical support for theuglrbrand tribal community concept and

the consumer-brand relationship dimensionality. Tésearch advances knowledge in the
field by using both qualitative and quantitativethuels to explore the dimensionality of

the concepts. Specifically, the study presentssthelarities and differences between the
neighbouring concepts of tribes and communitiesahabcates the notion of tribalism as a
component of the concept of community.

In addition to this, the study repositions the aptoof the consumer-brand relationship to
reflect the core elements of a relationship andgisaupport in the inter-personal theories.
By this means it aims to overcome past criticisgrarding the a-theoretical nature of the
consumer-brand relationship concept as well asldlek of consensus regarding its

dimensionality and measurement difficulties.
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Furthermore, the concept of the co-creation of e@dln terms of level of co-creation of
value and intentions to co-create) deriving frone tise of the S-D logic were first
conceptualised and empirically tested in the candéorand extensions literature by the
present study. In this way, the research makegrafisant contribution to knowledge,

given that the S-D logic is a growing field of raseh.

From a methodological point of view, the presentdgt adds to the methodological
practices used in brand extension literature byodohg a mixed method approach.
Although the mixed method approach has been gaigmognd in the marketing field
during the last twenty years (Alshebil 2007), braextension literature has largely
overlooked the importance of mixed method reseaesigns. Moreover, the research
design of the current study builds upon the weas@esf past research in terms of the lack
of use of qualitative data; actual customer samplealistic extension stimuli; actual

consumption environment, and the online contexd fggpendix A, Table A-1).

Finally, the findings of this research will be aflevance to practitioners, who, whilst
increasingly using extension and relationship miamgestrategies, have little research
evidence to assess their impact on the successtehstons in the marketplace. In
particular, managers will profit from the emergingportance of the level of co-creation as
a determinant of extension acceptance. Managerprcamote the creation of products that
require joint levels of co-creation between the pany and the consumer and also

encourage consumers to participate in the process.

Consumers may co-create both individually (one+te-eonsumer-company) and in the
form of a community (consumer-with-consumer to camy); therefore relationships with
the brand are important. The study identifies toagers which dimensions of the multi-
dimensional concepts of virtual brand tribal comityand consumer-brand relationship
affect extension acceptance and proposes avenuendi@ a beneficial application of
these concepts. Overall, the research will alsoehawplications for managers’
understanding of the brand’s relational elementd deir applicability as a business
strategy. The results of this research will beipalarly relevant to companies planning to

extend their portfolios.
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1.7 Outline of the Thesis

Chapter 1 -Introduction- The first chapter provides an overview of the gtlicbm a
conceptual perspective, justifies the value of thsearch by highlighting changes in
consumer consumption behaviour. The chapter desciibe research aim and research
questions underpinning the thesis; presents thearels methods utilised and justify the
significance of the study from a theoretical andhagerial point view.

Chapter 2 -Brand Extension Business Strategyfhe second chapter aims to introduce
the reader to the literature of brand extensiohg. dhapter starts by discussing the concept
of this business strategy. It then explains whyg #trategy is so popular; and presents a
number of gaps and inconsistencies the researeseidbntified in the literature and how
the present research plans to contribute to filthmgse. Further on, the chapter provides the
reader with a descriptive literature review arotinel topic, for the sake of completeness.
Through this, the researcher intends to reveatrihi@ theoretical gap, which the study will
contribute to filling.

Chapter 3 -Relationship Marketing and the S-D logie The third chapter aims to
introduce the reader to the post-modern way ofkthgh and, in turn, to the theories of
relationship marketing and S-D logic. The chaptespnts the theories underpinning the
main concepts of the research. The chapter definesconcepts, provides a critical
literature review evaluating existing work in thee@ and explains how the concepts have
been conceptualised in the present study in oadevércome past difficulties.

Chapter 4 -Model Development and Research HypotheseThe fourth chapter clarifies
the focus of the study. The chapter explains why tbsearch focuses on consumer
evaluations of brand extension products and howcthcepts were selected from the
brand extension literature. The chapter also dessrihe research conceptual framework
and the underlying theories behind it. This chapagplies categorisation theory,
relationship marketing and S-D logic to proposedilipses with regard to perceptions of
fit; perceived brand quality; co-creation of valuertual brand tribal community;
consumer-brand relationship; and extension acceptan

Chapter 5 -Methodology-The fifth chapter explains the methodology usethi study.
The chapter starts by describing the researchppsoach to the study and then describes
the research process. The first part of the reBeprocess presents the use of the
gualitative work, which is to assist in the constron of the research instrument used in
the quantitative research. The second part of theearch process describes the
development of the survey instrument. Next, theptdradescribes the sampling and the

measure development process
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Chapter 6 -Preparation of Data for Analysis-The sixth chapter explains how data were
prepared for the data analysis. The chapter caggimith the data cleaning procedures on
the final sample size and then presents the rétiabnd validity tests undertaken for every
dimension. The chapter also presents the analysisrtance of the three scenarios to
ensure that the research has achieved distindréifEes. Chapter 6 addresses the issues
related to the survey response, e.g., sample deasics, validity, and reliability of
measures, computing values of new variables andrgeng factors.

Chapter 7 —Data Analysis and Model Testing-The seventh chapter presents the
quantitative data analysis. The chapter startsdscrbing the data analysis method and
then presents a number of tests that were condietfie starting the analysis. These
include normality, constant variance, casewiseratics, and multicollinearity tests. To
test the hypotheses developed in Chapter 4, theéhauet of multivariate analysis,
independent regressions and confidence intervate wsed. Interpretations of the results
are presented at the last section of the chapter.

Chapter 8 -Conclusion-Chapter Eight is the conclusion chapter. The chagitzusses
the most significant results of the thesis, follogvithe data analysis in Chapter 7. This
chapter justifies the results by providing the tletioal underpinning, which involves the
theory of categorisation, relationship marketing &D logic. The chapter summarises the
theoretical and managerial implications of the gtymtesents the limitations and avenues

for future research.

The structure of the present study is presentagralamatically in Figure 1.1
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Figure 1.1 Outline of the Thesis




1.8. Summary

This introductory chapter has sought to providescdption and a brief explanation of the

substance of the present study. It has providezheeptual overview of the study; outlined

the aim and the research questions set to achiepeesented the main methods used to
achieve it; and finally, provided an overview ogthkignificance of the study and a short
description of the content of the sequence andtstrel of every chapter to help the reader

follow the concept of the study.
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CHAPTER TWO

BRAND EXTENSIONS BUSINESS STRATEGY

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to draw a completeie of the brand extension literature.
The chapter starts by presenting new product laopgortunities from a company’s point
of view, as defined by Tauber (1981). Next, theptbaestablishes the importance of this
business strategy through examples from its useéhé marketplace, presents some
statistical data on the success and failure of pesducts in the UK, and other risks and
benefits associated with this strategy. A bran@msibn business strategy is defined as the
use of an established brand name to launch a nedugr either in the same product
category as the brand or in a new product cate@ailckner and Sattler 2006).

The chapter discusses several gaps and inconsedehe researcher has identified in the
literature. The gaps are classified into four catesg:theoretical, referring to the lack of
brand extension literature to rationalise findiagising from theoretical backgrounds other
than categorisation theorygonceptual,which refers to the lack of brand extension
literature accounting for the factors of virtualkabd tribal community, consumer-brand
relationship and co-creation of value as anteceddnt brand extension success;
methodological,which relates to the lack of brand extension ditere making use of
qualitative data, and also the limitations assedatith the context of previous research
(in terms of the type of consumers, stimuli, andhstonption environment); and
contextual which concerns the lack of extension literatureoaating for certain types of
product, brand (line) extensions and overall pgugitresearch in the entertainment sector.

Finally, in order to draw a full picture of the bchextension literature, the chapter presents
a categorisation of the main success factors ifilethtin the literature to date. A short
summary of the studies related to each factor aviged to help the reader gain an
understanding of the research that has been ukdartaound each success factor, as well
as to provide evidence for the emergent concepiuatribution of the study. The chapter

finishes with a concluding note summarising thempaiints discussed in the chapter.
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2.2 New Opportunities from the Company’s Point of Vew

Tauber (1981) describes four types of opportunitgemw launching a new product,
depending on whether the product category is nethegaompany and whether the brand
name is new or already familiar to the consumegyfé 2.1). When a new entry employs a
new brand name and the product or service is ategory new to the company, it is called
a new product. When a new entry employs a new bbaihd is introduced into a category
where the firm already has a market position, iteisned a flanker brand. When a new
entry employs an existing brand name in a firm'ssgnt category, it is a line extension,
and when a brand name familiar to the consumemppdiedd to products that are in a
category new to the parent firm, it is a termedaadhise extension. Brand extension will
thus be used as a generic term to cover both fremamnd line extensions; franchise
extensions involve the leverage of a brand intcew wategory (e.g., Virgin airline and
Virgin wine), and line extensions (e.g., Coke andtBCoke) concern the extension of a

brand but only within the same product category.

Figure 2.1 New Product Launching Opportunities

Product Category

New Existing New

New Product Flanker Brand Brand Name

Existing
Franchise Extension Line Extension

Source: Adopted from Martinez and Pina (2003)

2.3 Brand Extension Business Strategy

A brand represents a series of associations inucoas’ minds of product attributes,
brand image and overall attitudes (Boush and Lok@881; Czellar 2003; Loken and
Roedder John 1993; Park, Jun, and Shocker 1996;04&selaer, Stijn and Alba 2003;
Sood and Keller 2012). When consumers see an edepdoduct/service provider,
category- based processing ensures that the ganard is used as the basis for evaluation

(Boush and Loken 1991; Moreau, Lehmann, and Mark@@{1). Brand extension is the
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use of an established brand name to launch a nedugr either in the same product
category as the brand or in a new product cateddayny new product introductions each
year are brand extensions; for example, Apple’sieh Godiva coffee; Jeep Strollers, and;
Virgin wine, air tickets and records (Monga and rJoP010). The ever increasing
competitive pressures found in most industries hawaeed the introduction of a new
product into a risky business. On average, new ymtsdfail at the rate of between 40
percent and 90 percent depending on the categawyviie 2007). In the UK out of the
2,300 newly introduced products in the fast-mowongsumer goods sector (FMCG), only
one out of seven proved to be a success in 200i¢aitmg that new product development
(NPD) is a highly risky strategy. An interestingsearch by the International Research
Institute (IRI) shows that the success rate is ceduby 50% when consumers are not
already familiar with the brand name. As a realltpf the top ten brand launches in 2002
were brand extensions (Hiscock 2002).

Brand extensions gain consumer acceptance fastér aéso benefit from existing

distributor relationships, so they quickly achietigh levels of distribution in the

multiples. For instance, in the study conductedhgyIRI in 2002, in the FMCG sector, 9
out of 10 FMCG launches achieved 90% distributionmultiples within 20 weeks of

launch and managed to maintain that over time @¢isc2002). Extending brands has
become a profitable strategy during the past twoades as it reduces new product
launching costs; lowers consumer risk by leveragnogitive association onto a new
product (Milberg, Sinn and Goodstein 2010); ancergithens the parent brand by
reinforcing its positive images in the mind of #t@nsumer (Jung and Tey 2010). Positive
attitudes towards the extension product/servicereariorce the value of the parent brand
and boost sales of other brand products (Pina,inartand Iversen 2010). Currently, by
treating brands as assets, an increased numbeadd have grown through launching

brand extensions.

Although brand extensions are known as the “cotopes of many firms' growth

strategies (Milberg et al. 2010), they do not gotra success (Keller 2007). On the
contrary, should an extended product fail, it gates negative associations that many
scholars have found can dilute brand equity (Sh&@i0; Pina and Martinez 2004; 2006;
Pina, Iversen and Martinez 2010; Sinapuelas amadfyis 2010). Unsuccessful extensions
of products perceptually close to the brand maystfier more intense negative feelings to

the brand than unsuccessful extensions perceptdadbant to the brand. Overall, the
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success or failure of an extended product has feignt financial and operational
implications for the company (Xie 2008).

2.4 Gaps and Inconsistencies in the Extension Litature

Most of the recent research in the area is focoseexamining the factors that may affect
an extension's acceptance from a customer’'s pdrgpgeee Appendix A, Table A-1).
This happens because consumer behaviour patteveschanged significantly in the last
decade. The current study aims to contribute kiodilthis gap, by introducing three factors
that have been overlooked by the extensions liuezati.e., virtual brand tribal
communities; consumer-brand relationship and catiom of value.The lack of research
around these concepts can be rationalised by ttle da brand extension literature to

address critical success factors from relationsiapketing and the S-D logic.

In addition, most brand extension literature is caoirated on the success of category
rather than line extensions. A paradox, howevesearas the marketplace is replete with
successful extensions that are perceptually distamh the parent brand (e.g., Tesco
grocery store; Tesco insurance) and others whiehparceptually close and have failed
(e.g., Xerox computers; Nintendo 64DD). According the National Advertisers'
Association, although strongly supported by manset27% of all extensions within the
same product category as the parent brand (linensiins) fail (Munthree, Bick and
Abratt 2006). The divergence between researchrfgeland the marketplace may suggest
that some factors affecting extension acceptange haen overlooked (Milberg, Sinn and
Goostein 2010). In addition, extensions congruenthe brand are likely to cause brand
equity dilution if they fail (Milberg, Sinn and Getein 2010; Aaker 1996; Loken and John
1993). The current research aims to contributehéoscarce research around the area of

brand (line) extensions by experimenting with liather than category extensions.

To date, studies have been selective and examimigdhe effects of a selection of factors,
or even one factor at a time, and therefore pregargimonious and often contradictory
results. For instance, one study examined soladyeffects of consumer innovativeness,
and proposed that consumer innovativeness wasy likehave a significant impact on
extension acceptance (Xie 2008). Another study @xedanthe effects of consumer
innovativeness in relation to another 14 factord #ound no significant results for the
effect of innovativeness (Volckner and Sattler 2006 addition, the conditions under

which each experiment was conducted differ sigarftty from study to study, and
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therefore the generalisability of the results msited. For instance, one study examined the
effects of consumer innovativeness on the FMCGose@tolckner and Sattler 2006),
while another focused on high-tech products (Klarid Smith 2001). It is important to
note that as innovativeness is found to correlatle iwvolvement, it may have a different
impact on extension acceptance depending on tle¢ dévnvolvement. Moreover, another
study examined the effects of consumer innovatiseria relation to involvement and
culture (Pina, Iversen, Martinez 2010). Therefdres hard to compare results between the

studies. Similar criticisms could be applied to taker concepts.

Furthermore, experiments were not always conduetédactual consumers, actual brands
or real extension stimuli, and rarely in the actt@sumption environment (see Appendix
A, Table A-1), and there have been difficulties cassted with experimental design.
Consumers’ cultural background also plays an ingmdrtole in accepting extensions
(Sharon 2010; Buil de Chernatony and Hem 2009; Rinal. 2010), and most of the
research was conducted in the US with US consu(sess Appendix A, Table A-1). The
current research aims to contribute to this gagménliterature, by conducting research in a
real-time environment, with actual consumers oéa brand and realistic and co-creative
extension stimuli. The researcher has not foundsamgy in the field that was carried out
with realistic co-creative extension stimuli, déspihe increase in importance of the co-
creation trend in the market (e.g., Apple; Ralplurea; Blizzard). Despite the growing
interest in mixed method design in marketing, trentd extension literature remains purely
experimental, highlighting a lack of understandafigonsumer choice criteria of extension

products that could be achieved with qualitativeeszch.

In addition, most of the literature on extensioas focused on the sectors of durable goods
and fast-moving consumer goods (see Appendix AleT@bl), with some studies on
services and luxury goods. In other sectors ofett@nomy which are equally profitable
and important, such as the entertainment indusémy little research has been conducted.
Although the results from the present research beageneralised to other industries, the
current research also contributes to this gapenlitbrature, by concentrating on the video
game sector. Furthermore, although the Interneingseasingly important in current
consumer purchasing and consumption behaviour,litelature on brand extension
acceptance has been conducted in an off-line emviemt. Consumers’ evaluations of
extension products on the Internet may be affebtethctors that are less evident, given
the interactive potential the online environmenterd. The current research aims to

contribute to this gap in the extensions literatame specifically, analyse products where
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diffusion follows an exponential-decay pattern agdnerates the highest revenues
immediately after the new product has been maddaiea to consumers (e.g., video

games).

Brand extension strategy is of particular imporeafar products where diffusion follows
an exponential-decay pattern and generates thegstighvenues immediately after the new
product has been made available to consumers.iStofien the case of budget media
products, such as motion pictures, books and géhieslie, Dreze and Zufryden 2005). It
is hoped that the present research will make aabddunput in these product categories. In
a recent study Hennig-Thurau, Houston and Heit09) have expressed their concern
regarding the lack of research within this sectbis hoped that the present study will
contribute to the limited research in the literatby using the video game industry as the
context for the application of the brand extensibine choice of the video game industry

and the importance of the context will be discuseg€hapter 5).

The video game industry, as part of the entertamnredustry, has attained significant
levels of growth within the last decade, comparethe other sectors of the same industry
(e.g., music and books). In their study, Walsh, Kind Ross (2008) have highlighted the
fact that despite the growth of the video gameasesgithin the entertainment industry
worldwide, little research has been conducted om ¢fffectiveness of corporations’
branding activities within the sector. Brandingpisotal in the video game industry both
for brands that operate within the industry, andbi@nds that operate outside this industry
but are interested in entering in this industrye@fically, apart from the well-known
video game brands that consistently rank amongojheellers, there are a number of top-
selling games under brands that do not operateipally in the video game industry. The
latter fact suggests that antecedents to video gamoeess are relevant to brand owners in
many fields even outside the range of video ganamds (Wuts, Person, Hultink and
Brands 2012).

Extension product success usually depends on a ewmib factors, some of which

companies tend to overlook, e.g. consumers' willgss to co-create the product with the
company or take such as brand reputation for gdai@ensequently it would be useful to
review and evaluate the effect of factors affectoapsumer evaluations of extension
products. As such information is critical for acaer budget allocations, product design

and marketing campaigns, as well as for negotiathmtween company and consumers of
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brand extension rights, the limited evidence awdeélaconstitutes an important gap in the

literature.

It is for all these reasons that there has bedmuegéoning” stream of academic research
that focuses on the factors that can affect theesscof brand extensions (Batra et al.
2010). More specifically, prior research has derntrated that consumers’ acceptance of
brand extensions depends mainly on two factorspéneeived quality of the parent brand,

and the perceived fit between the brand and theneled product/service.

The current research examines how the traditiomalahcan be enriched with a number of
factors that have arisen as a result of the changdbe consumer decision making
environment. Understanding the impact of thesetivellg new factors in the decision
making process for the acceptance of extensionsssential for both theoretical and
practical reasons. At a theoretical level, sociad #echnological environmental changes
(see Chapter 3) can affect how consumers procdssmation and hence evaluate
extension. At a practical level, understanding éfiect of factors deriving from those
changes can improve predictions of brand exterstoeptance. It is important to note here
that the decision-making framework may not varynsgigantly between shopping
situations, i.e., online/offline environment (Chodoulides and de Chernatony 2004), but
it may vary depending on the consumer trends attithe of the research. The current
research examines how the traditional framework m@m®nriched by three basic features
of the contemporary consumer environment, isvrfual brand tribal community;

consumer-brand relationship and; co-creation ofueal

2.5 Brand Extension Success Factors

Success Factor Summary

For the past two decades a considerable amourdgsefarch has been carried out in the
brand extensions area. To simplify the review, min success factors that have been
conceptualised by previous research are clasdfdulv asParent Brand Characteristics,
Consumer Characteristics-New Potential Success dfact Brand Extension
Characteristics,and Market Related FactorsThe following section hopes to provide a
holistic overview, but not all the factors will lnsed in this study’s conceptual framework.

The purpose has been to include literature that mot be used for the sake of
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completeness. The concepts that represent the e@ptnibution of this doctoral study are
also introduced here for the sake of completentesisjustification for the inclusion of

these is presented in the next chapter.

Parent Brand Characteristics

Brand Associations

A brand-specific association is defined as anhkatte or benefit that differentiates a brand
from its competitors (Chakravati, McInnis and Nakam1990). For example, Apple is the
brand associated with friendliness, as opposetha@oTbshiba brand which is associated
with reliability. Broniarczyk and Alba’s (1994) gnad-breaking article on the importance
of the brand in brand extension found that sevéraind specific associations may
moderate the effect of brand affect and productgmaty similarity across several product
categories. The impact of brand-specific assoaiatiwas actually found to dominate brand
affect and product category similarity. For exampteone experiment Broniarczyk and

Alba (1994) found brand-specific associations taiseapreference reversals from the
parent to the extended category, while in anothgreement, they found that brand-

specific associations enabled a brand to extedissimilar product categories.

Likewise, Rangaswamy, Burke and Oliva (1993) exaaithe effect of brand-specific
associations related to the product category, aedcations of a more general 'intangible’
nature. The authors found that brands which wesocated with more ‘intangible’
attributes' were easier to extend than those wetly gtrong 'product-based’' associations.
The findings of Park and Srinivasan (1994) offesegport to Rangaswamy et al. (1993).
Park and Srinivasan (1994) found that brand equotyld be split into “product attribute’
and "non-product attribute' based components. Tkwes found that it was primarily the
non-attribute based component which played a daminale in determining a brand’s
overall equity. In both categories studied (moutslivand toothpaste), it was established
that brand associations unrelated to product ategpwere more important in shaping a

brand's equity and potentially the brand’s abiidyextend.

The US cigarette market study of Reddy, Holak ahdtB§1994), on the role of a brand's
symbolic value as a factor in line extension suscésund that long-established brands
with a significant advertising share of voice tethdie produce higher share line extensions.

Line extensions from symbolic brands (not focusedpbysical or functional product
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attributes) tended to enjoy more extension sudtessthose from more functional brands.
Early market entry tended to favour stronger (higharket share, long-established, high

share of voice) brands, but not weaker brands.

More recent research has also questioned the effdmtand concept on brand elasticity.
Monga and Deborah (2010) in their article on brandcept and styles of thinking have
challenged past research of Park, Milberg and Lawd®91) that prestige brands can
stretch further than functional brands; and suggest it also depends on the style of
thinking of the consumers. Similarly, Yorkston, iés and Matta (2010) examined how
implicit theories regarding brand personality saatffect consumer inferences about the
malleability of a brand’s personality traits and #bility to extend into new categories;
they found that consumers’ personal theoreticglaigions affect their perceptions over a

brand’s trait and its ability to extend.

Overall, it seems that brand-specific associatiplay an important role when extending
with functional brands due to their product featassociations. Intangible attributes of the
brand are more flexible and can help its extenitypiMore recent literature, however,

suggests that consumer characteristics may infeuighe way these associations are

perceived.

Brand Breadth

Boush and Loken (1991) conducted an experimentdlyswithin the electrical goods and
grocery categories, assessing the impact of categionilarity and brand breadth on
consumer evaluations of brand extensions for et brands. The authors found that
there was a direct linear relationship betweenresitm typicality and attitude ratings for
potential brand extensions. Brand breadth was &sod to interact with extension
typicality. Findings from the experiments suggésttta narrow brand such as Campbell’s
has an advantage over a broader brand such as keioifering a close-to-the-brand
extension product, i.e., a new soup; converselynHeas an advantage over Campbell's in
offering a moderately different extension such asw line of frozen vegetables.

Dacin and Smith (1994) conducted two classroombasgeriments and a consumer
survey to establish the impact of brand breadthconsumer evaluations of brand
extensions. Although the experimental results foambsitive relationship between brand
breadth and positive extension evaluations, thesinfys were not replicated in the survey

stage. A consistent finding from the research wemyever, that as portfolio quality
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variance decreased a positive relationship betwhenbrand breadth and consumer
extension evaluations emerged. It appears thatfotiortquality consistency offers

confidence and comfort to consumers. The resealsh @vealed that the effect of
perceived fit was likely to diminish with brand bdth in multiple categories which were
not closely related (e.g., motorcycles; media).

Similarly, in a more recent study with actual brendnd hypothetical extensions,
DelVecchio (2000) found support for the effectdcdnd breadth on extension acceptance.
Both the perceptions of fit and brand breadth affe@nd reliability. Brand breadth
interacts with consumer perceptions of fit so {haditive effects of fit on brand reliability
are strengthened by brand breadth. However, ifymoduality variance increases, brand

reliability decreases.

Overall, although findings suggest that brand hiteachay in certain cases affect

consumers’ perceptions of fit there is no evideoica direct relationship.

Brand Name Structure

Sood and Keller (2012) found that brand name girectinteracts with fit. More
specifically, sub-branded extensions evoke slowed more thoughtful categorisation
processing strategy. On the other hand, family drextensions evoke faster category-
based processing. Therefore, category similaritgcés extensions evaluations when the
extension is family branded but not sub-brandedadidition, dilution effects carry a
negative experience only with family brands. Suérbiing can therefore help protect the

brand from unwanted negative feedback and enharadeations of the extensions.

Brand Quality

A core idea behind the practice of brand extensdo take advantage of a brand’s equity
in order to facilitate the acceptance of a new pobdit is therefore logical to expect that
the perceived quality of the brand would be assediavith consumers’ attitudes toward
the extension. The brand quality, as the percesegzkriority and excellence of the brand
compared to its competitors (Zeithaml 1988), is seeond most frequently researched
construct in the extensions literature (Aaker arglld¢ 1990; Keller and Aaker 1992;
Sunde and Brodie 1993; Nijssen and Hartman 199¢pBiey and Doyle 1996; van Riel,
Lennink and Ouwersloot 2001; van Riel and Ouwetsk@05; Bottomley and Holden
2001; Tang, Liou and Peng, 2008; Song, Zhang, Xutamang 2010; Burnaz and Belgin

2011; Volckner and Sattler 2006); but results rdiay its effect are contradictory or
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inconsistent. The current study aims to make aaldéicontribution to this discourse in

the literature.

Brand Trust

Reast (2005) based his work on Keller and Aake®@19.992), who found a significant

association between company credibility and extensacceptance. Reast (2005)
hypothesised that brand trust, measured thougltdwelated dimensions of connative and
cognitive trust, affect extension acceptance. lis\swas conducted in the UK with real,

but low involvement product and service brands. &tfiect of brand trust was found to be

greater than media, brand share and perceivedyjoéthe parent brand.

Brand Affect

The concept of brand affect or “liking” the brahds been found to have a positive effect
on the extension (Broniarzyk and Alba 1994; Barehel. 2000) and in several cases
independently of fit evaluation. Moreover, Yeunglahlyer (2005), in their article on how
brand-elicited affect influences consumer evaluegiof brand extensions, found that the
effect of brand affect (liking) is strong even whttre extension and the core are very
dissimilar. It is important to note here that réswre valid provided that participants are
not prompted to consider core-extension similaas/ the basis for their evaluations.
Provided that this condition is satisfied, conswsrae likely to base their evaluations on
the ‘brand affect’ (liking) they developed whenyheere first exposed to the parent brand
name. In this sense, these conclusions are innlitrethe results of Barone et al. (2000),
who found a positive relationship between ‘branfe@f and extension evaluations,
dependent on the level of fit between the core damd the extension. However, they had
explicitly asked the respondents of the study tesader the level of fit before making their
judgments. Therefore, brand affect can have differmpacts on extension acceptance

depending on when and in relation to which othetdis it is measured.

Brand Loyalty

Brand equity has often been conceptualised as asureaf consumers’ behaviour, a
financial measure, a measure of consumer beliesm(kand Iversen 2003). Brand
extension literature has focused on several of drequity dimesions such as brand
awareness, brand image, perceived quality, but tleyon brand loyalty. Although brand
loyalty is a basis of brand equity, it is influedcéy other major dimensions (i.e.,
awareness, associations, perceived quality). Blayadty in the brand extension literature

has been conceptualised and measured as calculaffeetive commitment, positive
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behavioural intention towards the original brand aelf-image connection between the
consumer and the brand. In their study, Hem andséve (2003) found support for the
effects of positive behavioural intention towardse tparent brand, and self image
connection on brand extension acceptance. Yet/lafter suggest that further work is
needed to improve theoretical understanding andsuanement of brand loyalty.

Communication Strategies

Aaker and Keller (1990) suggested ways to help egfdnegative associations which had
been transferred from the dominant parent brandcesgons through a sophisticated
communication strategy. Aaker and Keller (1990)vetd how communication strategy

could improve extension evaluations. For example tommunication strategy for

Heineken (e.g., Heineken popcorn: in regular andesh flavours), helps overcome

consumers' negative perceptions that Heineken popeould taste like Heineken beer.

Bridges, Keller and Sood (2000) found that, in gaheéhe most effective communication
strategies for brand extensions would be thosetwrecognised the salient associations
from the parent brand and highlighted those asBoni these might otherwise be
overlooked or misinterpreted in the extension odntéKeller, 1993). Apparently,
communication strategies that raised the saliema@edlibility of explanatory links could
increase the number of potential extension categdor a brand.

In a similar vein, Lane (2000) sought to demonstradw brand extension communication
strategies (ad content and repetition) could overcoegative evaluations with what might
be regarded as ‘incongruent extensions'. In a stufdjour highly regarded brands

(Heineken, Crest, Keebler and Michelin), particiiganvho viewed brand extension

advertisements five times evaluated incongruenéresibons more positively, expressed
higher usage intentions, indicated more favourablesistency judgements, and exhibited
increased elaboration and more positive elabaratitan did participants who viewed the
advertisements only once. It was, therefore, despuiy Lane (2000) that incongruent

extensions are doomed to fail.

In one of the frequently cited contributions toraextension research, Klink and Smith
(2001) questioned the importance of perceived il aaised doubts about the external
validity of much prior research within the fieldh& authors noted that in prior research

that had supported the importance of perceivethditveen extension and parent brand,
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respondents were exposed only once at the extenBi@authors also noted that while
consumers vary in risk-aversion and new productpaoio behaviour (Rogers 2003),
previous research had not factored in this behaviKlink and Smith (2001) found that the
effects of perceived fit diminished significantlyhen attribute information concerning the
extension was increased. In addition, Klink and t8nf2001) also tested for consumer
innovativeness and found that the effect of peemiMit diminished as consumer
innovativeness increased. Furthermore, as resptsidexposure to an extension
increased, so did their perceptions of fit betwélem parent brand and the extension
product. In many ways this finding was supportifeLane (2000), who had found that

evaluations of 'incongruent’ extensions improveith &dditional advertising exposures.

Kim et al. (2001) reported the stimuli presentatodrihe extension to the consumer could
improve extension evaluation and reduce negativeaats on the core brand. For this
reason, the authors proposed the use of graphinzhlliaguistic distancing techniques.
These techniques could help with the evaluationmfard brand extensions, and reduce
negative impacts on the core brand. Similarly, Mue et al. (2006), in their framework
of brand revitalisation through an upscale extamsiound that increased distancing

techniques benefit step-up brand extension in mipir@ category.

Overall, it is important to note that many stud@se considered the company’s marketing
activities as an influential factor on extensionaleations (Reddy et al. 1994; Sinapuelas
and Sisodya 2010; Grime et al. 2002; Volckner aattl&d 2006). Marketing support is
found to be an effective antecedent to extensi@ecess in many studies. Yet, the results
may vary depending on the strength of the brandtyequ the type of the extension (e.g.,

upwards or downwards).

Consumer Characteristics

Brand Experience

Swaminathan, Fox and Reddy (2001) examined thectsffef experience with a parent
brand on a) consumers' trial; b) repeat purchaskrarid extensions; and c) reciprocal
impact of the trial of successful and unsuccedsfahd extension on the parent brand. An
existing brand name provides warranty and reduwesisks involved in purchasing a new
product (Erdem, 1998; Wenerfelt, 1988); thus, dioduct experience was expected to

be more trustworthy than advertising or other comications, and resulted in strongly
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held beliefs (Smith and Swinyard, 1983). Consunwatl parent brand experience have

greater parent brand knowledge, better recall,gaadter confidence in their beliefs about
the parent brand than consumers with no such expezi Nevertheless, Swaminathan, Fox
and Reddy (2001) found that parent brand experibadea significant impact on extension

trial, though not on repeat purchase. Similar tesulere found by an earlier study of

Erdem (1998), who demonstrated that quality peroppttransferred between umbrella-

branded products in the case of congruent prodategories. Volckner and Sattler (2006),

in a more recent study on drivers of brand extensigccess, found support for the effects
of parent brand experience on extension acceptartbe FMCG sector.

Brand Knowledge

Broniarzyk and Alba (1994) found that brand-sped$sociations are more important than
similarity when extending. They also found that brand extension associations are not
expected to be uniform across consumer segments. bfands — Apple and Compaq -
were chosen from the computer industry (chosen usecdechnical knowledge varies
widely) with 45 subjects participating, 15 of whomere experts. Results suggested that
brand-specific associations moderated the effedtrand affect on extension judgements

only for high in-brand knowledge consumers.

Another study that researched the concept of bkagviedge is that of Klink and Smith
(2001); they suggest that previous research ondbextensions restricts the amount of
attribute information provided to the subjects, @sgs individuals to a single stimulus and
does not distinguish between early and late adogtéension strategies. The authors
conducted two studies and found that the effectparteived fit' diminish as the level of
‘consumer innovativeness’ increases. The effect# afso diminish in *high information’
conditions. In addition, as a person’s exposura bvand extension increases, so does the
person’s perception of fit between the brand anel élwtension. In support of these
findings, Grime, Diamantopoulos and Smith (2008pgbroposed that the higher the level
of consumer knowledge, the greater the impact tobrii consumer evaluations of a) an
extension and b) the core brand.

From another perspective, Pina et al. (2010) exadhbrand knowledge in terms of brand
familiarity, and found that brand familiarity hasdaect effect on the development of
parent brand associations (see also Hoek et aD)2&@d can be moderated by national

culture.
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From the studies above, it is evident that knowdedan affect consumer perceptions of fit
and overall acceptance. Yet it is important to rtbeg not all the studies have considered
the same type of knowledge (e.g., consumer branowletge; product category

knowledge; product knowledge). Future research eyand upon the effects of such

different types of knowledge.

Brand Ownership

Kirmani, Sood and Bridges (1999) proposed an ovimersffect, that is, that owners or
users of a brand have more favourable responsestir@owners to a brand's extensions.
Kirmani et al. (1999) examined the ownership effaatonsumer responses to price=based
upward and downward brand stretches. The studyuwdsrtaken on durable goods such
as automobiles and clothing where prestige braxdg and ownership is visible. The
ownership effect (owners’ favourable responsesywed for both upward and downward

stretches of a non-prestige brand and for upwaedicstes of a prestige brand.

Consumer Involvement

Continuing the theme of the impact of consumer atiaristics on brand extension
evaluation, McWilliam (1993) presented a discussiaper which raised the question as to
whether the degree of '‘consumer involvement' (Krangii965) in a category could have an
impact on extension evaluation decisions. Basec upaesearch study with marketing
practitioners of recent brand extensions, mosttpi@rers seemed to view the consumer
evaluation process for extensions as essentiablyobfow involvement. This was the case
since a low involvement category moving to anotlew involvement category was
evaluated in much the same way as low involveméwerdising (Krugman, 1965), with no

need for consumers to engage in much cognitivegssiog.

However, after exposure to the extension with lile¢p of advertising or distribution
visibility, it was suggested that a reorganisatainthe perceptual structure would take
place to include the extension. McWilliam (1993)wed that conversely, brand extensions
from and/or to a high involvement product categargy induce a higher level of overall
involvement; and the evaluation process in conssegpievould take a different route
involving more cognitive processing. To summarisécWilliam (1993) argued that
involvement level would impact upon the way extensiwere processed. This view of the

differential decisions associated with high and lawolvement extension decisions
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appears to be supported by the work of Boush aken.¢1991), who found that decision

times for electronic goods were significantly longean for grocery goods.

Moving a step forward, Jung and Tey (2010), in cledor boundary conditions for
successful brand extensions, have found that mnhalt involvement and consumer
innovativeness may moderate the effect of extenswmnilarity of brand extension
evaluations. Moreover, the findings suggest thagamtonsumers have high innovativeness
and are within a highly involved situation, theyefer moderately dissimilar extensions
over similar and extremely dissimilar extensiong&wedver, when consumers have low
innovativeness or are in an involved situationytpeefer similar brand extensions over

moderately dissimilar and extremely dissimilar esiens.

Therefore, the concept of involvement is highlyatetl in the literature with the concept of

innovativeness, while it can have a differentigbaut on the type of extension acceptance.

Consumer Innovativeness

In his conceptual paper Xie (2008) developed psdmms on how consumer

innovativeness exerts an influence on consumersemance of brand extensions.
According to this author, the relationship betweensumer innovativeness and consumer
acceptance of the extension product is moderatedinbyrmation availability and

interpersonal communication.

Another study by Pina et al. (2010) found that comesr innovativeness has a moderating
role on perceptions of fit, which however, variesni country to country. For instance,
Norwegians were found to be more innovative ankttiaking than Spaniards. Thus, Pina
et al. (2010) distinguished between hedonist intieeaess and social innovativeness. The
findings extend previous research of Klink and &n{2001) that hedonist-innovative
consumers do not consider category fit, but arerésted in the coherence between brand
image and new associations. Pina et al. (2010) sugmest that the higher the social
innovativeness, the stronger the relationship betwiamiliarity and image for cultures
such as Norway as opposed to cultures similar @nSphe former place more emphasis
on the image fit, while the latter stress cateddryn another study, Jung and Tey (2010)
also found that consumers high in innovativeness wmder high situational conditions
prefer moderately dissimilar brand extensions.slttherefore possible that consumer

involvement moderates perceived similarity.
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Volckner and Sattler (2006), on the other handnébilimited support for the effects of
consumer innovativeness, although this could haenlbecause of the type of products
(FMCG sector) on which the study was conductedus]mnovativeness factors are likely
to affect extension success with different levélsmtensity depending on product type.

Overall, it is important to note here that notthk studies have considered the same type
of innovativeness for their experiments (e.g., &@bcinnovativeness, hedonist
innovativeness). In addition to this, not all theidses have examined the relative
importance of innovativeness with the same numbé&abors or even in the same context.

It is therefore, expected that different resultd amerge.

Consumer Mood

Barone, Miniard and Romeo (2000) found supporttifigr importance of brand extension
similarity and the perceived competency of the rakin producing the extension, but
also for the mediating role that viewers’ mood estabuld have on extension evaluation.
Barone et al.'s (2000) results indicated that aigesnood primarily enhances evaluations
of extensions viewed as 'moderately similar' tca@otirably evaluated core brand. The
findings may imply that the use of advertisememgsable of evoking positive mood states

can promote brand extension success.

Culture

Sharon (2010) found that motivation and extensypicality moderated consumers’ cross-
cultural differences in brand dilution, with Easteand Western consumers reacting
differently to failures in brand extension. Buik €hernatony and Hem (2009) similarly
found significant differences between three Europsauntries (Spain, UK and Norway),

and Pina, Iversen and Martinez (2010) also fourd ¢hlture moderates perception of fit
in research on Norway and Spain. Thus, from thativgly limited research, the overall

conclusion is that culture affects extension acege with evidence of both positive and

negative associations towards the parent brand.

Consumer (Self)-Characteristics
Ahluwalia (2008) examines the role of individuaffeliences (self-construal) in a brand’s
stretchability. It was found that an inter-depertdself-construal construct can affect

perceptions of fit and therefore acceptance ofetttension. Nevertheless, these beneficial
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effects are likely to emerge only under conditiovisere the individual is motivated to

elaborate extensively on extension information.

Monga and Deborah's (2010) study on the role oividdal differences on extension
acceptance, challenges the normal convention (Pdilkberg and Lawson 1991) that
consumers are more accepting of extensions intardigroduct categories for prestige

brands than for functional brands .

Yorkston, Nune and Matta (2010) presented the oblenplicit theories in evaluating

brand extensions of a malleable brand. Their rebedocuments how incremental theorist
consumers are more accepting of brand extensioas #ntity theorist consumers.
Incremental theorists are those consumers whoueetleat personality traits of the brand
are malleable, whereas entity theorists are thdse bvelieve that personality traits of the

brand are fixed.

Yeo and Park (2006) found that self-regulatory Baromotion vs. prevention) moderates
the effects of parent extension similarity on bramdensions. Similar extensions were
evaluated more favourably than less similar onerwparticipants were prevention

focused, but the effect was reversed when theguaatits were promotion focused.

Overall, consumer’s self-centred characteristicy nmenderate perceptions of fit or the
transfer of perceived brand associations from #remqt brand to the extension. Yet, it is
important to note that the studies discussed abbwonsidered a different aspect of self
and therefore are not directly comparable; nonéstbe they are useful for intuitive

purposes.

Customer Certainty

Smith and Andrews (1995) examined the effect ofamsr certainty, defined as a belief in
a company's ability to deliver a product that maées customer’'s expectations. Their
research questioned the previously assumed disscicetion between perceived fit and
brand extension evaluation. Customer certainty atedi the relationship between
perceived fit and brand extension evaluationss hielieved that this certainty that the new
product would meet expectations depends on whetiercustomer believes that the
company possesses the appropriate skills to latlvecextension. These findings contribute

to brand extension success factors in perceptdatgnt product categories.

46



Hawkins and Singh (2012) found that an individudksel of uncertainty avoidance
impacts brand extensions. The study examines twapgr of consumers (high and low
certainty) and finds that high uncertainty indivadisa prefer extensions from broad breadth

brands over narrow brands.

Overall more research is needed to establish fleetefof this construct across different

product categories.

New Potential Success Factors to be Investigatedtime Present Study

The consumption environment has recently undergame important shift from
transactional(where the emphasis is in the value in exchangettaan consumer is seen as
a passive recipient of the brand’s offering) toveaadmorerelational approach (where the
connection between the brand and the consumer ynfam that this may take is
important). The link intensifies as the consumecdoees the centre of the consumption
process. The modern consumer takes steps to owrtahgumption process and co-
produce the goods and services with the comparlyatdhey appeal best to his needs. The
consumer takes pleasure not only in co-producirtgeastage of co-production, but also at
the value in use stage; therefore, the consumseagking continuity in his relationships
with the brand without separating the consumptioomf the production process. The
concept of co-creation of value has not been inyat®d in the brand extension literature.
The present study plans to address this gap.

Two types of relationships have been identifiednigrketing theory as influential. First,

there is the community-type of relationship, whigsearchers have found to have a
positive effect on adoption behaviour, but have pohnected with the extensions
literature. Second, there is the consumer to-bratationship type, which researchers
have tried to address within the extension litegtbut have faced difficulties in doing so
(Park et al. 2001, 2002). The lack of researchrokgg these two concepts within the
literature on extensions is due to the fact thasibnly a few years since they were
presented in the field of relationship marketingd a&heir conceptualisation lacks the
concrete evidence that is evident in other concepht® extensive qualitative research

regarding these concepts undertaken by reseanduenstly proves this point.

Virtual Brand Tribal Community
The effects of this concept as an antecedent tensikin success have not yet been

explored. Nevertheless, there is sufficient literatto support the hypothesis that this
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concept may have a strong effect on extension sacé®r instance, relatively recently,
Thompson and Sinha (2008) found that brand commuaifects acceptance of new
products.

Consumer-brand relationship

There has been considerable emphasis on the effectdational elements on extension
acceptance (e.g., brand trust; brand affect; brattachment) in recent literature. The
concept of consumer-brand relationship has alsm bested in the extension literature.
However, at the time, the concept of consumer-brahationship was underdeveloped,
and the researchers who tested it (Park, Kim and, KI002) suggested that further
research should be conducted to enhance its caradisation and measurement. The
present study contributes to this understandingebgonceptualising the concept to reflect
the core elements of a relationship (see Chapter aBd follows a structured

methodological procedure to ensure the reliabdityhe results. This study will examine
the effects of this concept and its relative imance in the traditional brand extension
framework (perceived fit and perceived brand qualin addition, the study will examine

the effects of this concept in relation to thatvotual brand tribal community and co-

creation of value derived from the relationship keding literature.

Co-Creation of Value

The concept of co-creation of value has not yehlmmsidered in the literature on brand
extensions. A possible explanation for this is ttite concept has only been recently
developed (Vargo and Lusch 2004; Lusch and Varda62®argo 2008). This research
examines the effects of co-creation of value imgenof intentions to co-create and level of
co-creation. The study aims to contribute to emggtiiterature by introducing this
antecedent in the brand extension framework, arsgsasg its relative importance

compared to the other factors.
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Extension Characteristics

Timeliness

Wilson and Norton (1989) consider the optimal erttrging for line extensions. Their
results suggest that a brand should introduceitieeelxtension at a time early in the life
cycle of the original product or not to introdutet all. The study was focused on a new
version of a durable product and a particular $etssumptions about the development of
that market, its characteristics and the productisictional and development
characteristics. Reddy, Holak and Bhat (1994) hirtarticle on success determinants of
line extensions in the cigarette industry, alsostered the factor of timing and found a
positive effect for early timing. More recently,udthree Bick and Abratt (2006), in their
article on brand revitalisation in the beverageustdy, established that it is best for a line

extension to be an early entrant, but not firsharket.

Overall, the results suggest that timing may beimportant factor when planning to

extend across all sectors across all industries.

Perceived Fit

Research on brand extensions has considered “piemcepf fit” as a major consideration
when attempting to extend (Grime 2001). The idepeoceived fit is achieved “when the
consumer accepts the new product as logical anddveoyect it from the brand” (Tauber
1988, p.28).

Although it is generally agreed that fit is vitalijportant, there is considerable conflict
concerning its dimensions (Muroma and Saari 19R6é%earchers often conceptualise and
operationalise perceived fit in different ways (Bhend Reddy 1997). Specifically,
according to the literature, fit comprises a numbedimensions, including similarity,
typicality, relatedness and brand concept consigtéhdaker and Keller 1990; Farquhar et
al. 1990; Boush and Loken 1991, Park et al. 19%r Hrarquhar and Fazio 1996; Girhan-
Canli and Maheswaran 1998). However, similariyypidality and relatedness are often
confused in discussions of fit and there appeardetdittle distinction between them
(Muroma and Saari 1996).

The most frequently referred to dimension of fitsgmilarity” (Muroma and Saari 1996;

Bhat and Reddy 1997). Similarity refers to how altke current and the new product
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classes are in terms of features, attributes oefiiene.g., Consumer Behaviour Seminar
1987; Aaker and Keller 1990; Boush and Loken 19%drk et al. 1991; Broniarczyk and
Alba 1994). The Consumer Behaviour Seminar (198¥f)cluded that the greater the
similarity between the current and the new prodtiat, greater the transfer of positive or

negative beliefs to that new product.

The relatedness or typicality of the new produasslto the existing product class has also
been mentioned as a dimension of fit (Farquhat. t990; Boush and Loken 1991; Herr,
Farquhar and Fazio 1996; Girhan-Canli and Maheswa@®8). Typicality has been
defined as how representative the extension categoof the family brand (Neduhnadi
and Hutchinson 1985). It has also been viewedlas degree to which category members
(e.g., different products manufactured by Sony Sarare representative of the family
brand image” (Gurhan-Canli and Maheswaran 19986).4As there is a lack of concrete
distinctions between similarity, relatedness anplicglity, it is extremely difficult to
clearly differentiate between these concepts (&gwoma and Saari 1996 suggest that
similarity is a measure of the relatedness of e product classes; see also Grime et al.
2002). In addition, another popular conceptualsatof the concept of ‘perceived fit’
distinguishes between two components of ‘produchilarity’ and ‘brand concept

consistency’ (see Figure 2.2.)

Perceived Fit and Its Dimensions

Figure 2.2 below depicts the two dimensions of gipduct level similarity and concept

consistency. The figure also illustrates how theecbrand with the extension affects
consumers’ formation of these two types of percegystiregarding the extension, and how
the latter overall may affect evaluation of theesmsion.
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Figure 2.2 Process of Brand Extension Evaluation
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Understanding how consumers judge the goodnesshtiveen an extension and a parent
brand requires knowing exactly which aspects ofrtee product and the existing brand
category they will compare. Following the pastrhtere in object categorisation (Rosch
and Mervis 1975; Tversky 1977), prior brand-extensiesearch has conceptualised and
measured perceived fit as a function of productitanity judgments in which consumers
compare some aspects of the existing set of predwuith those of the extension product.
The University of Minnesota Consumer Behaviour Semi(1987) measured subjects’

evaluations of various extensions for a fictitiemgnufacturer of calculators.

Aaker and Keller (1990), using real brand nameajmered how consumers form attitudes
toward brand extensions. They identified variousegaof perceived fit between the
original and extension product classes. In pariGihese bases were (1) complementarity,
or the extent to which extensions and existing petsl share the same usage context; (2)
substitutability, or the extent to which one prodaan replace the other which is not

satisfying the same need; and (3) transferabibtythe degree to which the manufacturing
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skill that is required for the extension overlapghwvhat already exists. Two measures
take a demand-side perspective to consider theoeuonnotions of substitutes and
complements in product use. The third measure takesspply-side view to consider

aspects of the firm's manufacturing abilities.

The first fit measure, complement, indicates thé&emixto which consumers view two
product classes as complements. Products are eoedidcomplements if both are
consumed jointly to satisfy some particular neecnterson and Quandt 1980). The
second fit measure, substitute, is the extent tmlwbonsumers view two product classes
as substitutes. Substitute products tend to has@ranon application and use context in
such a way that one product can replace the othesage and satisfy the same needs.
Consider Rossignol, which makes downhill skis: atameple of a complementary
extension might be Rossignol ski clothing; a subti extension might be Rossignol
cross-country skis or ice skates. In both caseguse fit is present, the transfer of positive
associations should not be inhibited. When fit ighh consumers are hypothesised to
accept the extension concept and not activate titqugcesses challenging the quality and
characteristics of the extension.

The other fit measure, transfer, pertains not tev lemnsumers view relationships in
product usage, but how consumers view relationshipsproduct manufacturing.
Specifically, transfer reflects the perceived apitif any firm operating in the first product
class to make a product in the second product.cssonsumers feel that the people,
facilities, and skills a firm uses to make the wra product would "transfer" and be
employed effectively in designing and making thedurct extension? If not, the perceived
quality of the brand or beliefs about the branthi original product class may not transfer
to the extension. In fact, if a firm appears tostretching excessively beyond its area of
competence, negative reactions such as skepticisevem laughter might be stimulated

and lead to negative associations (Aaker and K&960).

Smith and Park (1990) also identified multiple asé product feature similarity and
measured their effects on sales of brand extensii®er researchers have examined how
the "relatedness” (similarity) of the product catggthat is associated with existing brand
products and brand extensions mediates brand éstervaluations and/or purchase
intentions (Chakravarti, Maclnnis, and Nakamoto@9arquhar, Herr, and Fazio 1989).
In general, these studies found a positive relatignbetween product feature similarity

and consumers' evaluations, purchase intentiodlssales of brand extensions.
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The notion of similarity among products is certgiah important basis for determining the
perceived fit between a brand and its extensiormvever, the presence or absence of
identifiable relationships between existing branaidoicts and potential extensions may not
be the only basis on which consumers judge perdeiteCategory members also may
"hang together" because they are understood t@ Stane concept. For example, objects
such as a pet, a photo album, and a wallet doppeaa to be similar, but they may be seen
as fitting together when a conceptual label, siechoajects removed from a house during
a fire" is provided (Barsalou 1983). According taudhy and Medin (1985), people may
have their own theories, other than object-to-dbgmilarity relationships, about why
entities belong in the same category. Thereforeyriderstand category coherence and
categorisation phenomena, they suggest that opesces of a concept category, such as
concept relationships among objects, need to bseidered along with object similarity.
Murphy and Medin's (1985) view is applicable to ersfanding the perceived fit of brand

extensions.

Perceived Fit Brand Concept Consistency

In another research, Park et al. (1991) examined adorand-name concept or image
affects consumers' perceptions of the fit betwéernbrand name and its extensions. Brand
concepts position products in the minds of consanard differentiate given products
from other brands in the same product categoryk(Prworski, and Maclnnis 1986).
Product features are attributes that can vary fommcrete levels (e.g., engine size) to
abstract levels (e.g., used in outdoor activitied)nson 1984, 1988). Brand concepts are
brand-unique abstract meanings (e.g., high stétas$)typically originate from a particular
configuration of product features (e.g., high priegpensive-looking design, etc.) and a
firm's efforts to create meanings from these areaments (e.g., "the relentless pursuit of

perfection” by Lexus).

To illustrate this distinction, the Seiko and Rolexmes both belong to the watch product
category and share many product-level associaabnarious abstraction levels. Through
brand concept management activities (Park et &6)Y1however, only the Rolex name has
become associated with the concepts of luxury agtd $tatus. It is important, therefore, to
recognise that studies of consumers' evaluatiortwrarfd extensions should consider not
only product feature similarity but also brand agpicconsistency (see also Bridges's 1990

concept of brand schema cohesiveness).
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Whether an extension product is seen as consisidnthe brand concept depends on how
readily it can accommodate a certain brand-nameeminEvaluations of brand extensions
depend on the degree of perceived fit between xtension product and the brand name.
The degree of perceived fit is a function of botbduct-feature similarity perceptions and

brand-concept-consistency perceptions. ProductHfeaimilarity perceptions depend on

identifying the relationships between product egiens and the brand's existing products,
whether concrete (e.g., feature correlations,baitei matching) or abstract (e.g., shared-
usage situations). Concept consistency perceptegson the extension product's ability

to accommodate the brand concept.

Furthermore, Broniarczyk and Alba (1994) demonsttathat unique brand-specific
associations that were valued in the extensiorgoagecould dominate parent brand affect
and category similarity in predicting extension lea#ions. In their study, the “sweet
flavour” Froot Loops association transferred moemadily to physically dissimilar
categories such as lollipops than to physicallyilsintategories such as hot cereal because
of the relevance of unique brand-specific assamatin the dissimilar extension category
(Bridges, Keller and Sood, 2000).

Bridges et al. (2000) broadened the definition odnll-specific associations by using
explanatory links. High perceived fit results whesnsumers identify explanatory links
that make the brand category “hang together” anchipet to remain cohesive when an
extension is introduced. Murphy and Medin (1985)pmsed the notion of ‘category
coherence’ to describe the robust formation of g@ies even when its members are
physically dissimilar. For example, “apple” and ifpe number” are two objects that do
not seem to go together. The authors note, howtharif a person knows Wilma, a maths
professor whose only two interests are apple fagmand prime numbers, then the
dissimilar objects can be grouped into the cohesategory of “topics of conversation
with Wilma”. Conceptualising perceived fit in terrmEexplanatory links has the advantage
of not being confined to product category assammsti Explanatory links broaden the
definition of brand associations, of which prodaoategory associations are but one type.
Brand associations by definition can be any astoonidinked to the brand in memory,
including attributes, benefits, users, packagingging, etc. (Keller 1993). Explanatory
links are created when salient parent brand adsmtsaare seen as relevant in the
extension context (Bridges, Keller and Sood, 2000)
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Hence, Bridges et al. (2000, p.2) propose a dedmivf perceived fit which suggests that
“any parent brand association including categorsgntd concept or brand specific
associations, can connect the parent brand witbxéension and serve as the basis for
perceived fit". The critical determinant is not thge of association but whether the
association is salient (i.e., accessible from mgnand relevant (i.e., deemed appropriate
and important) in the extension context (Keller &aker, 1992). Salience of associations
depends, in part, upon the dominant parent brasocagions; relevance depends, in part,
upon the parent brand to extension category relstiip (Bridges, Keller and Sood, 2000).
For example, the Fisher Price brand can remainstedeavith physically dissimilar toys,
bath care products and car seats if consumers theiteroducts with the link “products for
children”. Finally, Martin and Stewart (2001) foumpetrceived similarity to be a multi-
dimensional construct in which the number and stinecof dimensions are different when
products differ in their degrees of goal congruendyeir results suggest that extensions
may not be successful even if they appear similaless consumers link the extension

with the same goal as the parent brand.

From another point of view, Estes, Gibbert, Guastl dMazursky (2012) distinguish
between taxonomic feature-based similarity and #ienrelation-based similarity. Both
types of similarity were found to affect extensiaoceptance individuall. However, the
distinction between thematic and taxonomic wasfaohd relevant in the context of this

research as it uses extension stimuli from witheagame taxonomy.

This doctoral research takes a broader perspeadgerding fit, and defines it as anything

that the consumer finds to relate the parent bvatidthe extension.

Intervening Extensions

Keller and Aaker (1992) conducted laboratory-basrderiments with fictitious brands
within the potato chip (crisp) category in orderewaluate the impact of the perceived
quality of the core brand, and the number, sucemsk similarity of intervening brand
extensions, on the evaluations of proposed newnsixtes. The findings of the Keller and
Aaker (1992) study can be summarised as followgh kjuality brands can stretch further
than average quality brands, while successfulvet@ng extensions improve evaluation of
an extension for average quality brands. Perceomdpany credibility (expertise and
trustworthy status) and fit mediate effects of iméming extensions on evaluations of a
proposed extension. An interesting observatiomas authors found more support for the

company credibility dependent variable than pereifit.
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Perceived Product Category Risk

Hem, Gronhaug and Lines (2000), in a small scaldysbf assurance services, car rental
and restaurant services, provided further supmorthie hypothesis that 'strong brands' are
in an advantageous position when it comes to ekigndto product categories perceived
high in risk. The authors found that consumer kmolgk of and "belief in' these 'strong
brands' may have compensated for a consumer'ofatikect product knowledge. 'Belief
in' these strong brands might be otherwise intéegras 'trust’ in the brands, since such

language appeared to overlap closely with the naafipitions of trust reviewed earlier.

On the other hand, Kim, Lavack and Smith (2001gaeshing in both the US car and
wristwatch categories found that the introductiéwvertical brand extensions (or upscale -
downscale extensions, Aaker, 1991) had a negatipact on the consumer evaluation of
the core brand. The researchers found that regardfewhether the extension was upscale
or downscale, and regardless of whether the camedowas prestige-oriented or function-
oriented, the net result was always a reductionthe favouring of the core brand
evaluation. This finding was supported by Dacin &mdith (1994), who suggested that
brand extensions differing significantly in qualiég compared to the core brand, would
have a tendency to weaken the core brand (Rie§and, 1986; Loken and John, 1993).
This phenomenon was perhaps explained by Fishbattitside theory (Fishbein and
Ajzen, 1975), which suggested that inconsisterdrmfation can weaken beliefs. The latter
studies suggest that managers should choose theigbroategory to which they plan to

extend carefully, as it may convey negative assiocia towards the parent brand.

Line Extension Cannibalisation Effects

Speed (1998) developed a model to predict brandimgtegies for given product
positioning decisions. The results suggest thdemiht positions have different transfer
and reciprocity benefits and cannibalisation rislached to them. Lomax et al.'s (1996)
study of new entrants in a mature market and tle of cannibalisation have found that
only radical line extensions do not cannibalisewleer, Reddy et al. (1994) in their
article on success determinants of line extensiotise cigarette industry, found that even
with cannibalisation, the incremental sales geeéréily the extension seem to be reason
enough to make a line extension viable. Thereftine, extension managers should be
aware that under certain conditions, even if extersscannibalise, the product can still be

profitable.
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Perceived Difficulty of Manufacturing the Extension

Perceived difficulty of manufacturing the extensioimas a linear relationship with the
extension acceptance, according to Bottomely anddto(2001). Yet, a recent and more
elaborate study (Mariadoss, Echambadi, Arnold, Biad2010) modelled the relationship
as curvilinear. The study found that easy and exghg difficult extensions are actually
less easy to transfer than moderate extensions fiimding enhances understanding

regarding the possible effects of this conceptiffierént types of extensions.

Market-Related Factors

Nijseen (1999) collected data from 49 marketing @noduct managers in the FMCG

industry and found that the market variables - llefecompetition, retailer power, and

variety seeking behaviour - all have a negativeaichon line extension success. However,
a more recent study by Milberg, Sinn and Goods{2Bl0) on consumer reactions to
brand extensions in a competitive context, fourat the effects of fit are mediated by
brand familiarity in competitive settings and bygesved risk in non-competitive settings.

This enhances our understanding regarding thetsftdccompetition on brand extension

success and how to control for these effects.

2.6 Conclusion
This chapter began by stating the importance obthed extension business strategy and

the intention of this doctoral research to contigbio theory and practice. In general, brand
extension business strategies have been flourighinige last two decades. Therefore, it
has become a concern as much for academics asaf@agers, to explore and enhance their
understanding regarding this business strategyndBextension strategy is defined as the
use of an established brand name to launch a nedugr either in the same product

category as the brand or in a new product cate@ilckner and Sattler 2006).

This study has presented a critical literatureeevon brand extension success factors. The
literature review categorised the success factorshree main categories, i.e., brand
characteristics; consumer characteristics; andnsida characteristics. From the literature
review it appears the category of consumer critenahe adoption of extension products
has received the most attention by researcherspnlynawing to the changes in

consumption patterns that will be discussed inibetahe next chapter. The current study
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plans to make a meaningful contribution to thioefby adding three potentially relevant
factors in adoption of extension products (i.ertual brand tribal communities; consumer-

brand relationship and co-creation of value).

Moreover, an extensive analysis of brand extensumeess factors shows that perceived fit
and parent brand quality constitute the principatdrs of extension acceptance. These two
constructs have been included in almost all thdiesu Perceived fit is defined as anything
the consumer can find to relate the parent brard thie extension, and perceived parent
brand quality is defined as consumers' overall gurons of a brand’s excellence or

superiority.

The chapter has presented an evaluative literatwiew and identified a number of gaps
that this study aims to contribute to filling, fiss theoretically by merging with
relationship marketing and the S-D logic (see &sapter 4); secondlygonceptuallyby
examining the potential effect of virtual brandb&i community; consumer-brand
relationship and co-creation of value on extensioceptance with different levels of co-
creation. Thirdlymethodologicallyby using actual consumers, and an actual brartinan
an actual consumption environment using realistkcreative scenarios, and conducting
the research with European consumers and using x@dminethodology. Fourthly,
contextuallythe research is conducted in the under-reseangotustiict category of video
games, with implications for sectors with similtiacacteristics. Almost all previous work
investigated products within the FMCG sector (sg@pekdix A, Table A-1), leaving
examination of some specific product category bsandder-researched. In addition, in
terms of context, the current research uses bilare) extensions as experimental stimuli
rather than brand (category) extensions. The stirdg to contribute to the scarce research
on that part of the brand extensions literatureneiger, the results are not expected to vary

significantly when applied to other types of exiens under the same conditions.

The next chapter explains the overall change inctimsumption environment from static
to interactive through the enhancement of the amesurole in the “production-

consumption” process and the increase in importanteconsumer relationships.
Specifically, it will explore the literature in ¥ural brand tribal communities; consumer-
brand relationship and co-creation of value, asl sl their underpinning theory and

overall logic.
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Table 2.1 Literature Gaps and Inconsistencies

Gap Identified

Need Addressed
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CHAPTER THREE

THE IMPORTANCE OF RELATIONSHIP MARKETING AND VALUE

CO-CREATION

3.1 Introduction
The opening section of this literature review ckeagrovides an overview of the areas to

be covered. The chapter starts with a review of rtiegketing approaches within the
academic literature, which spans a lengthy timaopgeand illustrates the origins of

relationship marketing and the conditions that ttute its relevance in today’s marketing
practices. Discussion of the concept and defingtionll follow. Having looked at this

stream of research, the chapter will review a mudader paradigm shift that incorporates
the relevance of relationship marketing and aldagsrto the forefront the concept of
value. The new dominant logic stresses the impoetaf value co-creation between the

company and the customer for more innovative, ungud customised offerings.

The chapter then narrows down to discuss three daggepts within the relationship
marketing and value co-creation literatures. Thesmcepts identify the different
relationship bonds that post-modern customers €ngdh entities such as brands, and the

importance of involving customers into co-creatith the brand.

The chapter discusses the contemporary issuesdtbharconcepts of brand communities
and tribes aiming to clarify the terms; evaluate literature around the concepts, identify
gaps and inconsistencies, and create a more etalmmaceptualisation of the virtual brand
tribal community concept. Next, the chapter disesssontemporary issues around another
form of relationship the customer creates withlthend as an individual. This study aims
to contribute to the consumer-brand relationshigrditure by exploring the concept, its
origins, underlying theories, and theoretical disaghents; and contribute to existing
literature by offering a more theoretically soundckground for the support of this

concept.

Finally, this study considers the concept of catiom of value, its origins and its

relationship with the other two relational elements., the level of co-creation offered by

the brandand consumers' intentions to co-create value with lihend In this way, the
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study contributes to the co-creation of value dtaere by bringing together two previously
dispersed dimensions of the concept (which willelnepirically tested as antecedents to

brand extension success in Chapter 7).

Overall, the study plans to contribute conceptutdiyhe brand-line success antecedents’
framework discussed in the previous chapter byrpm@ting the three concepts analysed
in this chapter. The chapter closes with a shantksion summarising the key points and
preparing the reader for the next chapter thatamplthe conceptual framework of the

study.

3.2.1 Relationship Marketing Origins, Definition ard Relevance

Marketing as a discipline was born out of econonsimsund the beginning of the 20

century. During the first three-quarters of the mtieth century, the primary focus was on
transactions and exchanges (Sheth and Parvatigs).1%he subsequent development of
marketing as a discipline has seen a re-concepdtiain in its orientation from

transactions to relationships (Gronroos 1994b; Gasson 1987; Sheth and Parvatiyar
1995; Storbacka and Lehtinen 2001; Gronroos antet2€112). However, the emergence
of a relationship marketing school of thought i$ ®@ much of an emergence, but of a re-
emergence of an approach that formed the cornersibmarketing practices during the
pre-industrial era. In this way marketing practitestorically can be separated in three
historical periods, i.e., marketing in the pre-isttial period; marketing in the industrial

period; and marketing in the post-industrial peridEelationship marketing has been

central to marketing practice in both the pre- Hiedpost-industrial periods (Figure 3.1).
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Figure 3.1 Evolution of the Relationship Orientatio
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Relationship Marketing during the Pre-industrial, I ndustrial and Post-industrial era

A relationship marketing orientation was evidenttle pre-industrial period when the

economy was based on agriculture and trade of faod artifacts. Consumers and
producers gathered together face-to-face in loadaars and traded products. The
producer was both the manufacturer and the retail&is own products. Artisans would

also make customised products for customers. Raktips were important in a business
to business environment too, as management ofubimdss was linked to ownership and
the family name was used as the brand (Room 198i&refore, trust was an important

condition for clan-trade relationships.

During the industrial era, mass production and ntassumption led to the expansion of
the transactional approach. Economies of scalemadufacturers to lower the cost of
goods, while at the same time the cost of invenkedyto aggressive selling strategies and
the use of other marketing intermediaries (whokysabknd distributors). Evidently the
contact between the customer and the manufactusrlest. Soon marketers realised the
importance of repeat purchase by customers anavestied direct marketing approaches
to achieve this. As a result, the post-industrial leas seen great advances in relationship
marketing, both in theory and in practice. Many dsta have resulted in the
complementarity of the two approaches - transaatiand relational - for the achievement
of better results (Zineldin and Philipson 2007; &antinides 2006). The relational
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orientation in the post-industrial era was mainbstéred by the rapid technological
advancements that facilitated direct relationshipstween the producers and the
consumers. The adoption of total quality prograjmsdmpanies, the growth of the service
economy, increased competition with concern fortamsgr retention, and the consumer
empowerment movement of teams and individuals tedhe re-birth of relationship

marketing.

To date, relationship marketing has been assigongutetise meaning. Rather, it is used as
a buzzword to reflect differing perspectives. Sashéhe most popular definitions of the
term are presented in (Table 3.1). While the d&diniof the term is still blurred, its
axioms and purpose are clearly differentiated friiiat of the transactional marketing

approach.

Table 3.1 Relationship Marketing Definitions, Axgand Purpose

Relationship Marketing Definitions

Marketing from a relational perspective has bedimdé as "the process of identifying
and establishing, maintaining, enhancing and wieaessary, terminating relationships
with customers and other stakeholders, at a psafithat the objectives of all parties
involved are met, where this is done by mutualrgjvénd fulfillment of promises”
(Grénroos 1997, p. 407).

Relationship marketing means "establishing, devetppnd maintaining successful
relational exchanges" (Morgan and Hunt 1994 p2&)etuately conceptualising
relationship marketing requires a definition thed@nmodates all forms of relational

exchanges" (Morgan and Hunt 1994, p.21)

Marketing from a relational perspective has bedmdéd as an approach "involving

interactions, relationships and networks"(Gummed$89b5, p.5).

oD

Relationship marketing has been defined as "a metaentered approach whereby
firm seeks long-term business relationships withspective and existing customers”
(Evans and Laskin 1994, p.440).

The relationship marketing approach "is based thoaght that two (or several) parties

establish a business engagement that enablesdyath) (parties to gain something”
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(Gronroos and Helle 2012, p.344).

Axioms and Purpose of Relationship Marketing vs. Tansactional Marketing

Relationship Marketing Transactional Marketing

Interactive relationships between Marketing as an activity restricted to the
marketing actors marketing department

Interdependence of choice Choice independence

Competition and conflict create a more
Co-operation reduces transaction cosefficient system for creating and distributing
and generates higher quality productsvalue

Purpose of Relationship Marketing

To achieve business efficiency through loweringrapeg costs i.e., customer
retention, sharing resources

To achieve business effectiveness by offering costed products

Source: The Author’s Development

In the early years of academic research in relaligm marketing, the concept was
primarily researched in a business-to-businessegbr{Selnes 1998; Morgan and Hunt
1994; Kumar 1996). However, in 1987 Dwyer, Schurd &h proposed that consumer
markets could also benefit from attention to candg that encourage relationship bonds
leading to repeat business. Thus, the relationstagketing paradigm has been gaining
increasing credence in consumer markets (O’MaRatterson and Evans 1997; Fournier
1998; Muniz and O’Guinn 2001), although researclit anlimited. The current study aims

to contribute to filling this gap in the literatuddoreover, relationship marketing is part of
a much broader conceptual development expressettheinprinciple of service as a

dominant logic (S-D logic).

3.2.2 Service as a Dominant Logic

The S-D logic describes a paradigm shift by undyidisperse literature streams of
marketing management under the principle that sernig the new dominant logic, as
opposed to the goods dominant logic (G-D logic} teigned formost of the J0century.
This new logic has at its centre the customer @®-areator of value. The S-D logic
emphasises that “value can only be created with detérmined by the user in the
consumption process and through the use of whedfésred to as value-in-use” (Vargo

and Lusch 2006, p.284). It is important to clafifgre that the term “service” (singular),
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means the process of use of the resources of engty for the benefit of another’s
(Vargo and Lusch 2004; 2006; 2008a,b).

Evolving to an S-D logic signifies a marketing sHifom offering the customer relevant
products to understanding the potential for cotangarelationship experiences (Payne,
Storbacka and Frow 2008). According to Normann Rathirez (1993, p.69), “The key to
creating value is to co-produce offerings that riobicustomers”. Creating customer
experiences is less about the product and moret #®uvelationship the customer has with
the total offering. Hence, the emphasis is on thkierin-use. The S-D logic regards
customers as active participants who can co-devafap personalise their relationships
with the suppliers and adopt multiple roles: eaustomer as a payer; a competence
provider; controller of quality; co-producer; and-marketer (Storbacka and Lehtinen
2001; Payne et al. 2008). However, the concepbefreation also exists also in the G-D
logic. It is therefore important to specify thattire S-D logic there are two components of
value co-creation, i.e., co-creation of value angpbmduction. These two components have
a different meaning in the S-D logic. The concepta-creation of value in S-D logic
argues that value can only be created and detednbipéhe user in the value-in-use stage.
This statement constitutes a significant deparfuwen G-D logic that views value as
something added to the product at the productias@hThe second component of value
creation is the concept of co-production (i.e.tooeer participation in the creation of the
core offering). Both co-creation of value and co¢arction are different under the S-D
logic, as they consider the customer an endogeresasirce. Co-creation of value and co-
production are nested concepts, with the formendgsuperordinate to the latter (Lusch
and Vargo 2006).

In general, this paradigm shift in marketing i® tresult of social and technological
changes that affect consumers’ lifestyles. Moreotlee dawn of post-modernism has
found the individual alone, alienated from tradi@abfamily bonds, in highly industrialised

cities, craving for a link with other human beingsentities with animated characteristics
(e.g., pets, brands, celebrities). The abundanqearfucts has led the individual to seek
for the “link” (relationship) more than the “thingbdbject) (Cova 2002). In other words, an
individual consumes a product, not necessarily iiseaf physical need to do so, but
because a product constitutes a chance for thabpeo socialise with other persons who
also like the same product. This socialisation essc takes place in so called
“communities”, where people who share the samedstan a product gather. However,

since the products belong to different brands,ettae also “brand communities”. From
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another perspective, a person could also choosmrisume that product because of a

personal relationship he/she has with the braritdeoproduct/service.

Furthermore, technological advances such as tleenkt have facilitated this process. The
Internet is a medium through which people accedsonty information, but also other
people to discuss and co-create (Sproull and Fa€47). The internet enhances
empowerment of the individual in two ways: a) faate interactions with others; b)
provide a non-threatening environment to co-crgtite psychological cost of failure is
much lower than in offline environments) (Fullerat 2010). Similarly, Kozinets et al.
(1999) claim that the internet is a powerful toloatt enables users not only to observe

reality, but also to enter and actually experieihce

The present study is an attempt to enrich the ttoadil framework of brand-line
extensions (mainly following the transactional aggwh), with new concepts that have
arisen from the paradigm shift described throughSkD logic and relationship marketing.
Within these literatures, the conceptswvirtual brand tribal communitiescustomer-to-
brand relationship and co-creation of valuehave prominent roles. The following

paragraphs will discuss the latter concepts.

3.3 Virtual Brand Tribal Community

Virtual brand tribal community in this study is defd asa group of people with a common
interest in being with other people of the sameetygnd a common interest in their
favourite brand, who interact mainly through a gfiecsite in cyberspace The

characteristics of this community are the onlineviemment and the members’
understanding of belonging to a broad group of fee@o share the same interest (in
video games), and simultaneously belonging to somear group that is interested in the

activities of a particular brand related to theterest.

To better understand this concept and its defmitias imperative to look at its origins. A
community is mainly characterised by the relatian&draction or the social ties that draw
people together (Heller, 1989). A community cam dis seen as a group where individuals
come together based on an obligation to one anothas a group where individuals come
together for a shared purpose (Rothaermel and &wongiy2001). Gusfield (1975)
distinguished between two kinds of communities. Titet is the traditional territorial or

geographic community. In this sense, communityreete a neighbourhood, town, or
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region, and thus, sense of community implies tlea idof belongingness to a specific spatial
setting (Obst, Zinkiewicz and Smith, 2002). The oset is a relational community,

concerned with human relationships without refeeetoclocation. For example, there are
communities of interest such as hobby clubs, mligigroups, or fan clubs. These two
types of communities are not necessarily mutuadblusive; many interest groups can also
be location-based communities. Most of the comnesigmerging on the Internet, called
virtual communities, seem to fall under the defomtof relational community, since their

members are not physically bound together (Wellarah Gulia 1999).

However, instead of simply exchanging e-mail messamembers of a virtual community
actively interact with each other for knowledge rgéfa on a specific site in cyberspace,
thus displaying the same kind of emotional attaaitme their site as people do towards
their physical place of relationship (e.g., houserkplace) (Brown and Duguid, 2000).
Fernback and Thompson (1995) characterised theaVicommunity as social relationships
forged in cyberspace through repeated contactsnatispecified boundary. Virtual brand
communities used to emerge from consumer initiatibeit companies have also started to
create communities as part of brand managementegiea (Arnone, Colot, Croquet,
Geerts, Pozniak 2010).

A brand community, on the other hand, is a commyuoitindividuals formed around a
brand of interest to the members of the commumityr(inz and O'Guinn, 1995, 2001). In
more literal terms, a brand community is as an gnduself-selected group of consumers
who share a system of values, standards and repaé&sas, and who accept and recognise
bonds of membership with each other and with theleshiThe members of the community
have some degree of a sense of belonginess andatii towards to the brand
community (Muninz and O'Guinn, 2001) and they tetawd influence each other
(Algesheimer et al. 2005).

More precisely, Muniz and O’Guinn (2001, p. 412¥inke a brand community as “a

specialized, non-geographically bound communityseldaon a structured set of social
relationships among admirers of a brand.” Brand roomties are composed of people
who identify socially with others and who share ith@terest in a particular brand

(Algesheimer, Dholakia, and Herrmann 2005; McAledam Schouten, and Koenig 2002).
In turn, this social identification with other usdeads to behaviour that is consistent with
the characteristics of a community, namely, consness of kind, rituals and traditions,

and a sense of moral responsibility (Muniz and M@u2001). The latter define
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consciousness of kind as “the intrinsic connectluat members feel toward one another,
and the collective sense of difference from othews in the community” (Muniz and
O’Guinn, p. 413). As a consequence of this, usées marticular brand sense that they are
somehow different and distinct from users of othesnds. Rituals and traditions may
include sharing stories about using a product’'sfoperance, celebrating the brand’s
history, displaying old logos, or greeting fellowahd users in particular ways. Finally, a
sense of moral responsibility is observed to leaddmmunity-oriented actions, such as
sharing information about products, offering adweeewer members, and encouraging a
certain pattern of behaviour that is acceptabl&iwithe community and is in accordance

with the values of the brand and the community mensib

Brand communities may take the form of form of loclabs based on direct interaction
(Algesheimer et al. 2005), or they may exist eitien the Internet (Granitz and Ward
1996; Kozinets 1997; Muniz and Schau 2005). Bramtraunities can be run entirely by
customer enthusiasts, e.g., Nikon camera enthasiastby the company, e.g., the Sony

brand community resides on the company’s websitol@kia and Vianello 2011).

Brand communities can bring many benefits to th@ fsuch as a) conducting marketing
research; b) generating new product ideas; c) e@lig prompt and high quality to
customers; d) measuring, moderating and minimismggative feedback through
continuous communication with the customers; e)cating and socialising customers; f)
strengthening the attachment of existing custor@etise brand, to the extent that they may
even show oppositional loyalty to other brands; ghohcreasing brand reputation through
word of mouth (Dholakia and Vianello 2011).

A key characteristic of brand communities is thenagal absence of barriers to
membership (Muniz and O’Guinn 2001). People carcipase the brand and join the
community without prior approval. As a result, theyay be members of multiple,

overlapping communities, even within the same pcbdcategory. For example, a
consumer could own two car brands and activelyi@pate in online communities

dedicated to both brands, providing assistanceltow owners and seeking information
on other vehicles being released under each bhadeed, in many product categories, it is

not uncommon for consumers to own multiple brarfdb® same product.

During the past decade, communal approaches toucgi®n have been a heavily

researched topic. However, a brief analysis of budy of literature reveals three main
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irregularities: a) inconsistent use of terminolofgyjack of clear theoretical support for the
similarities and distinctions between the neighbbmucommunal concepts; and c) lack of

empirical support for the multi-dimensionality dietconcepts.

Through this literature review, the study aims ¢otcibute towards rectifying the first two

irregularities by advancing knowledge related tee thonceptualisation of several

communal approaches to consumption, which havacttl research efforts recently. For
example, Noble, Noble and Adjei (2012) distingutstween primary and extended brand
communities; Acosta and Raj Devasagayam (2010)dero¢he term '‘brand community' by
looking at the brand cult; Drengner, Jahn and G@@l2) conceptualise the social
psychological sense of community; and Cova and &/(2010) and Fournier and Lee

(2009) distinguish between different types of branthmunities.

It is important in the current case to distinguisetween the concept of tribe and
community in order to better understand the terimual brand tribal community'. The
term 'tribe' in social-anthropology denotes a deuiditical organisation consisting of a
number of families or clans who share common celt@and unite into a unit with no
formalised or permanent leadership (The Dictior@nAnthropology 2000). In a broader
sense, the term tribe denotes a group of peoplesivhre common cultural characteristics
at a “supra local” level (The Dictionary of Anthmpgy 2000). The term community
refers to a collection of people with a particutacial structure and sense of belonging,

whose activities take place in a geographical é@eaionary of Sociology 2006).

To begin with, all the concepts (i.e., tribe; braxeinmunity) refer to groups of people who
share a philosophy of life. However, these peoffferéntiate themselves in the way they
identify themselves; that is, by a) the type of d®they create - cognitive in communities,
emotional in tribes; b) the internal structure leé grouping - formal hierarchical structure
or informal in tribes; c) the level of temporalitytemporal or enduring; and d) type of
origins and location boundaries (Bazaki and Velout2010). Chalmers, Schau and Price
(2011) have moved a step forward and proposedbitastd communities (subcultures of
consumption and tribes) differ in terms of timepeal; ease with which consumers can
join; focus; orientation towards the marketplace &eterogeneity. Overall, the existing
use of terminology is complicated and often contepecific. However, it is important to

note that tribes and communities in their nuan@e are not mutually exclusive. Some
communities may exist in a tribe, constituting thbal phenomenon. In addition, within

the community there might be several sub-tribezéReand Veloutsou 2010).
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The dimensions used to represent the concept iavibrand tribal community are based
on the theories of social identity and social alpitentral to which are the notions of
community identification, engagement and normat@mmunity pressure. The dimension
of community identification refers to Muniz and Qifan’s (2001) type of consciousness;
community engagement refers to rituals and traastiowhile the community norm
measures the strength of barriers to exit the commurhis third dimension derives from
the individuals’ need to belong to community, graarpcategory of people with common
interests and distinct differences from other catieg. Given the fact that the present
research is looking at a tribal community, it isasering the notion of tribalism inside the
community. Cova and Cova’s (2001) work on tribalrkeéing emphasises the “linking
value” of the notion of tribalism. Tribalism is @tinct dimension of the community; it is
different from the notion of community identificati that refers to a person’s sense of
belongingness to a group of people, but does riet te the reasons for belonging that
relate to their common interest. The notion of dlikm is different from the notion of
engagement in the community, which refers to aqresswillingness to interact with other
members; and is also different from the notion ommunity norms which refers to a

person’s pressures from informal rules and primsipl

3.4 Consumer-brand relationship
The concept of consumer-brand relationship chataete the relationship between a

person and a brand as an “interpersonal relatiphsin the contemporary marketing
literature, there are two distinct approaches.

The first approach discusses the consumer's love foroduct (Ball and Tasaki 1995;
Rozanski et al. 1999; Thomason et al. 2005; Wablenand Arnould 1988). Some of the
studies assessed the emotional attachment to pgsoddnde others researched consumer-
product relationships (Shimp and Madden 1988; Whetrad. 2004). Shimp and Madden’s
(1998) work on love in consumption was inspiredthg triangular theory of love by
Stenberg (1986). Ahuvia (1993; 2005) provided erogirsupport for this construct. From
the same point of view, Whang et al. (2004) decitdeaheasure the construct of love based
on the love attitude scale of Lee (1977). In abes the brand is perceived as a mere

product with no opportunity for emotional exchargel two-way communication.
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The second approach focuses on the consumer'sonslaip with a brand (Aggarwal,
2004; Fournier 1998; Monga 2002; Swaminathan e2@07; Veloutsou 2007; Aaker,
Fournier and Brasel 2004; Ji 2002; Kates 2000).pidesthe increase in relationship
marketing research, there have been few attempiitly relationships from a consumer's
perspective at a brand level. These studies supberfact that consumers engage in a

relationship with a brand as they would with a pars

This research has chosen to explore the “the pelwand relationship”, derived from the
metaphor of “the brand-as-a-person”, based on thdeece that consumers have been
observed to switch stores or postpone their pusshasen their desired brand is not in
store (Veloutsou 2007). Even for those who deny pussibility of developing
relationships with brands, past research has shbainthe consumer-brand relationship
can take many forms, depending on the persondlithe consumer and the way he/she
develops relationships in general (Fournier 199&, a brand is perceived as a distinct
entity with its own personality; i.e., “a set ofrhan characteristics associated with the
brand” (Aaker 1997, p.347). A distinctive brandgmnality can communicate unique and
favourable associations in the mind of the consuf@&mantopoulos et al. 2005). Thus, a
brand relationship is considered as a logical esttenof brand personality (Blackston
1992), once the brand is perceived as a personhtbomwone can relate to personally.
Further evidence that humans relate to entitiesieyhe tangible, visible, human world is
suggested by the fact that humans have been oldstereeeate relationships with God and
other unanimated entities; this fact allows us xtered the partnership analogue to the

brand domain as well (Fournier 1998).

In order to conceptualise the conceptcohsumer-brand relationshipne needs to first
understand its components. However, because threepbof consumer-brand relationship
is relatively new, investigations into this concape rather limited. Brand relationship has
been linked to life stories in several qualitatstadies looking at the development of the
construct (Fouriner 1998; Fournier and Yao 19920112; Robinson and Kates 2005); but
qualitative studies on it have to date been rdsttito information processing (Park et al.
2002; Swaminathan et al. 2007). Although some stutiave attempted to link the brand
relationship with other literatures such as braxigmsion (Park, Kim and Kim 2002) and
brand personality (Chang and Chieng 2006; Hayat @006; Smit, Bronner and Tolboom
2007), they suffer a common drawback, which islélc& of theoretical underpinnings.
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For instance, researchers who have applied inwwpal relationship theories to brand
relationship have been highly selective. For exambleories of love (Carroll and Ahuvia
2006; Shimp and Aadden 1988), commitment (Thom&tcinnis and Park 2005), trust
(Hess and Story 2005), and self-brand connecti@eglas and Betteman 2003) excluded
other important relationship constructs. In otherdg, the dimensions of the construct are
under debate in the literature. Some suggest thatdbrelationships consist of brand
satisfaction, brand trust and brand attachmenth(Eetcal. 2006), while others propose
commitment, immediacy, satisfaction and self-commeiit (Aaker et al. 2004),
commitment, immediacy, self-commitment (Gaus et2806); and others again focus on
the communication aspect of the relationship (Velou 2007; Veloutsou and Moutinho
2009). Some even attempt to measure brand relatmghrough the investigation of
brand love (Carroll and Ahuvia 2006). However, tdomstructs of “satisfaction”, “trust”
and “commitment” are the most questionable in teraiswhether they constitute
components, outcomes or antecedents to brand omdhip. Garbarino and Johnson
(1999), for example, found that trust, commitment a&atisfaction have different roles

depending on the strength of the relationship tii@icustomers have with the brand.

In more detail, Morgan and Hunt (1994) theoriseat $uccessful relationship marketing
requires both commitment and trust and includedmthas key variables in their
relationship model. Trust in the model is seen asm@iecedent to commitment. While
commitment is regarded as a key mediating influemeteconsumer behaviour (Sargeant
and Lee 2004), others consider commitment the fatiowl for a relationship (Berry and
Parasuraman 1991). Furthermore, Sung and Campk@009), in their view that
commitment is a central relationship-specific metiv compared the interpersonal
relationships model (i.e., passion; self-concepnneation; personal commitment;
behavioural interdependence; intimacy; partneriggalith the investment model (i.e.,
satisfaction, alternatives and investment) in tladdility to predict level of relationship
commitment. Sung and Campbell (2009) found stramgpert for the investment model
effects on brand commitment. In this sense, if catment is a relationship component,
satisfaction should be considered as an antecéalémat relationship.

Breivik and Thorbjgrsen (2008), in a similar attémgompared the brand relationship
quality (BRQ) model (i.e., passion; self-conceptnmoection; personal commitment;
behavioural interdependence; intimacy; partner igalith the relationship investment
(RI) model (i.e., satisfaction; quality of alterivass; relationship investment) on the basis

of empirical fit and model interpretation. It is portant to note that they modified both
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models in order to accommodate less involving i@hghips. Findings suggest that the
modified Rl model offers a straightforward interfatéon of consumer—brand relationships,
while the results for the BRQ model are not vergacl nonetheless the model
demonstrates increased potential compared withtitadl attitude models. One could
argue that results of the use of this model arectesr, because of the large number of
dimensions it incorporates and the lack of theoca¢support. The present research aims to
contribute to this gap in the literature by offerimore in-depth theoretical support for the

chosen dimensions of this interpersonal relatiggssmodel.

In the same paradigm, Monga (2002) used intimaagtnpr quality and interdependence
as the three dimensions of BRQ to examine whetbeder plays an importance role in the
way consumers relate brands. However this authmethone step forward and considered
the reciprocity of the emotions, measuring everyahsion from both sides, i.e.,

“consumer as actor” and “brand as actor” (Mong@®20

Using the BRQ model, Thorjgrnsen, Supphellen, NgayePedevsen (2002) found no
evidence in their research on how interactive comuoation on the internet (personalised
web sites and customer communities) affects BRQlewhternet experience moderates
the effect on the relationship. More specificalpgersonalised Web sites developed
stronger consumer-brand relationships for respaisdeith extensive Internet experience.
Conversely, customer communities developed stronglationships among respondents

with limited Internet experience compared with @sgents with extensive experience.

From another point of view, Hess and Story (200®)an effort to define relationship

constructs, created a trust-based model where dla¢éionship conditions are trust and
satisfaction, with satisfaction affecting trust abdth trust and satisfaction affecting
commitment dimensions (personal and functional ectians). Personal connections with
the service provider and functional connections affiect the outcome. Other research, on
the impact of value congruence on consumer-sercnd relationship, has also
conceptualised the concept or relationship quatitpugh the variables trust, satisfaction

and affective commitment (Zhang and Bloemer 2008).

Research has also considered the inter-relatiopshgtween the brand relationship
components. Aaker et al. (2004) examined the inapee of acts of transgression and
brand personality on partner quality. Partner dualacts of transgression and brand

personality would then have a different effect ba telationship strength indicators (i.e.,
73



commitment; intimacy; satisfaction and self-conmegt depending on the type of brand.
In addition, Esch, Langner, Schmitt, Geus (20068)ettgped a model that combines brand
knowledge and brand relationship and their effectscurrent and future purchases. The
latter suggest that brand knowledge is not sufiicir building strong brands. The
influence of brand knowledge is through brand retethip (i.e., trust, satisfaction) which
affect brand attachment, and which in turn affdmbaviour (purchases). Bergkvist and
Larsen (2010), in their study on antecedents tadrkove, have considered brand
identification and sense of community as antecedenbrand love; the latter in turn affect
brand loyalty and active engagement with the brding. important to note here that the
latter model (Bergkvist and Larsen 2010) followsrGth and Ahuvia (2006) where the
brand is considered as an object, and thereforéotieeto the brand is uni-directional; as
opposed to the Fournier (1998) school of thougat tionsiders the brand as a person, and

therefore that love should be bi-directional.

Also important in the field is the study of Swanthman, Page and Gurhan-Canli (2007),
who suggest that consumers can form relationshipg andividual and at a group level.
For the individual level, the latter chose the @picof self-concept connection with the
brand to represent the consumer-brand relation$tupthe group level connection, they
have chosen the country of origin connection contepepresent the relationship. Results
suggest that both types of relationship are sulfecself-construal connection. Self-
construal connection with the brand depends orctitteral background of the consumer.
Moreover, Albert, Merunka and Florence (2008) aleaducted a study on brand love in
two countries (France and the United States) andddhat the dimensions of brand love
(i.e., passion; duration of the relationship; selfigruity; dreams; memories; pleasure;
attraction; uniqueness; beauty; trust; declaratbraffect; functional perceptions; well-
being and; attachment) differ in their significaremaong consumers of the two countries.
In a similar manner, Aggrawal (2004) found thatsuimers form relationships with brands
using norms of interpersonal relationships. Botlthie case of exchange relationships and
in the case of communal relationships, adherencgotation of these relationship norms
influences the overall assessment of brand evalsti

From another perspective, Kaltcheva and Weitz (19@éntified two dimensions in the
brand-consumer relationship mediation (the extenttich the consumer can derive their
principal benefit from the relationship with theahd) and reciprocity. These two
dimensions affect the attributes of intention aetfishness that make for pleasant and

unpleasant experiences with the brand and consureardions to unpleasant experiences.
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The latter authors also found that there are fgpeg of consumer-brand relationship,
namely, communal, congenial, matching and marlegiedding on the level of reciprocity

and mediation of the relationship.

Finally, a number of researchers have stressedntpertance of the concept of brand
personality in the type of relationship the consumeél create with the brand. Aaker,
Fournier and Brasel (2004) conducted a longitudexgderiment with two different types
of brands (sincere and exciting brands). The ressiibw that the effects of consumer-
brand relationship dimensions differ depending loa type of brand. Similarly, Hayes,
Alford, Suver and York (2006) argued that brandspeality (excitement; ruggedness;
sincerity) is an antecedent to partner quality tr@teship. In the same manner, Smit,
Bronner and Tolboom (2007) used the brand relatipnguality model (adopted from
Fournier 1998 comprising passionate attachment;e;loself-connection; nostalgic
connection; personal commitment; brand partnerityuand intimacy) to measure the
relationships consumers create with different tgbebrands. It was found that brand
personality plays an important role in the typeeadhtionship the consumer will create with
the brand. Moreover, brands with an exciting peation qualify better as relationship

partners.

Overall, the concept of “brand relationship” apgeda be a complex phenomenon.
However, by examining how existing marketing litera has conceptualised the
phenomenon, it appears that the quality of thetioglship between the consumer and the
brand depends upon the brand personality (Aaket.€2004); the type of the consumer
and how he/she creates relationships, and theralliackground. In addition, it is evident
that previous conceptualisations aim to reflectgtrength and quality of the relationship
through summative evaluative concepts (e.g., partjuality) or subject to individual

characteristics (e.g., “self-construal”). The cuatreesearch holds that for a concept
conceptualisation to be generic, evaluative cateegarding the quality of the relationship
cannot represent the fundamental dimension of tdreept. The reason for this is that
standards for relationships vary across individu@arney, McNulty and Brandbury

2001). This variation suggests that general belagfd values regarding the quality of
partnership always depend on how the individualcgiges specific aspects of the

relationship to influence his/her judgment of teationship as a whole (Kelly et al. 1983).
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3.4.1 Re-Conceptualisation of Consumer-brand reladinship

Consumer-brand relationship refers to the persancbrinterpersonal relationship, and
Shimp and Madden (1988) were the first to consitter concept. However, the latter
considered the brand as an object rather thanpassan, and as a consequence they did
not consider interactive communication dimensidnsaddition, they used the Triangular
Theory of Love to support their understanding @f telationship. What was described as a
love relationship included dimensions such as passind commitment in terms of
momentum decision making. It cannot therefore, tmswcered as a general pattern for

relationships.

Fajer and Schouten (1995) suggested three criferieevaluating a relationship, i.e.,
satisfying liking criteria; substitutability of thelationship partner; and pleasure-cost ratio
of the relationship; while Fajer and Schouten ()9&&nceptualised a brand relationship
mirroring a certain relationship type - a friengshelationship. However, the criteria for
evaluating a brand relationship should go beyonidtiomship type, e.g., romantic;
friendly; professional (Wish, Deutch and Kaplan @ 7Therefore, more work is needed in

identifying the fundamental characteristics of latienship.

Aggrewal (2004) developed a consumer-brand relshignconcept based on the norms of
interpersonal relationships. The latter proposed thlationships can be characterised as
communal or exchange relationships, depending orthen they represent social or
economic relationships respectively. However, tloacept here does not address the
fundamentals of a relationship’s existence, ariniged to its contextual basis.

Lee (1977) developed a scale to measure attitudeartts love styles. His
conceptualisation is limited to the type of lovdat®nship. A similar approach was
followed by many other interpersonal theorists; thkowing table depicts some of the

main interpersonal theories considered.

Table 3.2 Popular Interpersonal Relationship Thesrmimensions

Theory Dimension Source

Love Attitude Scale Eros, Ludus, Storagégee (1977)

Pragma, Mania, Agape

Relationship Rating Form Viability, Intimacy, Passji| Davis and Todd (1982
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Caring, Satisfaction, 1985)

Conflict

Triangular Theory of Love | Intimacy, Passiorgtenberg (1986)
Commitment

Passionate Love Scale Cognitive, Emotiondatfield and  Spencher
Behavioural (1986)

Attachment Styles Avoidant, AnxiousShaver and Hazan (1987)
Ambivalent Secure Hazan and Shaver (1987)

Source: Adopted from Whang, Allen, Sahoury, Zhg@p4)

It is evident that no single interpersonal the@gg Table 3.2) may claim to capture all its
components, which means that choosing any particnkerpersonal theory may be
constraining. The present study plans to addrassgdyp by offering sound theoretical
support for the dimensions chosen to representdheept. The selection criteria are based
on the frequency of use of the dimensions amongrpetsonal theories. Moreover, the
study has also chosen to include the concept efdependence (Fournier 1998), and
argues that further understanding of the conceptashmunication is central in any
relationship that involves interaction between tpasties (Veloutsou 2007; Hinde 1995;
1979). The following section presents the dimensioiithe concept and related theoretical
support.

3.4.2 Consumer-brand relationship - Dimensions and@heoretical Support

Intimacy

Intimacy is associated with an awareness of trermial self, the most inward reality of the
other person (Perlman and Fehr, 1987) and can fieedeas a continuing desire for
experiences of close, warm and communicative ietsgnal exchange (McAdams and
Vaillant, 1982). Emotional closeness without irdiry is therefore impossible by
definition. The idea that consumers can also eastaBtrong connections and closeness to
products and brands, or even think of these obgutsbrands as parts of themselves and
their personality, is supported by many studiesufAh, 1993; Belk, 1988; Belk, 1992;
Belk, 2004; Price, Mould, and Curasi, 2000; Richi®894a; Richins, 1994b; Schultz,
Kleine, and Kernan, 1989; Solomon, 1986; Wallendod Arnould, 1988).
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According to Prager (2000), intimacy can be cona&lged as a form of interaction, and
intimate relationships are built upon intimate ratgions. Moreover, intimate relationships
are characterised by frequent intimate interactidrsus, for intimacy to develop in a
relationship, both partners need to engage in atenibehaviours towards each other. In
addition, a relationship also provides a contektifitimacy. The extent to which intimacy
develops in a relationship depends on the way iithwpartners define their relationship.
Different types of relationships (best friend, lgveasual friend) elicit different types of
intimate behaviours. For example, a relationshippvben best friends may elicit in-depth
self-disclosure, while a relationship between gjeas will not. In addition, other aspects
of a relationship such as commitment can also eénfte the intimacy that develops in a

relationship.

Following this school of thought, Monga (2002) sesfg that a consumer’s perception of
intimacy of the relationship should be influenceat nly by his/her intimate actions
towards the brand, but also by the brand’s intina&teons towards the consumer. This is a
very important issue because firms today employtocnsr intimacy practices, which
involve reaching out to consumers at a personall lamd changing product development
and marketing plans accordingly. Cross (2000) fagtsa firm’s survival may be based on
its personnel’s ability to develop intimate relatships with customers that are based on
excellent communication and listening skills, stgat thinking and inside knowledge of a
client's business. Since firms today are engagmgntimate behaviours towards their
consumers, it is important to understand if theaeehany influence on the consumer.
Thus, in his study, Monga (2002) examines whethensemers create intimate
relationships with the brand and if they can evi@uhe brand’s intimate actions towards
them.

In the context of video games, the intimacy commpbrefers to those feelings in the

relationship with the video game brand that pronotdseness and connectedness.

Two-way communication

The relationship concept connecting the customdrtla brand is the interaction between
the attitudes of the two parties (Blackston 199293). Recent research indicates that the
positive brand and personal interaction is cenivathe building of a successful brand

relationship (O’Loughlin Szmigin and Turnbull 2004) her research, Veloutsou (2007)
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describes communication in which the source iscthressumer and the receiver the brand
owners. In the marketing literature relationshialagies have been questioned and it has
been suggested that what marketers call ‘intimasywhat some customers see as
‘interaction’ (Smith and Higgins 2000). However etlexisting concept of intimacy as

measured in the literature does not include theway interaction between the brand and

the consumer.

Commitment

Commitment can be interpreted as a person’s intentaintain a relationship (Rosenblatt
1977). Moreover, it is also associated with “fegéirof attachments to a partner” (Rusbult
and Buunk 1993). The construct of commitment casilyebe transferred to the consumer-
brand context since consumers can also displayngdegrees of commitment to certain
objects. Redden and Steiner (2000), for instangen eexplore consumers’ fanatical
commitment to brands. They describe these consuasetisrand worshipping consumers”

or “obsessive consumers” of certain brands (p..322)

High levels of commitment (i.e., the intention tehave in a manner supportive of
relationship longevity) were also common acrossmgfrbrand relationships. Commitment
in its various forms fosters stability and encoesglerogation of alternatives in the

environment (Fournier 1998, p. 365).

Love

Brand love is defined as the degree of passionatetienal attachment a satisfied
consumer has for a particular trade name. Consistéh the literature on the love
prototype (Ahuvia 2005b), brand love includes pasdor the brand, attachment to the
brand, positive evaluation of the brand, positiveogons in response to the brand and
declarations of love for the brand. However, weogeise that consumers tend to speak
loosely when using the word ‘'love’ in referencecoonmercial products. As such, many
instances of brand love will not be fully analogdgashe stronger forms of interpersonal
love (Ahuvia 1993, 2005; Oliver 1999; Shimp and Mewd 1988; Carroll and Ahuvia
2006).

Interdependence
Interdependence is also a property of a relatigndBerscheid and Peplau (1983, p.12)
propose that “two people are in a relationship witle another if they have an impact on

each other, if they are interdependent in the sdretea change in one causes a change in
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the other”. Accordingly, a close relationship isuaky characterised by high
interdependence, which can be observed by the grartraving frequent impact on each
other; by the degree of impact per occurrence bstirng, by the impact involving diverse
kinds of activities for each person and by all ehesoperties occurring over a relatively
long duration of time. Interdependence by defimtimeans that both partners have an

impact on each other (Kelley et al. 1983).

Strong brand relationships were also distinguishgda high degree of interdependence
enjoining consumer and brand (Hinde 1995). Fourii@98) found that interdependence
involved frequent brand interaction, increased sc@md diversity of brand-related
activities (use of the product and its extensioas)] heightened intensity of individual
interaction. Consumption rituals emerged as a akngrocess through which
interdependence was fostered and celebrated. émsenpal research suggests that a
relationship inextricably woven into the fabric adily life can endure, despite low levels

of affective involvement and intimacy (Hinde 1979).

Therefore, the consumer’s evaluation of interdepand should include items that tap into
the brand’s impact on the brand. For example, najuation of my interdependence with
the bank should be determined by both the bank{gaghon me and my impact on the
bank.

The components of the consumer-brand relationsbipcept here were defined after
considering the interpersonal theories of loveti@hships and in conjunction with recent
literature on relationship marketing. Yet anothgpexct that denotes the importance of the
consumer perspective in the consumption procedbaits of co-creation of value. The

following section will discuss this concept andsignificance in detail.

3.5 Co-creation of Value

With the empowered post-modern consumer being atfahefront of interest and the
emphasis on the “link” (relationship), it is impant to see how the notion of the “thing”
(object) has changed from being “given” to being-treated”. The emergent “service-
dominant” logic challenges the view of customerspassive consumers and includes
customers in the value creation process by asgettiat the customer is always a co-
creator of value (Vargo and Lusch 2004; Lusch amagd 2006). Therefore, goods are

merely “intermediate products that are used by rotigerant resources (customers) as
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appliances in value creation processes” (Vargo larsth 2004, p.7). Consumers act as
resource integrators (Lusch and Vargo 2006) wheg tise their competence, tools, raw
materials, and sometimes professional services itoduse products/services for
themselves. The realization that consumers areedgtinvolved in creating value for their
own consumption is aligned with the post-modernisgw that the consumer is a
“participant in the customization of one’s worldFiat et al. 1995). This perspective has
similarity to the concept of the “customer as atiane employee” (Bowers et al. 1990)

and is consistent with the notion of “prosumpti¢hdffler 1980; Kotler 1986b).

Prosumption is a process rather than a single ecf, (purchase). The concept of
prosumption consists of an integration of physiaelivities, mental effort, and socio-
psychological experiences. People participate is pnocess by providing their input of
money, time, effort, and skills. The physical aiti®s needed include manufacturing-like
activities such as procuring, assorting, movingmiiming, and changing inputs. The
mental effort involved includes planning, evalugtimonitoring and regulating progress;
while the socio-psychological experiences are iahiem various aspects of the process
and its outputs, and they affect oneself and othiérsrefore, prosumption is defined as a
sum of value creation activities undertaken bydteesumer that result in the production of

products and product consumption experiences theyteally plan to consume.

This definition of prosumption is consistent witletnotion of “value co-creation” (Lusch
and Vargo 2006, p. 284) which has two componenke first is value-in-use, which
implies that “value can only be created with andedwined by the user in the
‘consumption’ process and through use.” The secommiponent is co-production: “It
involves the participation in the creation of therec offering itself. It can occur through
shared inventiveness, co-design, or shared praduofirelated goods, and can occur with
customers and any other partners in the value mkfivbhis definition of the concept of
value creation is wider than Dabholkar’s (1990)iortof customer participation, where
customers’ contributions are tied to given senofferings, and is more in line with the
last two of the three levels of customer particgatsuggested by Meuter and Bitner
(1998): firm production, customer production, andj production. The first two consist
of exclusive production by a company or customspeetively; joint production entails
mutuality. However, the particular processes ctutstig prosumption cover both joint and
customer production. From one perspective, prosiamike behaviour is not new. The

concept of presumption dates back to antiquitygesitne majority of community members
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were producers and only a few could afford to trael and clothes for services produced

by others.

The increased opportunities in a wide variety oflustries through digitisation,
biotechnology and smart materials, as well as majscontinuities in the business
environment such as deregulation and globalisdtewe further accelerated the trend of
prosumption. In addition, from a business perspectnanagers are under great pressure
to create value, while competition is intense ardlitional strategies of cost reduction
cannot solve the problem. Thus, the need to inmogatnore important than ever. Yet it is
obvious to managers that neither value nor innomatan any longer be successfully
generated through a company-centric, product-serfacused system. The convergence
of industries and the active role of consumersdsrimto question the connection between
value and the process that led to its creationtd@usrs are willing actively to co-construct
their own consumption experiences and co-creatguenvalue for themselves (Prahalad

and Ramaswamy 2004).

The latest research emphasises the usefulnesgefiexce environments (online/offline
platforms where the consumers can interact withcthrapany; other consumers and co-
create) (Prahald and Ramaswamy 2004). Moreoverergxze environments can be
supported by a network of companies and consunmanumities to accommodate a range
of possible customer-company interactions and Hyera variety of co-creation

experiences. Experience environments can involwmesumers as individuals and as
communities, and be flexible enough to accommontateidual context and time-specific

needs and preferences (Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2004)

A significant number of companies are hosting altoustomer environments (VCES) to
involve the customer in product development andpsettpactivities. Virtual customer
environments provide services ranging from onlirgewssion forums to virtual design and
prototyping centres, encouraging customers to bedonolved in product design, product
testing and other activities. For instance, Micfos@as been able to enhance its product
portfolio by leveraging support provided by its pext” customers in the virtual customer
environment without significant additional invesim& However, while the benefits to
companies from hosting such VCEs are clear, cust@mgport activities in VCEs stem
primarily from their beliefs concerning the benefibf engaging in such activities.
Moreover, Nambisan and Baron (2009) found supportife effects of perceived customer

benefits on voluntary customer participation inuneatreation.
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A number of studies have examined the concept -@ireation, its antecedents, effects and
inter-relationships with other factors. Fundamemahe field is the work of Prahalad and
Ramaswamy (2004), who developed the first concégtamework to help companies
deal with the change from the traditional systeime Thange begins with the recognition
that the post-modern consumer has information accastworks, makes informed
decisions, and has the ability to experiment witbdpcts. Prahalad and Ramaswamy
(2004) suggest that dialogue, access, risk managears transparency (D.A.R.T), all
coupled together, can provide avenues for the cagnpmcope efficiently and effectively
with change. Similarly, Huhn (2004) in his artidatitled “Liberate your customers and
reap the benefits” discusses how to restructureotiganisation to accommodate a new
segmentation strategy (“self-segmentation”) tothet consumer choose or mix their own
value propositions from a company’s offerings. Thisategy is based on Prahalad and
Ramaswamy’s (2004) concept of co-opting customerpaiences. The self-segmentation
strategy is different from mass customisation it fib institutionalises mutual learning. It
does so in two ways: a) through co-creation atptfeeluction phase; b) through acting as

an organisation consultant in the value creati@tgss.

Based on the Prahalad and Ramaswamy’s (2004) Wwagne Storbacka and Frow (2008)
created and tested a process conceptual framewptkntlerstanding and managing value
co-creation. The framework is constructed arouedkery foundational propositions of S-D

and places the customer at the same level of impoetas the company. The framework
addresses the question of how the process of ebiane should be undertaken.

Furthermore, Zhang and Chen (2008) examined theracting mechanism among the
constructs related to value co-creation with custenand found that co-creation activities
impact on the firm’s customerisation capabilitiegl also on service quality. Results also

suggest that service capability affects the firmistomerisation capability.

More recently, Cheung and To (2011) created a #teat model that links customer

involvement to perceived service performance, alehtified the moderating role of co-

production in the relationship. The model was tst@ Chinese bank customers, and
confirms that customer involvement was relateddsitpre service involvement, and that
the positive relationship between customer involeetrand perceived service performance
was stronger for customers of a high rather thiamvdevel of co-production.
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From another perspective, Mascarenhas, KesavamBarmdcchi’s (2004) customer value
chain involvement (CVCI) model for co-creating @mer delight proposes that it is not
sufficient for companies to pursue customer satigfa. Customer ‘delight’ is a step
forward from satisfaction, and will arise from inding the customer and his/her family in
the co-creation process and gaining their trust eofidence in return. Similarly, the
study of Tynan, McKechnie and Chhuon (2009), orci@ating value for luxury brands,
found that it is the variety of interactions takiplgce between luxury brand owners, their
customers and members of their respective netwevkg;h help to differentiate luxury
brands and co-create a superior value proposition

A few studies have also focused on the concepitsef-generated content as part of the
customer value co-creation process. Daugherty,irEastd Bright (2008) undertook an
exploratory study on consumer motivation for cregtiuser-generated content, and found
that attitude has a mediating role between use caedtion of user-generated content.
Christodoulides, Jevons and Bonhomme (2012) iny&tstd how involvement with brand-
related user-generated content (UGC) affects coeminperceptions of brands. The
findings indicate that consumer perceptions of @atton, community, and self-concept
have a positive impact on UGC involvement thatium, positively affects consumer-

based brand equity.

The current research focuses on customer co-creatigalue in the video game industry.
The proliferation of Web 2.0 technologies has enaged consumers to become part of
non-traditional networks in which their productivesources are mobilised. Massive
multiplayer online games that are played in virtuabrlds by several people
simultaneously without the co-presence of all tHaygrs demonstrate the effective
organisation of consumers into new collective fomh&nowledge and work. Companies
use advances in Web technologies to provide effigiatforms to organise resources for
co-creating activities. In online gaming, industgoperates with consumers to design and
define the game itself. This relationship allows\@amers to act out their desires while
helping the company to innovate and generate prffgai 2008).

Video game firms are also successfully outsourgiagts of their game design and
development process to digital consumer networkisle® game producers have an
incentive to partially open game content to thesers and to remunerate the most
innovative ones. Similarly, digital consumer netigfonline communities of consumers)

who share similar interests in certain product geritave the incentive and opportunity to
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both discuss products and engage in the desigrelajgment and distribution of new
digital products. The game user community is ataigionsumer network that comprises
game players and modders. The development toak&dundled with the original game
and can be accessed by all consumers in the netMardt consumers do not experiment
with toolkits and remain passive consumers whocargent with just playing the game.
The rest form the modding community of the gamsulastructure that is embedded in the
larger user community. Its members are users whe tize motivation and the creative
technical skills to develop fully functional mod&hile players perform important tasks in
terms of market research and testing, it is the damd who contribute to product

innovations (Arakji and Lang 2007).

This perspective of co-creation is encapsulatethen theoretical notions of “value co-
creation” (Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2000; 2004) lamtservice-dominant logic” (Vargo
and Lusch 2004; Lusch and Vargo 2006) and emplsasigecentrality of firm customer
co-operation and the production stage. This idgotmmnsiders “co-creation” as the pursuit
of mutually beneficial relationships between magketand customers in the production
process. In line with the two components of thelifeaco-creation” concept (Vargo and
Lusch 2004; Lusch and Vargo 2006), the current ystisd not focused on the “co-
production” part of value co-creation, but on th@ue co-creation part which considers

“co-creation of value” at a value in-use-stage.

Nevertheless, co-creation can also occur duringativeal use of the product, and not only
in the development process. Company and gamers coapperate to increase the
availability of choices in the content of the gamhjch would then give greater power to
the gamer. For instance, more user-generated doctard be incorporated in the
characters available to the gamer. Overall, gaméis the use of the company toolkits
could have a greater influence on the game andegdianced control over the direction of
the game. The current research focuses on two coemp® of co-creation of value, i.e.,
consumer intentions to co-create value and deseeel of co-creation offered by the
company at the value-in-use stage. The followingptér will discuss these concepts in

more detail.
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3.6 Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed the second theoretiGaiaof this study. The chapter describes
a paradigm shift in marketing practices and thigkwithin which the concepts of
relationships and co-creation of value have a pmemt role. The study explains the
important contribution of relationship marketingdaB-D logic in current consumption
behaviour. Moreover, the research views the impggaof relationships from a consumer
point of view. The study explains how post-modesnsumers create links (relationships)
with brands either directly through tlsensumer-brand relationshiponcept or indirectly

in the form of a community around thatual brand tribal communitiesoncept.

Specifically, the chapter positions the studydlation to other research that has attempted
to conceptualise the personal relationship of thesamer with the brand, explains the
reasoning underlying the dimensionality of the @pic and identifies its underpinnings
based on the theories on personal relationshipsalfiddentity. In other words, the study
offers a theoretically sound background to the aorex-brand relationship concept. This
reflects the core elements of a relationship basedthe origins of the concept of
relationship in the social psychology field. Thedst positions this conceptualisation of the
term in relation to past conceptualisations andthis way aims to contribute to the
literature that criticises the atheoretical nawiréne term and the lack of consensus around

its dimensions.

Similarly, the chapter positions the concept ofuat brand tribal communities, within the

study of consumption communities, as a separate dfpcommunity that has a tribal

character; and identifies dimensions for the cohaep links it to its origins in the field of

sociology and self-identity theory. The chapterniifees similarities and differences

between neighbouring concepts, and therefore adgakimowledge in the field regarding
the definition of the term upon which many recemtdges have concentrated their efforts
(Shau and Price 2011).

Furthermore, the chapter explains how the roldnefdonsumer has changed from that of a
passive to an active contributor at the co-productind value-in-use stages. The chapter
presents the concept of co-creation of value andiihensions, and aims to contribute to
the limited research undertaken on consumer indalithfluences on co-creation and post-
modern consumer preferences on the type and |é\a-oreation. In this way, a number

of gaps have been identified that will be evaluatedhe empirical research (see Table
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3.3). The following chapter presents the concedraahework of the study; the underlying
theories; the reasoning for the selected appraauth;a set of hypotheses that will test the

predictability of the theories involved, and thentrdbution of each concept to the adoption

of brand-line extension products.

Table 3.3 Literature Gaps and Inconsistencies

Gap Identified

Need Addressed

Relationship Marketing and the S-D Logic

The relationship marketing theory from
consumers' perspective has not clei
distinguished between the notions
different  communal approaches
consumption

dleed for advancing knowledg
arnggarding different commun;
@pproaches to consumption, particulg
tthrough defining the concept of virtu
brand tribal community; identifying it
dimensions and implications in relati
to other relational and co-creati
elements arising from the same theor

al

je
al
rly

S
N
Ve

Y.

The relationship marketing theory from
consumers' perspective has not reache
consensus regarding the dimensionality
the consumer-brand relationship conce

aleed to re-conceptualise the conce
doravide theoretical justification of it
dimensions and better measures.

2pt,

2pt;
S

while its implications on other literatures are

‘'uncertain’ (Huang 2008) or 'speculative’| in

nature (Park, Kim and Kim 2002)

The concept of co-creation of value has gnNeed for more research into the
come into view very recently and is stilpotential dimensions of the concept, |its
undergoing development (Sheth, Sisodia gredationships with other factors and

Sharma 2000; Vargo and Lusch 2004; Lu
and Vargo 2006; Vargo 2008; Pay,
Stroback and Frow 2008; Rajah, Marsh
and Nam 2008; Christodoulides, Jevons
Bonhomme 2012). Its effects in ma
literatures, including the brand-line extens

selfffects on other literatures.
ne

all

and

ny

on

literature, remain unknown.
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CHAPTER FOUR

MODEL DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

4.1 Introduction

This chapter develops a theoretical basis for tagrempirical investigation. The chapter
starts by presenting the theoretical frameworksTdanceptual framework highlights the
impact of perceived brand quality and perceivedhfitonjunction with virtual brand tribal
community dimensions, consumer-brand relationsimpedsions and co-creation of value
dimensions, i.e., consumer intentions to co-crgatee and level of value co-creation, on
the acceptance of the extension. This concepttialishas been constructed from insights
provided by the literature on extensions and rehetinip marketing (Chapter 2 and Chapter
3 respectively). Subsequently, justification fore tproposed conceptual framework is
discussed and a set of research hypotheses isduetd correspondingly. These
hypotheses specify the effect that the selectedtnasts are likely to have on extensions
success. Next, the relationship between relatipnsharketing theory, S-D logic and
categorisation theory as the theoretical ratiobal@nd the extension decision is discussed.

Finally, the justification for focusing on the camser perspective is provided.
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Figure 4.1 Conceptual Framework
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Consumer behaviour is complex in nature. Numeraatfs can have a significant effect
on consumer acceptance of an extension productGkeeter 2). The current research
selected two constructs from the brand extenstenalure and examined their influence.
The two constructs were chosen because previowesaras has provided substantial
empirical evidence of their significant influencen cextension acceptance. More
specifically, perceptions of fit have been at tlwgecof the conceptual frameworks of
almost all studies in the field; perceived qualisythe second most well researched
construct, but findings regarding its effect do appear to be consistent. Both constructs
constitute the heart of Aaker and Keller's (199G@)ngpal model in understanding
consumer behaviour towards extension products.pfégent study extends their model to
include relational and co-creative elements andrigeoan improved understanding of

extension acceptance.

Furthermore, the study has chosen to include oslakiand co-creative elements as
potential antecedents to the extension acceptaiueeio the increase in popularity of the
S-D logic and relational approach during the posteno era and the lack of categorisation

theory to account for connative (co-creative) affiéctive (relational) elements. The
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importance of this gap is brought to our attentigna stream of researchers who have
recently started to experiment with the effectotbfer relational elements such as brand
likeness (Yeung and Wyer 2005), brand attachmeaddfkhin et al. 2008), brand trust

(Reast 2005), and consumer emotions towards thedl(R@ark et al. 2002). In addition,

theories from consumer behaviour raise the impodanf the connative and affective part
of the mind in consumer decision making (Agarwal dMalhotra 2005; Grimm 2005). The

present research aims to make a valuable conwibti this developing area of research,
by providing a complete conceptual framework tretes into consideration the most
relevant constructs as the appear in the literatncerepresent different parts of the brain.
The following table (Table 4.1) offers the definits of concepts depicted in the model and

analysed in the literature review chapters.

Table 4.1 Antecedents and Definitions

Perceived fitis defined as anything the consumer can find leted¢he parent brand with
the extension.

Perceived parent brand quality defined as consumers’ overall perceptionslmad’'s
excellence or superiority.

Virtual brand tribal communitys defined as a group of people with a commorrésten
being with other people of the same type, and ancominterest in their favourite brangd
who interact mainly through a specific site in agpace.

Consumer-brand relationshig defined as an interpersonal relationship betveee
consumer and a brand.

Consumers intentions to co-creasedefined as consumer willingness to participatine
co-creation process.

Consumer perceived level (of participation) in tbe-creation offered byextensio

productis defined as a consumer view of the level otoeation, the extension prod

incorporates.

4.2 Construct Selection Criteria

In Chapter 2, the literature on brand extensions weviewed. From all the factors

considered, perceived fit and perceived brand tyyakere chosen as the most relevant

constructs in this literature. Other factors cobbie also been included, but they have

been omitted: a) because of minimal significanc@revious studies; or b) because their

inclusion would have increased the complexity ok tetudy and minimised the

generalisability of the results; or c) becausegtlam the type of the consumer, the context
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of the study and the type of the extension, theyewmt considered to be of substantial
explanatory significance. For instance, the follogviconstructs were excluded for the

reasons set out below (Table 4.2).

Table 4.2 Excluded Constructs

Concepts Literature Reasons for Exclusion

Difficulty in producing a| Bottomley and Doyle 1996;Minimal significance
product from the Bottomley and Holden
extension’s product class | 2001; Sunde and Brodie
1993

Consumers’ knowledge ofSmith and Park 1992;Increase model complexity,
the extension product class Reddy, Holak and Bhat
1994)

Order and direction ofDawar and Anderson 1994jncrease complexity

previous brand extensions| Reddy, Holak and Bhat

1994)

Consumers’ mood Barone, Miniard anMinimal significance
Romeo 2000

Timing of line extension Wilson and Norton 1989ncrease complexity

Reddy, Holak and Bhat
1994: Munthree, Bick and
Abratt 2006

Cannibalisation effect Lomax, Hammond, Eadhcrease complexity
Clemente 1996

Ownership effect Kirmany, Sood and Bridgdscrease complexity
1999

Intensity of competition Nijssen 1999 Increase claxipy

Retailers’ buying power Nijssen 1999 Increase cexip)

Variety seeking behaviourNijssen 1999 Increase complexity

of consumers

Overall marketing budget Nijssen 1999 Increase dexiy; not
applicable (no access o

such information)

Extension-specific Nijssen 1999; Reddy, HoJak Ilasee complexity; nof
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advertising expenditure

and Bhat 1994

applicabl® (access to

such information)

Distinctive marketing Reddy, Holak and Bhatincrease complexity; nat

competencies 1994 applicable (no access [o
such information)

Parent brand experience Volckner and Sattler 2006 ot N applicable; the

consumers in question are

already members of the
community

Perceived risk Volckner and Sattler 2006 Not aptlie

Consumer innovativeness Klink and Smith 200Mhcrease complexity;

Grime et al. 2002; Volckne
and Sattler 2006; Xie 2008

rminimal significance

not

Parent brand conviction,Volckner and Sattler 2006 Increase complexity;

marketing  support and applicable (no access [o

retailer acceptance such information)

Branding strategy Kirmany; Sood and Bridgdacrease complexity; nat
1999 applicable (no access o

such information)

The symbolic value of th

parent brand

cReddy, Holak and Bha

1994

L

Not applicable

Brand Loyalty

Hem and Iversen 2003

Increase coniylex

Uncertainty Avoidance

Hawkins and Singh 2012

Noplapble (the type o
extension examined is lo
risk)

W

Furthermore, the current literature in relationstmarketing has emphasised the change of

consumption

trends (Veloutsou,

Saren and Tzokas2;20@e Chernatony and

Christodoulides 2004; Zineldin and Philpson 200%ristodoulides 2009). It focuses on

the change in the consumption process as a rddhié¢ oelationships the consumer creates

with and around the brand as well as his activdigiaation role in the consumption-

production process.
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In support of the above comes the technologicahadements with Web 2 technology to
facilitate interactivity through the creation oflatonships and user-generated content
(Christodoulides 2009). The current study aimssialgish the relevance and the effect of
these relatively new constructs (i.e., consumendbreelationship; virtual tribal brand
communities; intentions to co-create value and lleMe co-creation) on consumer’s
acceptance of the extension. The conceptual framieWiodel 4.1) presents these
concepts with their dimensions, which have beerteptualised from prior literature in the

field as multi-dimensional (see Chapter 3).

In summary, the literature review identified fivecsess factors as “potentially relevant”
for consumer acceptance of the extension. Thesergawere included in the empirical
study. The term “potentially relevant” seems adégl@cause there are many examples of
mixed results for a particular factor, such as tafon/overall perceived quality of the
brand (e.g., Dacin and Smith 1994 and Reddy, Hala#t Bhat 1994) or insufficient
previous work regarding the effect of other fact(@sy. co-creation of value; consumer-

brand relationship; virtual tribal communities).

Finally, consumer expert knowledge through focusugs with consumers (i.e., online
video gamers) was used as an additional informatmurce to build confidence in the

relevance of the chosen factors (see Chapter 5ddetogy).

4.3 Research Hypotheses

4.3.1 Perceived Fit

Based on the brand extension literature, perceivdebtween the extension and the brand
is considered important (Bhat and Reddy 1997; Ramgmy et al. 1993). Generally, a
higher degree of fit entails a better assessmeahpftype of extension (Aaker and Keller,
1990; Boush and Loken, 1991; De Ruyter and WetZE399) since individuals will
transmit their beliefs about the brand to the aatg@f the extended product (Fiske and
Pavelchak 1986).

Aaker and Keller (1991) focus on the physical &nity between the parent brand and the
product. From this perspective, line extensiongh®sir very definition will always have
good fit and thus researchers may have found nd t@envestigate them. Park et al.
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(1991) were the first to suggest that level of braoncept fit has to be taken into account
also, even in the case of line extensions. Thegefgiven that brand image similarity
between the brand and the extension is anothemdiome of fit, it is anticipated that the fit
between the core brand and the extension will havenajor impact on consumer
evaluations of the extension and the core brand emethe case of line extension.
Alternatively, although a physical similarity betavethe new and the original products
may be obvious, both the new and the original pcotelong to the same product category

and a mismatch may still occur (Nijssen 1999).

Two recent studies on extensions in similar prodoategories and in an online

environment have also considered the effects ahftheir research. The research of van
Riel and Ouwersloot (2005) on the usefulness afiticmal extension models in the online
electronics industry, found that the fit betweea thvo involved service categories has a
direct positive effect on the attitude toward thdeasion. Song et al. (2010), in his
research on brand extension of online technologgymts, also found support for the
hypothesis that positive perceptions of fit affpoisitively the perceived quality of the

extension, and the latter affects behaviour towdhas extension. In the current study
perceived quality of the extension product is coesed as part of consumers’ overall

attitude towards the extension.

Admittedly, perceptions of fit are more researchedorand rather than line extension
because of variations in physical similarity. Grieteal. (2002) fundamental article in line
extensions argued that it is not the type of exten&ategory or line but the type of fit that
matters. In support to this argument research hgislighted brand (line) extensions
asymmetric effects of fit across different typesexttensions (Heath, DelVecchio and
McCarthy 2011). Indeed, it should not matter whetre extension is categorised as brand
or line, since it is the overall level of perceiviidthat will affect its evaluation (Nijseen
1999; Grime et al. 2002). The current researchstigates how within a category there can
be quite some variation among the physical prodact the image (i.e. when a company
that is known for producing products high in comparvolvement would introduce a high
in consumer involvement game). Although past netehas not directly addressed this
concern it is reasonable to hypothesise that geceeptions of fit was not found to have a
consistent effect on extensions with different levef fit or quality, it is likely that the
effect of perceptions of fit will not be consisteadross extensions with different levels of

co-creation.
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The above argument is strengthened by the factNkabcha, Bao, Johnson and Brotspies
(2005) in their study on the moderating role of suomer involvement in consumer
evaluations of brand extensions, found differemgeffects for one of the perceived fit
dimensions on product involvement. Nkwocha et 2006) measured perceived fit in
terms of complementarity, substitutability and sf@mability in different product
involvement categories, found a diminishing effe€tcomplementarity in high product
involvement situations. The main effect of completaety is positive and significant in
low involvement situations, but becomes non sigaiii in high involvement situations. In
contrast, the other two fit dimensions are botmigigant and do not change much across
involvement situations. The finding that perceiviedomplementarity is non-significant in
high involvement situations is consistent with thiedings of related research. For
example, Gurhan-Canli and Maheswaran (1998) in tkeearch on the effect of consumer
motivation on extension acceptance, manipulategoregents’ level of motivation and
found that category thought valence (i.e., prodiiclike thoughts) influenced extension
evaluation only in the low motivation condition,tot in the high motivation condition.
Given the strong positive connection between produmwolvement and level of
motivation, it seems reasonable to assume thaetfeets of perceived fit may not be
consistent across products that include differenels of involvement or motivation.
Despite the fact that past research has not diradidiressed the effects of fit on products
that require different levels of co-creation betwélee company and the consumer, given
the strong associations between the concepts ofviement, motivation and co-creation,

the following can be assumed.

It is hypothesised that:
Hla Perceptions of Fit will affect consumers' acceptarof the extension product
positively.

H1b The effect of Perceptions of Fit will be statistlg significantly different, between
extensions with different levels of co-creation.

4.3.2 Perceived Brand Quality

In addition to perceived fit, which is indicated lasing important by almost all existing
research work, there are numerous other studieshwihdicate a prominent role for the
perceived quality of the brand (e.g., Sunde andliBrd993; Nijseen and Hartman 1994;
Bottomley and Doyle 1996). Zeithaml (1988) definpsrceived brand quality as
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consumers’ perceptions over the superiority anceleace of the brand compared to its
competitors. Zeithaml (1988) concludes that peextitarand quality represents a higher
level of abstraction than a specific attributeté product. Once the product is recognised
as a member of a category, the consumer will imatelyi activate cognitive judgments;
and if the brand is associated with high qualihe tonsumer’'s memory rehearsal about
the new product will centre on pleasant thoughtsiation to its expected value. As one’s
perceptions of quality towards the original brandréase, trust of the new product and
satisfaction will also increase. It seems logieaktiggest, if the brand is associated with
high quality, the extension will benefit, wheret# is associated with inferior quality, the
extension would be harmed (Aaker and Keller 1998ydh and Loken 1991).

Nevertheless, there is conflicting evidence on Whehigh quality perceptions of the core
brand increase consumer evaluations of an exteidi@to the transfer of positive quality
associations from the core brand to the extensiBa).example, while Bottomley and

Doyle (1996) found support for a direct effect aire brand quality, Aaker and Keller
(1990) provided evidence to suggest that there meaglirect link from the perceived

quality of the core brand to the extension evatueti In any event, using core brand
quality to predict extension and core brand evanatmnay not be sufficient when used in
isolation (Aaker and Keller 1990). Hence, it hagrbgroposed, for example, that the
impact of fit on extension and core brand evaluetis moderated by the level of quality
(Keller and Aaker 1992; Grime et al. 2002).

There are also different views as to how core bramality will affect the relationship
between fit and consumer evaluations. Aaker andeK¢€1990) found that good fit and
high quality were necessary for favourable consuenatuations. Similarly, Park and Kim
(2001) also found the effect of original brand dyalo be significant on the extension,

provided that there is also congruence betweemxtension and the original brand.

In contrast, Keller and Aaker (1992) suggest thathigher the level of quality, the lower
the impact of fit on consumer evaluations; in otiverds, a high quality brand should be
able to extend further from its product categorgfym than a lower quality brand (Grime et
al. 2002). This happens as beliefs about the perdejuality of the brand will transmit to
the extension, if consumers observe a fit betwbenbtand and the extension (Fiske and
Pavelchak 1986; Rothbart and Lewis 1988). From heropoint of view, in a relatively
recent study conducted by Vélckner and Sattler §20@hich included fifteen important
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factors for extensions, the concept of perceivethtbrquality was not found to have any

significant effect on extension acceptance.

However, most researchers who replicated the Aaker Keller principal model and
included perceived quality in their analysis, bétih service and product brands, have
verified the direct influence of perceived qualdy the assessment of extensions (Sunde
and Brodie, 1993; Bottomley and Doyle 1996; Vanl Rieal. 2001). This relation is even
supported with online brands, such as Amazon oryjBaswhich are leveraged with
electronic service brand extensions (van Riel e2@01; van Riel and Ouwersloot 2005;
Song et al. 2010; van Riel and Ouwersloot 2005 th an industry and a type of
extension similar to the one in question in thisdgt A higher quality perception of the
core brand implies a more positive evaluation ef élxtension, since the market considers
that the present perceived quality is a guarantetheo quality of the new product or

extended service.

Moreover, van Riel and Ouwersloot (2005) also fothat the effects of perceived quality
on the extension depends on the type of extensin ¢omplement or substitute), and on
whether physical order fulfillment is necessaryeTarmer result suggests that if the core
brand and the extension product are perceived bstities instead of complements,
perceived brand quality may have a different eftacthe extension product. This result is
also supported by the principal work of Aaker anellé&r (1990), which highlighted the

importance of the basis of similarity (complemensuobstitute) for predicting the strength
of the relationship between perceptions of fit amtension acceptance. In addition to this,
the latter found that perceived brand quality hadignificant impact on extension

acceptance only when there was a strong basig.for f

Studies have reported differences on the effecpeafeived quality on products within the
same category (Heath et al. 2011; Meyvis, Glodsmittd Dhar 2012; He and Li 2010).
Specifically, the effects of parent brand perceige@lity on the extension product may
differ in terms of fit (close, moderate, far), i@rins of type (brand/line) and in terms of
quality of the extension (when quality is manipethto reflect different types). Meyvis et
al. (2012) show that adding pictures and enabliagdb comparisons can shift consumers’
preferences from extensions involving better fgtbrands to extensions of higher quality
brands. This happens as pictures and brand coroparisreate a more concrete
representation of the extension, which in turn eases the importance of parent brand

quality relative to brand extension fit. In otheonds, by adding pictures to the extension
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stimuli, consumers’ preference may shift from higho high parent brand quality; or the
strength of effect of parent brand quality on consts’ extension acceptance may not be

equal across extensions with different types of fit

He and Li (2010) found that brand loyalty has magtiects on brand extension, as prior
research suggested that fit reinforces the efigicfgarent brand quality evaluation (Keller
and Aaker 1992; Vdlckner and Sattler 2006). Sirilathe reinforcing effect of fit on
perceived quality can extend to brand loyalty. Mo€lprior research as well as the He and
Li (2010) study confirm an interaction betweenditd quality. The latter found that fit
moderates the effect of brand loyalty on brand restt. For example, when fit is high,
brand loyalty’s effect is positive; when fit is lowand loyalty can have a negative effect
on brand extension. The effect also varies depgndmwhether the extension’s quality

level is upwards or downwards from the core brand.

On exposure to a new extension, consumers arg liaedvaluate its quality which requires
a high level of processing (Brodie et al. 2009).mpared with consumers in low
involvement contexts, those in high-involvementuaitons tend to concentrate more on
exerting greater cognitive effort. Perceived brapdlity is a diagnostic factor related to
long-term attitudes (Olshavski 1985; Snoj et abD40 Therefore, the perceived quality of
the new extension should directly influence consgimavolvement with it and it is also
likely to vary in the same direction. In additiodBoisvert (2012) found support for his
hypothesis that better the perceived quality oftitend, the better the perceived quality of
the extension (a newly launched vertical servicee liextension) and the greater

involvement the consumer wants to have.

Therefore, it is hypothesised that:

H2a Parent Brand Quality will affect consumers' acaape of the extension product
positively.

H2b The effect of Parent Brand Quality will be statially significantly different, between
extensions with different levels of co-creation.

4.3.3 Virtual Brand Tribal Community

Brand communities have been advertised as the ggteov “the Holy Grail of brand

loyalty” (McAlexander et al. 2002 p. 38). A numbef companies, such as Chrysler,
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Saturn, and Apple, have devoted a large amounthef tmarketing budget to encourage
customers to join and participate in such commesitn the hope that this strategy will
help to increase customer loyalty. For instancepldmpenly and vigorously supports the
formation of customer-run Macintosh user groupghéugh these groups are created by
volunteers for fun, Apple promotes customer pgstition in them through its Web site and
by hosting events at conferences such as MacWByl@&ncouraging customers to join and

participate, the company hopes to foster greataltipamong its customers.

Relations and attitudes toward the brand depemggliaion the social interactions between
members of the group. Brand communities influencamimer perceptions and actions
(Muniz and Schau 2005), increase member knowled@yewn, Kozinets, and Sherry,
2003), and offer marketers the opportunities toagegand collaborate with highly loyal
customers (Franke and Shah, 2003). Brand commsiroffer a network of relationships
with the brand and with other consumers (Keller20Quinn and Devasagayam, 2005).
Consumers communicate about the product and irdeiegach other through this

interactive exchange process (Ahonen and Moore;2@08lexander et al. 2002).

Strong consumer—brand relationships produce pesitiutcomes for both relationship
partners. On one side, the customer achievesaatmi through building and maintaining
relationships; on the other side the brand ben&fis the loyalty and advocacy of such
customers (e.g., Algesheimer et al. 2005; Fourdi@®8; McAlexander et al. 2002). Brand
communities are one instrument that helps in sthemgng consumer—brand relationships
(e.g., Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001).

From a theoretical point of view, existing resednels shown that information and word of
mouth are important in the adoption and diffusibmew products (Mahajan, Muller, and
Bass 1995; Rogers 2003). Developing this poirdeaech on diffusion theory suggests
that social systems and communication channelsianfie the adoption of products by
controlling the information to which people are egpd (Gatignon and Robertson 1985;
Rogers 2003). Hence, as brand communities are Issgsdems and communication
channels through which information about new praslistransmitted, brand communities
have the potential to influence members’ adoptiehdviour by selectively exposing them

to information about new products.

In addition to exposure to information, the litena& on brand communities has found that

members develop a sense of social identificatiosetheon the sense of belonging to a
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certain community (Algesheimer et al. 2005). Thestfis in accordance with social
identity theory which suggests that people tendi¢tine themselves according to their
group memberships (Hogg and Abrams 2003). In gésecdal identities, even weak ones,
give rise to in-group bias and more favourable sssents of members’ own group and
products. In the context of brand communities, thiggests that the higher the levels of
social identification with the brand community, theeater the likelihood of adopting a

new product from the preferred brand.

Finally, the combined impact of exposure to infotiora and social identification provides
a basis for understanding how membership and gaation in brand communities may
influence the adoption behaviour of members. Hidheels of participation in a brand
community are also believed to lead to a membergoexposed to more information about
the merits and uses of the preferred brand. Dfusheory suggests that exposure to such
information enhances the likelihood of adoption B 2003). To conclude, diffusion
theory suggests that higher levels of participaiiora brand community should lead to

greater knowledge about its products and a gréké&dihood of adopting such products.

On the other side, the social identification thaenmbers develop with the brand
community can affect their adoption behaviour. 8bentification theory has found that
participation with a certain social group enhanitesstrength of the identification to that
group through various mechanisms (Hogg and Abrado8y

From an empirical point of view, a number of stgdi@ve examined the effect of brand
communities on the adoption of new products. Bagaerzi Dholakia (2006), in their
article on antecedents and purchase consequenceastofmer participation in small group
brand communities, found evidence that in additonognitive and motivational variables
related to the product and the brand, related hebacan also be influenced (positively);
this occurs through encouraging interactions wittals groups of like- minded consumers
in a social space offered by the firm and the bramdi controlled by customers.

Another piece of evidence comes from the reseafchhompson and Sinha (2008) on
brand communities and new product adoption. Thdysexamines the impact of brand
community membership on new product adoption behayviThe research was based on
longitudinal data collected from four brand comntigési and two product categories. The
study examined the participation behaviour, the benship duration and adoption

behaviour of 7506 members. Using a hazard mode#ipgyoach, the authors found that
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higher levels of participation and longer term menship duration can increase the

likelihood of adopting a new product from a preéerbrand.

Cova and White (2010), in research on the tribanomenon in marketing, found that
groupings of consumers are capable of developingnpally dangerous competitive
offerings with little or no assistance from compmiThis finding suggests that a virtual

brand tribal community can affect positively offegs with different levels of co-creation.

Therefore, it is hypothesised that:

H3a Virtual Brand Tribal Community will affect consumsé acceptance of the extension
product positively.

H3b The effect of Virtual Brand Tribal Community wilbe statistically significantly
different, between extensions with different leval€o-creation.

4.3.4 Co-creation of Value

The previous chapter (Chapter 3) has discussedrpertance of relationship marketing
and how co-creation is part of it. In addition, walco-creation is a current trend in the
video game industry and very much promoted throdigl internet that facilitates
interactivity. Despite its importance, the liten&won extensions has still not investigated

its potential as an antecedent to extension success

Moreover, modern technological advancements hageiged consumers with access to
unlimited amounts of information and an abilitycm@mmunicate with other consumers and
companies anywhere in the world. This has providkém with a sense of
“empowerment,” encouraging them to play a greatde in the process of value creation
(Ernst, Hoyer and Ribsaamen 2010). Co-creation aaur in a variety of contexts
(Bolton and Saxena-lyer 2009) and is consideredamsimportant manifestation of
customer engagement behaviour (van Doorn et al0)2@ne area in particular where
consumer co-creation is increasingly used, is tea af new product development (NPD).
Consumers provide ideas for goods or servicesniagtfulfill needs that have not yet been
met by the market or to improve existing offerir{@snst et al. 2010). Company internet
websites, e-mail, and social networks facilitag ¢tbmmunication of these ideas.
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From a company perspective, consumer co-creatigmesents an attractive process
opportunity as ideas generated through co-creatidinmore closely mirror consumer
needs. Successful NPD (new product developmen@rilpon a deep understanding of
consumer needs and product development effortsntlegt those needs (Hauser, Tellis,
and Griffin 2006). However, this process is oftather difficult because consumer needs
are often complex and difficult to identify througfaditional marketing research methods
(von Hippel 2005) and can often result in produgilufe (Ogawa and Piller 2006).
However, by involving consumers more actively i tNPD process, more “consumer
valuable” new product ideas can be generated, ligarereasing the likelihood of new

product success.

In addition, involving consumers in the NPD proceaa improve product quality, reduce
risk, and increase market acceptance (Arakji amiyL2007). So, firms that manage this
process effectively are likely to achieve a susthi@ competitive advantage over the
competition (Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2004). In mddithe research of Christodoulides
et al. 2012 on how user generated content redietaf brands, found quantitative support
for consumer’s intentions to co-create content astnificant impact on consumer-based

brand equity.

Despite its importance, this phenomenon has beancely researched in consumer
settings. For example, studies on consumer rekttipn management have almost
completely ignored innovation and NPD, and evenarg&w consumer intentions to co-

create value at the value-in-use stage.

Relatively recent research by Arakji and Lang (2087 producer-consumer collaboration
efforts in the context of product innovation in tvideo game industry found that this can
be a successful collaboration; where consumer deénmrheterogeneous and changes
rapidly; there is an absence of high product peréorce and resource requirements, and;
there is complementarity between the derivative #mal original product. However,
research in the area has not extensively looketiff@rent situations. The present study

adds to and expands existing understanding

From the above, it is evident that co-creationnsraportant market trend and it appears
essential for marketers to develop a better unaledgtg of the impact of co-creation on
key marketing outcomes of consumers. A potentialtexd for that would be consumer

evaluations of brand (line) extensions. Specifictlis research examines two dimensions
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of the co-creation of value concept as found disgekin the literature, first, the effects of
consumers’ intentions to co-create value; and, rebcperceptions of the level of co-

creation offered by the extended product.

Consumer Intentions to Co-Create

Recent research has focused on identifying theve®ibehind consumers’ motivations to
participate in the co-creation process. Ernst et(2010) have identified four type of
consumers who are likely to participate in the osation process owing to different
motivations, i.e., innovators, lead users, emergamtsumers, and market mavens: i)
Innovators owing to their desire to adopt innovatproducts. ii) Lead users who are
always the first to use a product, acquire knowdedgd then be willing and capable to
share it. iii) Emergent consumers who are espgc@pable people to suggest product
improvements. And iv) Market mavens who are knogéable consumers of a variety of
products and are willing to participate in relathgcussions and answer questions of less

knowledgeable consumers.

The consumer segments described above may be keeengaging in co-creation

activities. Consumers generally are found to complae relative costs of participating in
the co-creation process with the benefits derivedhfit (Etgar 2008). Costs include the
monetary and nonmonetary costs of time, resoupd®gsical and psychological effort to

learn and participate in the co-creation process Woorn et al. 2010). Popular motives
for participating in the co-creation process ineéufinancial, social, technical, and
psychological reasons (Fuller 2010).

In general, consumers are found to be willing totipi@ate in the co-creation process
because of financial rewards either directly thfoygofit sharing or indirectly through
recognition that they may gain. Another motivatelated to the latter are social rewards,
as recognition does not only bring monetary comaigms, but social benefits such as
titles, increased social status, self esteem asal fttengthening community bonds with
other members when this is happening collectiyélambisan and Baron 2009). Finally, it
may be psychological motivations that trigger m#pation in the co-creation process.
Such basic psychological motivations are pridepynent of contributing and altruism
(Ernst et al. 2010).
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Kirmani et al. (1999) examine the effects of owhgrsstatus on consumer responses to
price-based brand stretches. The ownership eesiggested to affect owners’ responses
to brand extensions more favourably than non-ownesponses. Kirmani et al. (1999)
found that the ownership effect occurs for upward downward stretches on non—prestige
brands and for upward stretches of prestige bramdsither words, the effect of the
ownership effect on consumers’ responses dependseotype of brand (prestige or non-
prestige) and on the stretch direction (up or dowithough the present research examines
the acceptance of horizontal rather than vertigtdresions, based on the close relationship
between the concept of ownership and intentionsotoreate, it is possible to draw upon

related findings.

The study of Christodoulides et al. (2012) investigg how involvement with brand-related
user generated content affects consumers’ perceptibthe brand. Findings indicate that
consumer perceptions of co-creation, community selficoncept have a positive impact
on user generated content involvement; and in tiuenlatter positively affects consumer
based brand equity. Overall, consumer involvemsentound to be a strong mediating
factor between stimulus factors and outcomes, sgcbhoice and preference for a brand
(Zaichkowsky 1985; Boisvert 2012).

Many attempts have been made to define involvenrerihe literature. According to

Laaksonen (1994) definitions of involvement can dbassified in three categories: a)
cognitive based; b) individual based and c) respobased. Researchers following a
cognitive based approach view involvement as peecepersonal relevance of an item
based on their personal preferences and needshkoaisky 1985). The individual based
approach on involvement refers to the mental sthievolvement evoked by the stimulus.
This type of involvement does not require persoméévance. Rothschild (1984) and
Mittal (1989) characterise involvement as an “uresbable state of motivation”. In this

case involvement varies continually from very lawvery high according to the level of
motivation. Finally, the response- based approacmativation views involvement from

an information processing point of view.

In this study, the focus is on the individual baspgroach that considers involvement as a
motivational state. This is because consumers acagpt an extension product not only
because of relevance and information processing, aeo because of the hedonic

characteristics it evokes.
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Brand extension strategies may not be equally sgséaeacross all product categories
because consumers may evaluate products with walémels of involvement in different
ways (Nkwocha and Johnson 1999). However, verytdidiiesearch has addressed the role
of product involvement in consumers’ acceptancebm@ind extension (Nkwocha et al.
2005). Therefore, it is important to study consumegolvement in deciding what product
features, benefits and brand information are reguito influence purchase decisions
(Nkwocha et al. 2005). Since Aaker and Keller's 9@p fundamental study on brand
extensions, the role of involvement in brand extamss identified as an important avenue

for future research.

Srivastava and Sharma’s (2011) study is uniquéah it examines consumer involvement
with brand extension as a multi-dimensional concéptough different facets such as
relevance, pleasure, and symbolic value risk rdlatethe product category. This is of
importance because the conditions associated wibliement generally affect purchase
decision (Kapferer and Laurent 1985; Laurent angf&ar 1985; McWilliam 1993).

Perceived relevance of the involvement situatiorfoisnd to be the most influential,

followed by pleasure (Srivastava and Sharma 20Although there is no direct link

between involvement and intentions to co-createngwo the close relationship between
the two concepts, it can be assumed that thattiotemo co-create are triggered by the
level of involvement the product category evokestt@ consumer; or that co-creation is a

form of pleasure consumers enjoy from the product.

Therefore, it is hypothesised that:
H4a Consumer Intentions to Co-Create Value will affeonsumers' acceptance of the

extension product positively.

H4b The effect of Consumer Intentions to Co-Create ugalwill be statistically

significantly different, between extensions witlffelient levels of co-creation.

Level of Co-Creation of Value

Increasingly, customers are actively involved ia tio-creation process, either by serving
themselves (e.g., the use of an ATM), or by codpegawith service providers (e.g.,
Starbucks) (Dong et al. 2008). Encouraging custent@rbe value co-creators reflects a
major shift from a goods dominant logic to servittaninant logic (Bendapudi and Leone

2003; Vargo and Lusch 2004; Lusch and Vargo 20B63ouraging customers to co-create
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also emphasises the shift from value added to valnereation from products to
experiences; from value delivery to value propositiand from operand resources to

operant resources.

The current research focuses on customer co-creafialue in the video game sector.
Video game firms are successfully outsourcing pafrtheir game design and development
process to digital consumer networks. Video gammadihave an incentive to partially
open game content to their users and to remunénatanost innovative ones. Digital
consumer networks, or online communities, compasasumers who share interest in
certain products, and who take advantage of therriat and other digital technological
developments in order to discuss products and engagheir design, development and
distribution. The game user community is a digi@hsumer network that comprises game
players and modders. The development toolkits angelled with the original game and can

be accessed by all consumers in the network.

However, co-creation can also occur during theaatse of the product, not only in the
development process. The focus of traditional ntargeis the firm-centred value in
exchange, that is making a value proposition ferghssive customer to accept or decline
(Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004). Recent studiesvieoweamphasise the co-creation of
value by the supplier and the “connected, empowanebactive customer” (Prahalad and
Ramaswamy, 2004, p.8), who determines value “utygaed phenomenologically”
(Vargo and Lusch, 2008, p.7) during consumptionuslithe concept of ‘value-in-use’
supercedes that of value in exchange (Lusch andoy&006), and suggests the use of
marketing approaches, which are experiential, autére, progressive, evolving and
flexible (Tynan, McKechnie and Chhuon 2009).

The customer and the supplier co-create value attijple points of interaction” (Prahalad
and Ramaswamy, 2004, p.13) through co-creation reeqpees which take place
throughout the life of the product/service and just at the point of exchange. Company
and gamers could co-operate to increase the ailayalf choices in the content of the
game, which would then give greater power to thengya For instance, more user-

generated content could be incorporated in theaclens available to the gamer.

Customer participation is defined as “degree tocWwhthe customer is involved in
producing and delivering the service” (Dabholka®@9p. 484). Meuter and Bitner (1998)

categorise customer participation into three typeesed on their level of participation: firm
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production, joint production and customer produttidhe current study asks consumer to
assess the level of co-creation they perceivexttension product incorporates at the value
in use stage. The research empirically tests theeq of perceived level of co-creation by
investigating the extent to which consumers whoeegpce a co-created customer

experience derive increasing levels of extensiaepiance.

The customer participation literature suggests #sathe level of customer participation
increases, customers are more motivated and coeanitt co-creation (Zeithaml and
Bitner 2003). In addition, as their satisfactiondisectly related to what and how they
contribute to service quality, the increased serguaality of the outcome that has been co-
created will result in greater satisfaction anddeeacceptance of the extension product. In
other words, as customers’ participation increasastomers’ self-esteem increases, and
satisfaction through their hard work leads custem&r evaluate their work more
positively. Dong, Evans and Zou (2008) also foungp®rt for the hypothesis that as
customer participation increases, customers gagatgr role clarity in the value co-

creation process, which influences positively tladatlity to co-create in the future.

Moreover, Bendapudi and Leone (2003) found thatormer satisfaction with a firm
differs depending on whether a customer particgpatgroduction. Overall, customers are
found to be more favourable towards the new prodinen they have participated in the
production process. They are also more likely tarstblame for the outcome when it is
worse than expected, but the customers have besided with a choice in whether to
participate. Similarly, Dong et al. (2008), in theésearch on customer participation in
service recovery, indicate that when customerdqigate in the service recovery process
they are more likely to report satisfaction witle teervice recovery. Whereas, customer
attribution of firm level responsibility for failerin co-produced service contexts had a
negative effect on customers’ satisfaction of tleevise recovery. Although existing
research has not directly examined the effectew#llof consumer participation in the co-
creation process on different co-creation levelssed on the above theoretical
development the following hypotheses can be geeerat
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It is hypothesised that:

H5a Level of Co-Creation of Value will affect consuraeacceptance of the extension
product positively.

H5b The effect of Level of Co-Creation of Value willebstatistically significantly
different, between extensions with different leval€o-creation.

4.3.5 Consumer-brand relationship

During the last decade, the re-emergence of relstiip marketing in the area of consumer
consumption behaviour has stimulated considerable academic research. Building

strong brands is a strategic goal for brand managéenfStrong brands can promote
profitable revenue streams for many decades andbealeveraged in different product

categories and markets. Brand researchers havdogedeseveral conceptualisations of
brands and how brands can affect purchase intemnti@elatively recently, researchers
have argued that consumers’ relationships withlttesnd can affect their consumption
behaviour (Fournier 1998; Veloutsou 2007; de Chema and Christodoulides 2004;

Reast 2005; Park and Kim 2001; Park et al. 2002).

Brand managers have followed a similar path fargihy period. Emphasis was given to
establishing brand awareness and image. Brand teask&pend considerable resources to
assess consumer brand awareness and image. Reacaphysticated forward looking
thinking in the field has incorporated relationshigsed ideas, such as bonds and trust with
a brand, into brand management and measurement, (Eaagner, Schmitt and Geus
2006).

Research on brand relationships suggests that beffett consumers not only because of
the knowledge that consumers have in their minds,also as part of the psycho-social-
cultural context (Fournier 1998). Consumers engagecertain type of relationships with
brands similar to the one they engage in with ofeople. In the brand relationship
literature overall, however, there is a dearth tdady defined and operationalised
constructs. There is lack of theoretical suppagirding the notion of the concept and its
dimensions (Fournier 1998; Gabriano and Johnsof;1®8rroll and Ahuvia 2006; Esch et
al. 2006).
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Although there are a range of different concepsadilbns of the concept in the field, all
agree that the concept affects consumer behawoargreater or lesser extent. The effect
may depend on the consumer’s ability to form relahips; the brand knowledge the
consumer possesses (Esch et al. 2006); the patgafahe brand (Aaker et al. 2004, the
psychological-social cultural context (Albert et &008); and for online brands, the

technological expertise of the consumer (Thorjanredeal. 2002).

Moreover, in the brand extension literature, theea$ of the relationship between a
consumer and his preferred brand have been exprassea brand elicited affect (Yeung
and Wyer 2005); brand trust (Reast 2005); brarathihent (Fedorikhin et al. 2008); and
intimacy, commitment and love (Park et al. 2002pr#&specifically, Yeung and Wyer
(2005) conducted three studies to examine the @nfte of brand-elicited affect on
consumers' evaluations of brand extensions. Consurappear to form an initial
impression of the brand's new extension basedebrdnd’s ability to spontaneously elicit
affective reactions; or, the affect that they eigrare for other reasons and attribute to the
brand, can influence their evaluations of the esitars products as well. Yeung and Wyer
(2005) found that this is true regardless of thmilarity between the extension and the

core brand.

Previous research has also provided proof for tleeteof relational elements on consumer
evaluations of extension acceptance. However, Baginal. (2001) and Barone (2005)
argue that there is an indirect effect of relatioaBements on extension acceptance;
whereas the latest research of Park and Kim (2@ad) Yeung and Wyer (2005) found
support for a direct effect. Yeung and Wyer (200@wever, have asked respondents to
evaluate similarity before they proceed with thealesation of the extension, whereas
Barone et al. (2001) and Barone (2005) had askewh tio evaluate similarity after they
had evaluated the extension. The present studgc@ordance with the latest research,
explicitly asked consumers to evaluate core-extensimilarity before they proceed with
the evaluation of the extension; and, therefordirect association between the relational
concept of consumer-brand relationship can be é¢ggec

In his article on the relationship between brandttend brand extension acceptance, Reast
(2005) found significant support for an associatimtween the variables. Brand trust in
the study is measured via two correlate dimensieredibility and performance
satisfaction) and is significantly related to braxtension. Reast’s (2005) results are based

on the much earlier work of Aaker and Keller (19@®)ich found a significant association
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between “company credibility” (via a brand’s “expge” and “trustworthiness”) and brand
extension acceptance. The present study conceggsadtirand trust as an antecedent to
brand relationship. Therefore, if brand trust gn#icantly related to brand extension, it is
legitimate to hypothesise that brand relationshipp e significantly related to brand

extension.

Park and Kim (2001) proposed that the cognitive@iffe part of consumer evaluations
can be seen from a relational perspective, anddftliat consumer brand relationships can
also be important for an extension’'s success. Tlaghors originally proposed that
consumers having a strong relationship with a braitl accept its extensions more
positively than those lacking such a relationshipd that this effect is above and beyond
the effect that the perceived quality might havejudgments about the extension (Park
and Kim 2001). The findings suggest that brandtieahip had a direct effect on
purchase intentions about the extensions, regardieshether the extensions were similar
or dissimilar to the original brands. Moreover, ridarelationships indirectly influenced
purchase intentions by affecting the perceivediguaf the extension; although the effect

was mostly significant in dissimilar extensions.

The work of Park et al. 2002 examined the stratagiportance of creating and
maintaining strong consumer brand relationships nvirgroducing extensions of the
brand. The findings suggest that perceived braladioaship quality had a significant and
positive impact on the extent to which consumersepied the proposed extensions. More
specifically, brand relationship quality significgninteracted with benefit typicality and
category similarity. To explain this further, whére extension category was similar to the
original brand category, for subjects in a wealatiehship with the brand, an extension
appeared to be evaluated more positively when thiened benefit was typical of the
original brand association than when it was not.cBgtrast this pattern was reversed for
subjects in a strong brand relationship. When #tension category was dissimilar to the
original brand category, however, the extensiorhwittypical benefit being claimed was
always evaluated more favourably than the one waith atypical benefit; this was
regardless of whether consumers had a strong oeak welationship with the brand.
Therefore, it can be expected that effect of corestionand relationship will vary on

extensions with different levels of co-creation.

Simiarly, Fedorikhin, Park and Thomson (2008) hawamined the effects of brand

attachment (a relationship-based construct) on wuoes evaluations of extensions
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products. The authors found that bratihchment goes beyond overall attitudes towards
the brand and perceptions of fit in determining stoners’ behavioural reactions
to brandextensions. It may include, for example, purchasentions, willingness to pay,
word-of-mouth, and forgiveness. The positive eBeat this relational element, reinforces
other research results that consumer-brand refdtipnn all its components should have a
positive effect on consumers’ evaluation of extengproducts. The latter also found that
the effect of brand attachment on extension acoeptaaries depending on the level of fit
of the extension. The effect of brand attachmentonsumer evaluations of extension
products is evident at high and moderate but nlavatevels of fit.

To sum up, existing literature has not directly sidered the effects of any relational
elements on extensions with different levels ofcoeation (given that the effects of the
several relational elements discussed above hatvéeawm found to be consistent across
different types of extensions). However, in terrhfitand typicality, it would be logical to

assume that the effects of consumer-brand reldtipnsill also not be consistent across

extensions with different levels of co-creation.

It is therefore hypothesised that:
H6a Consumer-brand relationship will affect consumersteptance of the extension

product positively.

H6b The effect of Consumer-brand relationship will betistically significantly different,

between extensions with different levels of co-toea

4.4 Conceptual Background

Extension research has typically relied on catsgtion theory as the basic theoretical
rationale behind its investigations (Park et aR3,91996). Categorisation theory helps to
explain the cognitive processes by which extensiwitisbe favourably or unfavourably
evaluated (Rangaswamy et al. 1993). When exteraliongand name, the transfer of brand
associations is largely determined by categoriagtidgments (Park et al. 1989, 1991). A
category exists whenever people treat two or mdferent objects equally (Mervis and
Rosch 1981; Boush and Loken 1991; Boush 1993)iHgisishable concepts such as brand
names can help to define membership in a particcdaegory (Consumer Behaviour
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Seminar 1987). Upon distinguishing a brand nameorswmer will form a summary
description in his/her memory that represents titegory with which the brand and its
existing products are associated (Thompson 199fg dxtension will then either be
perceived as part of this existing brand categorgal. With categorisation theory as the
foundation of extension research, it has been shbathwhen consumers perceive a good
fit between the parent brand and the extensiony, \thk accept the new extension and the
core brand associations will be transferred t&€hakravarti et al. 1990; Park et al. 1991).

It is the construct of fit that is at the core abshproposed conceptual frameworks.

However, one could say that this is a rather sistipliway of thinking, as the individual
does not only use the cognitive part of the braimbake decisions, but also the connative
and the affective. The research of Agarwal and ltath (2005) was one of the first to
incorporate and empirically test the interactiofeef of cognitive-emotion and found that
both affect consumer choice. This result suppdresdarlier work of Lazarus (1982) that
feelings and thoughts are inseparable. Anothedyswhich investigated the relative
importance and interaction of cognitive, affectared connative elements in their ability to
predict brand preferences, found that all threenmanents are significant in explaining
brand preferences (with the cognitive having thestnsignificant impact) (Grimm 2005).
Another issue related to cognitive and affectivanbling concerns the causality and
interaction between the two. Recent attempts (Aghamd Malhorta 2005; Grimm 2005)
to understand the interaction between cognition antbtion do not investigate the
hierarchy sequence or causality of the two. In flaete is no consensus about the sequence
or causality between emotion and cognition (Oli2®87; Franzzen and Bouwman 2001).
From the above discussion, most related literadasms to suggest that both cognitive and
affective attributes are important for consumerl@atdon of brands (Brown, 1998; De
Chernatony, 2002; Keller, 2003; Agarwal and Malapt2005). However empirical
research of this kind is very limited (e.g., seegpiand Samli, 1985; Selnes, 1993;
Merrilees and Fry, 2003).

The present study contributes to this lack of efogliresearch by examining the effect of
cognitive, affective and connative elements (i.eirtual brand tribal community;

consumer-brand relationship; and intentions to reate value) that have been introduced
from relationship marketing theory and S-D logic @mnsumer evaluations of extensions
products. This research is in line with recent #§fdo complement categorisation theory

(Fiske and Pavelschak 1986) by introducing antedsde the brand extension literature
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that addresses both affective and connative elemanaddition to cognitive (Bosh and
Loken 1991; Yeung and Wyer 2005; Park, Kim and Ri®92; Fedorikhin et al. 2008).

For example, the underpinning rationale regardhmg effect of positive consumer-brand
relationship is that an extension into a dissimtlategory may be viewed as abnormal and
unwelcome behaviour. However, if consumers havabéished a strong relationship with
the parent brand and feel committed to their refehip, they might exhibit pro-
relationship behaviours. For example, they mayrpgnet the dissimilar extension in the
light of an existing positive relationship scheneg(, perceiving the extension as an
"exploratory” rather than as a "thoughtless" adt;, ¢liggins, Rholes, and Jones 1977).
Alternatively they may see the possibility of itsceess rather than its failure. Similarly,
consumers with high intentions to co-create valuth whe company can be keen on
extension products that offer them this opportun@pnsumer research highlights that
involvement is an influencing factor in consumed&cisions. This happens, as when
customers actively participate in co-productiomytiexercise perceived control not only of
the production of final services, but also of theagess of service delivery. Hence,
customers have a higher propensity to like the iserand favourably evaluate the
perceived service performance. Moreover, in braxtdrsion literature Baker, Hunt and
Scribner (2002) found that when introducing a neanl, similarity effects with existing
brands may affects its image. However, brand kndgde experience and involvement
may moderate the effects of similarity on consurperceptions of the new brand in

association with existing brands.

Cognitive, affective and connative processes #&elyl to lead to more favourable
perception of the extension's quality, which imtwould increase the purchase intention
of the extension. In addition, consumers in a gadationship with the original brand may
simply accommodate the extension as it is; or astlebe willing to try it, as they can
contribute to its development. As a consequen@; flurchase intention for the extension
might increase. In sum, it is expected that braeidtionships and intentions to co-create
value might play an important role in extensionscess; and one that is above and beyond
the original brand quality and fit role as suggedby the traditional extension model of
Aaker and Keller (1990).
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4.5. Why choose the consumer perspective?

Brand extension success can be measured in a nwhbays, including market share,
profitability or number of years the extension/cbrand has survived (Reddy et al. 1994;
de Chernatony et al. 1998). This research condestan the consumer perspective due to
its extensive empirical testing in brand extengiesearch (e.g., Aaker and Keller 1990),
and due to the recent change in consumption h@@itapter 3). The most important reason
for the focus on the consumer perspective, howeasehat consumer acceptance of the
extension can enhance brand equity, which in teirclasely tied to the development of a
competitive advantage in the eyes of the consuhakgmoto et al. 1993). Brand equity is
defined as the "added value" that a brand endowves gooduct (Farquhar et al. 1990, p.
856); this added value can be viewed from the getspe of the company, the market or
the consumer. Relatively recently, research hasemnated on conceptualising brand
equity from a consumer perspective in the onlineirenment (Christodoulides and de
Chernatony 2004; Christodoulides, de ChernatongrelFuShiu, Ambobola 2006).

4.6 Conclusion

The chapter describes, explains and provides mneleeasoning for the chosen conceptual
framework of the study. The conceptual frameworppses the potential effect of new
factors arising from the S-D logic and relationshiarketing literature (i.e., consumers’
intentions to co-create value; level of co-cregtiemtual brand tribal communities; and
consumer brand relationship) on the success ohsixtes; in addition to factors of pivotal
importance in brand extension literature (i.e..cpeted brand quality and perceived fit).
The framework aims to build a complete picture acbaonsumer decision making criteria

on consumer acceptance of extension products.

Furthermore, the chapter explains the selectiotera@i and provides reasoning for the
exclusion of other potentially influencing factofdext, the chapter presents the research
hypotheses and relevant literature findings to supihese hypotheses. In particular, two
hypotheses were chosen to test the effects of fs@tbr on consumer acceptance of the
extension. The main hypotheses have examined ttenad positive effect of the factor
on consumer acceptance of the extension producthenslib-hypotheses {Hexamine the
relative effect of the factor on extension produsith different levels of co-creation.
Finally, the chapter explains the researcher'sahto examine the consumer perspective

and its relevance in the literature.
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CHAPTER FIVE

METHODOLOGY

5.1 Introduction

The chapter aims to describe and provide supporwvieence for the methodology
followed to achieve this PhD project’s objectivd®. begin with, the study explains the
philosophical and methodological approach chosefgrb outlining the research design
and the research process followed (see Figure BH¥ concerns the qualitative data
process and its underpinning reasoning and dethli®w the research was conducted and
the findings. Next, the chapter discusses the ga#ime research process: this relates to
the process followed to design the questionnaire,réasoning for the selection of items
and measures, the description of the extensiorubtadevelopment, the sampling decision
making process with related justification over tfice of the industry and the use of
appropriate statistical techniques. The quantgatesearch process continues in the next
chapter (Chapter 6) with the results from the piéstt and the refinement of the research
tool; in (Chapter 7) the data analysis techniqueseaplained and justified and the results

from the main data collection are presented.

5.2 Research Philosophy

This section explores the philosophical stancehefdtudy. Easterby-Smith et al. (1997)
identify three reasons why the exploration of thesarch philosophy is significafrst, it

can help the researcher design the overall resesrakegy, i.e., identify the research
methods to be used in the study in respect ofyihe of evidence gathered and its origin;
the way in which evidence is interpreted, and hbwan assist in answering the research
guestions.Second awareness of the research philosophy can all@vrésearcher to
evaluate different methodologies and techniquesretsy avoiding inappropriate use and
unnecessary work by identifying the limitationspairticular approaches at an early stage.
Third, it enables the researcher to be creative andvaiive in either selection or
adaptation of research methods.

An important consideration underlying the scientifnvestigation and related to the

study’s research philosophy is the identificatidran appropriate theoretical paradigm. A
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paradigm is described as tlieasic belief system or world view that guides the
investigation” (Guba and Lincoln 1994, p. 105). A theoretical pagan is defined asa
loose collection of logically held togethassumptions, concepts, and propositions that

orientates thinking and researcl{Bogdan and Biklan 1982, p. 30).

A research philosophical paradigm is composed hyeet elements: ontology,
epistemology and methodolog®ntologyrelates to the nature of reality, i.e. the esskentia
assumptions that are made regarding the basic etenoé reality (Parkhe 1993), their
character and configuration (Guba and Lincoln 1994 pistemologyexamines the
character and basis of knowledge or the charatitsrief the relationship between the
reality and the researcher (Parkhe 1998gthodologyis the procedure carried out by a
researcher to explore that reality (Guba and Limcd994; Parkhe 1993).

5.2.1 Research philosophy of the present study

As shown in (Figure 5.1) there are alternative gduphical stances. In examining
theoretical paradigms, this study assumes the wmiggnidea of a continuum, with
positivism and constructivism lying at opposing laors. Each position is described with
reference to ontology, epistemology and researchgse (Carson et al. 2001; Lee 1992;
Healy and Perry 2000; Kidd 2002; Guba and Lincdla®.

Positivism asserts that an objective reality istbate to be found, and epistemologically
this can be accomplished with obvious degrees ofaicey and through employing
objective scientific methods (Carson et al. 200&g 11992; Long et al. 2000; Neuman
2003). This reality is composed of discrete elememntose character can be recognised
and classified (Hirschman 1986; Cohen 1992, 1994azand Lincoln 1994; McClelland
1997; Nancarrow et al. 2001). Hence, the primarydenof the research inquiry of
positivism is theory-testing based on deductiqhayder, 1993). The use of this
hypothetico-deductive approach allows for stat@ttesting and generalisation (Guba and
Lincoln, 1994). Principal data collection techniguainder this paradigm include
guantitative experiments and sample surveys tleabatcome-oriented and assume natural
laws and mechanisms. Finally, data collection fosifivism is carried out with the
researcher being remote from the phenomena undestigation (Anderson 1986).

116



Constructivism, lying at the other end of the coatim, is an approach for examining the
beliefs of individuals instead of examining a tdotgi external reality (Hunt 1991). Its
ontological position is relativism which assumest tieality is subjective and multiple, i.e.,
each person has his/her own reality (Carson eR@1; Lee 1992; Long et al. 2000;
Neuman 2003; Roy 2001). Epistemologically, emphasis given on individual
understanding of particular perspectives (Morgath @mircich 1980). Hence, the theory-
building inductive method of constructivism necessis the researcher to interact with
participants and acquire subjective knowledge thinothat interaction (Anderson 1986;
Guba and Lincoln 1994).

This study follows a more positivistic approach addressing its research objectives
(Figure 5.1). However, the philosophical stancéhef study incorporates elements of both
theory-refiningand theory-testingresearch. In that respect, the present study fellaw
more balanced approach that combines qualitatideqarantitative research (Newman et
al. 2003). Indeed, the nature of this study’s redeguestions is such that it combines
“how” and “what” types of questions. Consequenthgse two paradigms are not opposing
research methods, but complementary to each athtris study. More specifically, the
research approach for the current study is sympatte® the dominance of quantitative

examination and supplemented with qualitative asisly

Figure 5.1 The Philosophical Stance of the Study

Methodolo
&y Constructivism

Grounded-Theory

Theory
Building
Research
Focus-Groups

Statistical [

Analysis Positivism ]

Theory Testing Research

SourceAdapted from Healy and Perry (2000)
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5.3 Methodological Approach

Denzin and Lincoln (1994) stated that the selecbbmethodology may depend on the
perspective of the study and the nature of the topres being asked. The researcher’s
experience, understanding of philosophy and petdogigefs could also influence which

methodology is selected. The philosophical levelofesearch method correlates to its
assumptions founded on the most common charaatsradtthe world, encompassing such
aspects as the mind, matter, reality, reason, ,tnuétture of knowledge, and proof of
knowledge (Hughes, 1994). The present study folleawvsiixed method approach, but

tending towards the more positivistic side of thédgsophical spectrum.

Moreover, the quantitative (positivist) approachdathe qualitative (interpretivist)

approach are the research methods used at diffstages in this study. The qualitative
(interpretivist) approach was used during the prelary phase of the study (primary
exploratory study and focus group) to facilitatel @omplement the use of the quantitative
method. The choice of the product category (i.elew games) also had to be taken into
consideration when choosing the constructs andégdhes. Without the use of qualitative
research, the appropriate scale dimensions and iteould not be recognised and this
would diminish the effectiveness of the scales aradke the findings misleading. Whilst

qualitative research is relatively exploratory aiséeks to provide insights and
understanding of the problem setting (i.e., coms$rtand dimensions relevant in this
product category), quantitative research is stesiby based and therefore can quantify

data and provide conclusive results (Malhotra 1999)

Patton (2002) indicated that studies that use onymethod are more vulnerable to errors
linked to that particular method (e.g., loaded nviav questions, biased or untrue
responses) than studies that use more than oneodnethwhich different types of data
provide cross-data validity checks. Using multiphethods allow inquiry into research
question with “an arsenal of methods that have oweriapping weaknesses in addition to
their complementary strengths” (Brewer and Hun®@89). As mentioned previously, the
qualitative research method was used during théoetpry phase of the study to give a
guide to the use of the quantitative approach, icehelp determine the major issues that
the study should cover and the specific researelstopns that should be addressed. Using
the qualitative and quantitative research methads complementary manner is ideal, as

the findings will have high validity and reliabilit
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Furthermore, the quantitative research method, lwiscassociated with the deductive
approach, is more appropriate for studies thatirended to test hypotheses (Bryman,
2004; David and Sutton 2004). To achieve the objestof the study, a set of hypotheses
was developed, with quantitative research beingl usetest these. The majority of the
studies in the extensions’ literature have follonepgantitative rather than qualitative
methodologies and have used experimental desigevatuate an extension and/ or its

effects on the core brand (see Appendix A, Tablb) A-

Deshpande (1983) argued that the marketing litexatuthat point had been dominated by
quantitative paradigms. AlShebil (2007) employed tontent analysis method to see
whether the quantitative paradigm still dominatbd marketing literature twenty years

after Deshpande’s (1983) “Paradigms Lost” artitle.reviewed all articles from the years
2002 to 2004 published in the top three marketiogrmals; namely, the Journal of

Marketing (JM), the Journal of Marketing ResearghIR), and the Journal of Consumer
Research (JCR) and found that just under halfladhalarticles published used quantitative
methodology; while the second most preferred wasthimethodology and less than 10%
used solely qualitative methodology.

More specifically, quantitative research articlesused on experiments, while qualitative
research articles were dominated by interviewswds, therefore, confirmed that the
dominance of the quantitative method over qualieatnethod in the marketing literature
still existed. Nevertheless, articles utilising lbguantitative and qualitative methods were
the second most preferred methodology. This cauditate that research employing both
methodologies are currently gaining importance he tarketing literature. A multi-

method approach can offer a better understandiagpbienomenon than if just one method
is employed. Additionally, it can improve reseafaidings (Bryman, 2004). Therefore,

this research pursues a multi-strategy approaeldnessing its research purposes.

5.4 Research Process

There are several steps to be considered when cmgluesearch. The literature has
considered similar research processes that hawedptba general framework to follow
when designing and implementing a study (e.g., Gilir1999; Malhotra 1999). The

overall methodological approach is demonstratedvbeds a process flow chart (Figure

5.2). The chosen research methodological desigolvad many stages from the initial
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literature search and review through to the finslgsis of the main quantitative survey
data and preparation of the research report. Tégtion of the chapter will provide an

overview of the process prior to more detailed exaition of individual elements.

Figure 5.2Research Process Flow Chart
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l
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l

Design Data Collection
Method and Forms

l

Design Sample and Collect Da
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Source: Adopted from Churchill (1999)

5.4.1 Formulate a Problem

Defining the research problem is the most critjgalt of the research process (Tull and
Hawkins 1993). Only when the problem is approplyatdefined can research provide
relevant information (Churchill 1999). The reseaproblem was identified through the
literature review, and a set of specific researciestions was developed using the
deductive approach. However, the problem was n&y fiormulated until after the

gualitative study that helped to select all thevaht and context specific information. A
conceptual model was then derived from the litesatand the insights from the focus
groups. Based on existing and relevant knowledgeetaof research hypotheses was

proposed, as shown in Chapter 4.
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5.4.2 Research Design- Mixed Method

According to Malhotra (1996), a research design banregarded as an outline or a
skeleton for conducting a marketing research ptoj¢ds the plan or framework for a
study, employed as a guide for collecting and aiaty data. A research design can
guarantee that the study will apply efficient prgsxs and be related to specific problems
(Churchill 1999). Thus a successful research ouécoam be achieved by a well-designed
research. Following what has been discussed abdtst research might concentrate on
one core research method, a number of techniqguebeapplied, frequently combining
qualitative and quantitative approaches. Such mireethodological approaches are
inclined to regard qualitative and quantitativeegash methods as a continuum rather than
a dichotomy (Newman et al. 2003).

Cresswell and Clark (2007, p.33) state that “omeasion in which mixed method design
could be used is when researchers need to enhastoelyawith a second source of data.
For example, researchers may need qualitativetdegapport designing an experiment or
to explain the relationship identified between ables in survey research.” In the current
study, qualitative data were used for designingstbeond part of the empirical study, the
development of the questionnaire and especiallyddsign of the extensions stimuli. The
specific type of mixed method design employed iis ttudy is embedded sequential
design. “Embedded design includes the collectiobath quantitative and qualitative data,
but one of the data types plays a supplementalwdl@n the overall design” (Creswell

and Clark 2007, p.68). This design is selected umxahe qualitative phase plays a
secondary role, while the quantitative phase isptir@ary focus of the study whereby the

conceptual model is tested.

Choosing the embedded sequential mixed method désighis study demonstrates that
the current study follows a robust methodologicadign that is suitable for the purpose of
the research. However, more detailed discussiaimenfobjectives of each phase and the
rationale for selecting different data collectingthiod is discussed in the sections detailing

each of these phases.
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5.4.3 Design Data Collection Method and Forms

In order to implement the research design a sdataf collection methods were considered.
For the first stage of the study the researcheisidened collecting information from

consumers either with the help of focus groupdroictured interviews. Focus groups were
preferred at that stage because they allow thearelser to see how people position in
relation to each other, while the dynamic that ¢gy® within the group helps new ideas to
come to light(Denzin and Lincoln 1994). For the second stagiefstudy the researcher

considered conducting either an online experimetésign or a classroom experimental
design. However, a classroom experimental designidvaot have allowed us to examine
consumer behaviour in an actual consumption enmmrt such as the online

environment. An experimental design was consideeskssary in order for the results to
be comparable with existing studies in the fielpg@ndix A). The researcher has also
considered conducting a longitudinal study on tifieces of the factors on brand extension

acceptance. However, it could not be realised duene constraints.

Stage One of the Empirical Study

The focus group is considered an appropriate methakrve the research objectives of
this part of the study. This section reports tlseiés related to focus group discussions. It
starts with the rationale for the use of focus guexplains the process and presents the

findings that are relevant for the next stage séagch.

Qualitative Data- Focus Groups

The qualitative focus groups undertaken for thigdgtrepresented the first element of
primary research within the methodology. For theppses of the present research study,
the researcher conducted 5 focus groups (the féisis group was not included in the
analysis; it was conducted solely to help the nmebea familiarise herself with the
process); in total 24 video game players partiegain four focus groups. The focus
groups were conducted in an offline context to dwvdifficulties with online real-time
communication. For instance, although online fogusups give the opportunity to the
researcher to collect information from geograptycdispersed individuals, it can be hard
to organise and co-ordinate it, due to differenoesmes and technological support (some
users may not have as fast internet connectiorthess). In addition, the participants are

likely to write down much less than they would sagd also interact less with the other
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participants which would result in the loss of usefata. In addition, the researcher would
have to sacrifice the depth of response from tbk & body language. Therefore, it was

decided that offline, face to face focus groupddaifer richer insights (Krueger 2000).

The researcher announced that she was interestednitucting focus-groups for her
research during the community upcoming events, padsts on forums and web pages
devoted to the massively multiplayer role-playingmg community at large. A similar
process for recruiting video gamers was followed 3Bay, Jerome, Sang Lee, Kraut
(2004). According to Bloor et al. (2001), partiaps of the focus groups should reflect the
respondents of the survey. In order to achieve dba, participants of the focus groups

were members of the same online video game comynunit

Table 5.2 Characteristics of the focus groups

Group Size 4-8

Group Composition Homogenous group, all membersthef

same video game community

Physical Setting Informal, relaxed setting
Time Duration 45 minutes-1 hour
Recording Digital audio-recording
Moderator The researcher

The snowballing technique was used to recruit fapgosip participants. More specifically,
the researcher arrived at an event, which was g@ttenline video game site, early in the
evening and informed the community leader of hezsence; the research aim and
objectives; how data from the focus groups wera@adod help the research; and how data
would be treated in respect to confidentiality dlegons. The leader then gave a speech to
the participants who were gathered there to playphasising the importance of the
research for the future of the game developmemiarek; that the research was conducted
for the University of Glasgow; and that if they tbparticipate in the focus groups (during
their break) their contribution would be valuablde researcher then walked around the

people getting herself and her intentions known.

The advantages of this approach are that it allthesresearcher to assess how people

position in relation to each other; the dynamict thevelops within the group helps the
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researcher to avoid premature closure on underlisiggadf particular issues; it allows the
proliferation of multiple meanings and perspectjiesaves time; it is cost efficient; and
the participants are more likely to express theinmns as they do it from the comfort of
their own space. A similar process was used by C&®ak and Pace (2007) in the

Warhammer brand community.

In this manner, one focus group was conducted ewsrgkend from early December
(2009) until early January (2010) in Glasgow. Idasrto make sure that the participants of
each focus group reflect the respondents of theeguio a reasonable extent, great effort
was placed on maximising group differences withiougs (heterogeneity) and minimising
differences across groups (heterogeneity). Thissistent with Fern (2001), who notes
that if the researcher's interest is in genergpioggntial items for a survey, within-group
heterogeneity may be best. The focus groups coatpasmix of age, gender, education,
and occupation. Overall, 16 males and 8 femalels paot in the focus group discussions.
The sample achieves a reasonable representatidheopopulation as, according to

Business Insights (2009), video game players anenakr 60% men and 40 % women.

Focus Group Size

The size of a focus group can range from threegyaaits to fourteen (Pugsley 1996).
However, it is argued that between six and eightigpants is the optimum size for focus
group discussion (Bloor et al. 2001). Accordinghis research tried to keep the size of the
groups to between six to eight participants. Mamgartantly, since English is not the
facilitator's native language, relatively smalleizesl groups were considered more
appropriate for this research. It was expectecetp the researcher to achieve considerable
control of the discussion. In addition, smaller s increase participants' opportunity to

fully express ideas without interruption (Morgardaé®cannel 1998; Krueger 1994).

The Entire Process

The Principles of Ethical Research and the ConBenn are delivered to the participants
before the discussion starts. The participantsrdoemed that the discussion will be audio
recorded in order to ensure less loss of richnédata, and are reminded of the voluntary
nature of participation as well as confidentialdf the information gathered. Then the
participants are given time to read the aim anddbgctives of the research and the
Principles of Ethical Research, and are asked toptete the standard University of

Glasgow Departmental Consent Form and return thisthe researcher. When the
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discussion starts, the researcher first introdbegself and the observer to the participants,
then follows with a brief introduction to this reseh and the objectives of the focus group

discussion. Thereafter, each member of the groagked to state their names and to say a
few words about themselves. Subjects are alsahakthere are no right or wrong answers

and they should consider only their personal pei@ep, and if they feel uncomfortable

they can withdraw at anytime.

The researcher asks several general questions ableot games (e.g., Do you play video

games? How long have you been playing video gamésit types of genres of games do

you prefer?) This is with the aim of warming up featicipants. This method ensures that
the participants can ask questions about the duresearch and allows the researcher to
create a friendly, relaxing atmosphere. The redearihen followed the focus-group topic

guide (see Appendix B).

Focus Groups’ Research Objectives
1) Ensure that all the constructs included in the rhaderelevant
2) ldentify new constructs that may be relevant
3) ldentify dimensions of the constructs involved
4) Create items under the dimensions of the constmetdved
5) Familiarise the respondents with the wording

6) Decide on the type of extension that is likely &rbore successful
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Research Conceptualisation (Pre Focus-Groups)
The concepts below were identified as influentrabtigh the literature review on brand
extension (Chapter 2) and relationship marketingga{ifer 3).

Figure 5.3 Focus Group Model Before
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Research ConceptualisatiorfPost Focus-Groups)
The concepts presented below are those which anaimeng and have been further
developed from the conceptual framework that wasoegd through focus groups. The

explanation for the changes implemented is preddmgow.

Figure 5.4 Focus Group Model After
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Y
Consumer to Brar Extensiol
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Relevance of the focus groups for the next stage thie research process

Co-creation of value has been found to be a vatuabhcept, acknowledged as being
important within the S-D logic marketing literatuaed in the context of video games.
Specifically, the focus groups revealed that gamesgse eager to embrace games with
different co-creation standards. Recent literat@so supports the need for the
development of this concept (Vargo and Lusch 2@@4éch and Vargo 2006; Vargo 2008;

Christodoulides et al. 2012) and its applicabilitythe video game industry (Arakji and

Lang 2007; Bonsu and Darmody 2008).

A much greater understanding of the terminologydusg consumers has been achieved.
Variables such as physical and conceptual fit amatgived quality of the parent brand

received very broad support from all focus groups.

The focus groups provided an awareness of poteissales surrounding some of the
variables. For example, consumers need to commeniwigh the brand on a one to one
basis. Veloutsou (2007) and Veloutsou and Moutirf@0609) have also highlighted

consumers need to communicate with their prefelmeohd as an essential part of any

relationship.

The concepts of involvement, innovativeness andv@age did not seem to be of prime
importance in consumers’ acceptance of extensimdyats. All the consumers who

participated in the study seemed to be knowledgeabt involved with the brand and its
products; while it was innovative or not, did ndtange their perceptions regarding the
brand’s products. It is recommended that futureeassh looks at these concepts as
antecedents to the conceptual framework presenttuisi study.

Overall, the qualitative research provided outkugport for the development and testing
of a “model” with constructs and sub-constructd tten affect extension acceptance. The
focus groups were supportive of the potential selecof constructs that would be most
relevant in affecting extension acceptance. Ovethl qualitative focus groups were

helpful in developing a working model of extensemteptance.
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Stage Two of the Empirical Study

The next stage after the analysis of the focuspgasi the review of the literature to help
develop a concise empirical model that can thetested through quantitative analysis. To
proceed to the second part of the empirical sttiigrefore, it was necessary to create a

survey instrument.

Survey Instrument Development

Questionnaire Design

The procedure suggested by Churchill (1999) forettgying a questionnaire was utilised
in the present study (Figure 5.5). Similar appreacare advocated by other authors in the
methodological literature, for example, Tull andvwans (1993), Aaker et al. (1997) and
Malhotra (1999).

Figure 5.5 Questionnaire Design Process
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Source: Adopted from Churchill (1999)
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Information Sought
The information sought was guided by the researbfectives and the conceptual
framework of the study. The hypotheses generat&eduhe information sought and the

method of collecting the information.

Table 5.3 Issues to be Included in the Measuremstrument

Constructs Information Requirement

Brand Reputation The perceived strength/qualitthefbrand

Appropriateness of different types |of

Perceptions of Fit extensions

The strengths of the community feeling |of
Brand Community each player

The strength of the relationship feeling |of

Brand Relationship each player with the brand

Consumers' intentions to co-create vaglue
with the company and consumers
perceptions of the level of co-creation |of

Co-creation of Value value for every extension

Classification variables i.e., sex; occupatipn;
age; number of online games they play;

Background Information number of hours they play every game

Type of questionnaire and method of administration

Structured

The type of questionnaire chosen was structureti wlibsed-ended questions. Closed-
ended questions were found to be more relevanhéoinformation required for the
hypotheses being tested. Respondents were askesdptond to a range of scale questions,
designed to capture attitudes towards the brangassible extensions’ concepts in a brief
and timely manner (Aaker, Kumar and Day 1998). Bridear and easy to answer
questions were included in the questionnaire. A&sréisearcher wished to collect statistical

data for establishing relationships between vaesthe use of open-ended questions was
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not appropriate. This type of question is also hgogsed in online surveys, producing
results that are easy to categorise and analysallyiclear instructions were provided

throughout the questionnaire.

Online administration
Video game playing has become of interest for maogial scientists. Video game
researchers are increasingly using online methodgather their data. The Internet
constitutes a good medium for carrying out videonigpg research for the following
reasons (Wood et al. 2004):
» Itis accessible to gamers who are usually praficie
e It allows large scale sample surveys to be adnaresit
* It can facilitate automated data inputting.
e It reduces the need for social desirability anddfae increases validity in the case
of self-report.
e It provides a potentially global pool of particigan
e Individuals who are “socially unskilled” may takearp whereas if it was offline
they would not do so.
» Participant recruitment can be facilitated throwglvertising in various bulletin

boards and web-sites.

Source: Adopted from Wood et al. (2004)

A comprehensive discussion around the advantagesnlofe research and associated

challenges is included in Appendix C.

Questionnaire Design and Item Selection

The questionnaire was designed following guideliregarding web-surveys (Hewson et
al. 2003). Moreover, the following paragraphs pn¢dbe justification for the measures
chosen to represent the selected constructs. Glgniéeans were selected based on their
conceptual fit with the constructs in the video gawcontext. Items that were more
inclusive, clear and represented the construct welte selected to ensure construct
validity. In addition, where two items overlappdide one that best fitted the above criteria

was selected. Finally all scales used had firsh pesolished in reputable journals and were
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pre-tested by a small sample of experts (acaderarshon-experts (video game players).
The researcher also ran a pilot survey in an onideo game community similar to that of

the main study.

Justification of Brand Perceived Quality Measuretmen

In the extension literature, brand reputation hasnbdefined in terms of consumer
perceptions of quality associated with a brand ekand Keller 1990; Barone et al. 2000,
p. 390). Perceived quality of the brand in extemsioesearch is defined as ‘the overall
judgment about the superiority or excellence of bmand’ (Zeithaml 1988; Hem, de

Chernatony and Iversen 2003).

Table 5.4 Perceived Quality of the Parent Brand Meas

Aaker and Keller (1990); Sunde and Brodigingle Item measure
(1993) measured the overall quality of the= inferior, 7=superior
brand

Keller and Aaker (1992) measured thE€ree Item measure
perceived expertise of the company l1=overall low quality of products,
7=overall high quality of products
1=not at all good at manufacturing, 7=very
good at manufacturing
1= overall inferior products , 7= overall

superior products

Park and Kim (2001); Martinez and d&wo Items measure
Chernatony (2004) measured the perceivédbad products, 7= good products
quality of the parent brand 1= poor quality, 7=good quality

Smith and Park (1992) measured bra@ingle Item measure

strength 1=very low, 7=very high

Park, Kim and Kim (2002) measuredhree Iltems measure
perceived quality of the focal brand 1=bad quality, 10=good quality
1=highly inconsistent, 10=highly

inconsistent
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l1=low need fulfilment, 10=high need
fulfillment
(The three items were highly correlated and

combined into one composite index)

Pina, Martinez, de Chernatony and Drurihree Iltems measure
(2006) measure the perceived quality of thgorse quality/better quality than other
parent brand in services companies
Lower quality/higher quality than other
companies

Inconsistent quality/consistent quality

Thamaraiselvan and Raja (2008) measursERVQUAL model
the perceived quality of the parent brand in

services

As we can see from the table above, most researiéld has used single or highly similar
measures. In this study the measures of perceivedl brand quality are taken from
Veloutsou and Moutinho (2009). The reason for chapghis scale is because these
measures have a satisfactory reliability - Cronbatgha higher that 0.8 (Hinkin 1995;
Peter 1979). In the Veloutsou and Moutinho (20@3earch, respondents were asked to
indicate on a 7-point Likert scale the extent toichhthey agree with the statements,
similar to the questionnaire design of this redeahe addition, their measures were more
inclusive and general and in this way managed tdad high inter-correlation problems
between items. Lastly, their measures were in d@ecme with Hem et al. (2003) who

conceptualised perceived brand quality as the dvegutation of the brand.

Justification of Consumer-brand relationship Meamgnt

Following the consumer-brand relationship defimtio Chapter 3, measures were selected
from the study of Park et al. (2002) on the effeatsbrand relationship on extension
acceptance. However, the measures used in thig steick characterised as “crude” (Park
and Kim 2001, p.184) and the relationships betwbenconstructs “speculative” (Park et
al. 2002, p.197) in nature. Therefore, in ordead@ance research in the field and present

more valid results, we have provided a more coreptfinition of the construct of
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consumer-brand relationship in Chapter 3 that ohetuthe notion of the relationship as a
two-way process. Measures from Monga (2002) anaMebu (2007) were also taken into

consideration

Following Fournier's (1998) conceptualisation of abd relationships, numerous
researchers have adapted this scale (commitmdatdapendence, trust, self-connection,
intimacy, love/passion, nostalgic connection andrtgst quality). Thorbjornsen,
Supphellen, Nysveen and Pedersen (2002) examinedniEds (1998) scale on the
internet. Park et al. (2002) in their article bl tacceptance of brand extensions used eight
components or dimensions previously identifiedhi@a literature. These dimensions include
commitment, interdependence, self-connection, iatyn love/passion and partner quality
as conceptualised by Fournier (1998); and trustrenstialgic connection as found in other
literature. In more recent research, Aaker, Fourraed Brasel (2004) measured
relationship strength indicators (i.e., commitmentimacy, satisfaction, self-connection
and partner quality). In the current study, suppaas found (from the literature and the
focus-groups) only for the sub-constructs of commeitt, intimacy, inter-dependency and
love. The remainder of the indicators were not udedd because: i) they were not
conceptualised as dimensions of the construct, (gt is seen as an antecedent to the
relationship concept and satisfaction as an out¢camee Chapter 3); ii) there was no
support for these dimensions in the context ofrésearch (e.g., nostalgic connection); iii)
they were not considered at all as dimensions efrtationship construct (e.g., self-
concept connection) or iv) they were consideredluatewe constructs of the whole

relationship (e.g., partner quality).

However, even this conceptualisation would havenbé&eomplete if we had not
considered the most recent research in the fietdd #Hupports the reciprocity of the
relationship concept. Monga (2002) based on Four(i®98) chose and developed
statements that assess both sides of the relaoristr most items, there are two forms:
one with the “brand as actor” (e.g., the brand ustdeds me”) and the other with the
“consumer as actor” (e.g., | understand the brand”)

In line with Fournier (1998), Veloutsou (2007) desh an instrument with 13 items and
measured the two dimensions of a relationship, hartiee emotional exchange (including
all the emotions that the consumer may developtiier brand); and the two- way
communication that was measuring the type of comaation the consumer had or would

have liked to have with the brand. Measures wdextas from these pivotal studies in the
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field in an effort to offer improved measures foistconstruct. The pre-test and the pilot

test also helped to ensure internal consistencyalidity of the scales.

Justification for Virtual Brand Tribal Community Msurement

A virtual brand tribal community is defined as agp of people with a common interest in
being with other people of the same type, and antominterest in their favourite brand,
which interact mainly through a specific site irbeyspace. The concept is conceptualised
with four dimensions (i.e., tribalism; engagemendientification; and normative
community pressure). There is no consensus intdrature regarding the definition of this
concept or its dimensions (see Chapter 3). Thezefilere is no universally applicable
measure. To address the measurement concerns abtiiept it was necessary to review
scales used in research on online communities;db@mmunities and tribes. This
technique is very similar to Casalo, Flavia andraliu (2008) in their study on virtual
brand communities. The latter had to combine scale® Koh and Kim (2003) and
Algesheimer (2005) on virtual communities and brammmunities respectively. The
qualitative study with the focus groups and thdrumeent preparation (pre-test and the
pilot test) also helped to identify relevant itearsd tested for internal consistency of the

constructs.

This section will discuss the measures of the fulr-constructs in detail.

Tribalism as the phenomenon of people coming together teestmnmon interest, was
measured with items from the focus group that destribed the phenomenon. Veloutsou
and Moutinho (2009) also developed a scale emphgsis the linking value between the

members of the tribe. Tribalism was measured u&iitgms.

Identification and Engagementith the community was measured with items fromhKo
and Kim (2003) who undertook their research in afine environment. Their research
was conducted in an online video game communitgh; given the similarity of the context
it was considered relevant. In addition, their agsk is considered pivotal in the area as
more recent researchers in the area of online contiesl have used their scales (e.g., Teo
et al. 2003; Casalo, Flavia and Guinaliu 2008;2007; Chu 2009);
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TheNormative Community Pressuseale was adapted from Algesheimer et al. (2005).

Justification of Perceived Fit Measurement

Perceived fit is achieved “when the consumer asc#pe new product as logical and
would expect it from the brand” (Tauber 1988, p). Berceived fit is measured in terms of
physical similaritiesandconcept consistendyetween the parent brand and the extension.
The definition and measures are adopted from Lakesh John (1993). This scale was
chosen based on high internal consistency and amulprity in the brand extension
literature, and its suitability with the type of temsion used in the present research.
Moreover, this study argues that it is not the tgpéhe extension that matters to success
but the level of fit. In addition a recent studylmmand extensions in the online video game
industry has emphasised the importance and thieutif of achieving a digital fit (Wuts

et al. 2012) It was therefore, important to choasale that would not only measure the
physical similarity but also the concept consisyebetween the new product and the
parent brand. To reach this conclusion, howewveradditional literature review on the
measurement of fit was conducted (Hem and Iver€&9)2 The literature review revealed
that to date most research on extensions has usgieé §em measures to capture the
overall dimension of perceived similarity. Yet dmgitems measures can easily be
misinterpreted, and a major disadvantage is thet tto not permit as much flexibility as
multi-item measures when measuring attitudes (Hirl€95). Finally, concerns have been
raised regarding their usefulness when applyin@ datalysis methods of the second
generation (Fornell 1982).

Furthermore, other decomposed measures of percsingldrity were also considered but
were not found suitable to the type of extensiovestigated in the present study. For
instance, measures referring to the intrinsic simy between the parent brand and the
extension (Smith and Park 1992) could not have bessd here as the video game
extension stimuli scenario did not offer such dethiinformation. In a similar vein,
company competence (Hem and Iversen 2009) wasongidered important in the present
study as the new product belongs in the same ptaditegory as the parent brand.
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Justification for the Co-Creation of Value Measuesitn

Studies on co-creation up to now have focused pilynan understanding and clarifying
the concept. Strong empirical evidence betweercreation and key performance
measures is currently lacking (Rajah, Marshall Bliagh 2008). Co-creation as defined in

Chapter 3 is measured in termdefel of co-creatiomndintention to co-create

Level of co-creation was measured from a scaleajaliRet al. (2008), as this was the only
scale found to measure the construct. In theirystbhd authors have applied the scale to
measure the success of co-creative scenariostfavel agency. In the current study, three
video game scenarios were created, each repregatitfarent levels of video game co-
creation. The video game scenarios were creatdd tivi help of the focus groups with
gamers, based on the conceptualisation of Bendamdiieone (2003) i.e., high creation
from the company, low from the consumer - low legklco-creation; joint co-creation -
medium level; and low creation from the company &aigh from the consumer - high
level. Each video game scenario includes co-cnedtinthe three components of the video
game (i.e., content; music; graphics) following tmnceptualisation of a video game by
(Jepessen and Molin 2003; Arakji and Lang 2007).

Moreover, the study adopted a scale from Rajah.egf2@08) who measured value co-
creation using scenarios designed to generateaal bamge of perceptions of co-creation in
the tourism industry. After reading the scenariacterespondent answered the research
questions, finishing with three questions askinguatiheir perceptions of the amount of
co-creation in the scenario. The intentions to i@t value from the consumer’s side
were measured using a scale drawn from BonhommestGthoulides and Jevons (2010)
as the only scale identified.

Justification for Extension Acceptance Measurement

Consumers’ evaluation of the extension’s successban conceptualised as their attitude
towards the product/service and the likelihood ofcpasing the product/service (Aaker
and Keller 1990). It seems that just about evangysimeasuring this construct has utilised
a similar set of itemsAttitude towards the extensiavas measured based on the scale of
Maoz and Tybout (2002) as being the most inclusyet; most of the scales on brand
extension literature have been using the same ifalttough not more than three items).

Purchase intentionsvas measured using the Fu et al. (2009) scalereasops research
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that measured purchase intentions of brand extemgised single item scales. Finally,
both purchase intentionsind attitude towards the extensi@re summed into one index.

Similar measures were used by previous research.

Description of the Extension Stimuli Development

The use of projective scenarios is well arguechenfgsychology and marketing literatures
and has been shown to have considerable exterlditywavhen the extension is described
to the research participants, giving them enoudiormmation to make an informed
judgment (Klink and Smith 2001).

In more detail, for the purpose of this study, tbgearcher developed scenarios to describe
purchases of three products within the same prodateégory. The scenarios were
constructed to represent one of the three expetaheanditions. Insights for the content
of the scenarios were derived from the focus grodpee video game players were
interviewed by the researcher. The researcher asaikture of protocol and procedure
techniques. The respondents were first given tlestipnnaire to fill in and put a tick next
to the question they found difficult to understaAdter the respondents returned with the
questionnaire, the researcher would ask them teergakeral comments and suggestions
on the format, structure and the language of trestipnnaire. The researcher would then
go through the questions the respondent has tiakedasked him whether he found the
question irrelevant, difficult to understand or netll adapted to the video game context.
In certain cases the respondent would volunteeg-torite the question in his own words.
The researcher would keep the phrasing the santadarext respondent, but at the end of
the process the latter respondent would be askedinion upon the newly written

question by the previous respondent.

At a second stage, the scenarios were carefultgdef®r believability of the situation,
during the pilot test process (n=82). On a seventpakert scale (anchored 1=totally
disagree, 7=totally agree) with the statemeritig video game scenario is realisaple
received ratings from 4.2 to 4.5 suggesting thenates were believable enough to
proceed to the next stage. The co-creation levelipn&ation was also tested using Rajah
et al. (2008) scale (on a 7-point Likert scale amel 1=totally disagree, 7=totally agree)
and received average mean ratings 3.1 for extermien 3.8 for extension two; 4.3 for

extension three.
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Each subject was exposed to three potential extengideo game scenarios of their
favourite brand, but each scenario contained aifft level of co-creation. Each scenario
reflected one of the three experimental conditiofise order of presentation of the
scenarios was randomised for each subject to owercohallenges arising from the
carryover effect. The scenarios were crafted with mnportant consideration, the level of
co-creation: in all parts of the video game i.ee tore game which is the characters and
the plot; the covering of the game (i.e., graplaind music); the communities attached to
it, and other websites with statistics related he game. The three scenarios are in
questionnaire Appendix D. After reading a scenagach respondent answered the
research questions, finishing with three questionacering their perceptions of the

amount of co-creation in the scenario they had (Bagah et al., 2008).

In more detail, customer participation in the ceation process is defined as the degree to
which the customer is involved in taking actionsctecreate the product. Similar to the
categorisation of customer participation develofpsd Meuter and Bitner (1998), co-
creation efforts are classified into three typeselblaon the degree of participation: high
company—low consumer co-creation; joint co-creatlmiween the company and the
consumer; and high consumer-low company co-creattmmsistent with prior research,

the scenarios described the following co-creatimmddtions (Bendapudi and Leone 2003):

High company-low consumer co-creation is when thedpct is delivered entirely or
mostly by the company and its employees; customeng only use the product and at the
very least provide input into the design of thequa. In the present study consumers were
presented with a product scenario where they oatly dvery limited input of customised

ideas into the design of the product.

Joint co-creation is the situation in which botlstauners and employees participate in the
process of co-creation. When customers participatéhe co-creation, they serve as
“partial employees”, contributing effort, time, @ther resources to undertake the co-
creation functions (Claycomb et al., 2001; Schneaa Bowen 1995; Dong et al., 2008).
Companies may adopt a variety of methods workiniy wustomers, such as instructing
them step-by step through a call centre via Inteon@nsite; offer customised choices that
require small modifications by the customer. In theesent study consumers were

presented with a product scenario where they wHezeal the opportunity to jointly co-
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create with the company in all three parts that mige a video game (i.e., content;

graphics, music and statistics related to the game)

High consumer-low company co-creation is when thereation actions are made entirely
by customers with no or limited contribution frommetcompany or its employees. This
could occur when the customer keeps trying and teaéy creates the product himself.
The “performers” could be customer involved, othestomers or a third party requested
by the customer. As long as the company is notlu@ in the co-creation process
(entirely or jointly), co-creation efforts directday the customer are considered high
customer co-creation (Dong et al., 2008). The kethat the customer creates the product
independently of the company. In the present sitmlysumers were presented with a
product scenario where were ask to create their product that would use to play with
their friends, hence create their own communityjlevthe company would only get

involved into offering the tools to achieve this.

Background Information

Background information was collected in order toentify specific respondent
characteristics that may have affected the resiltise experiment. Other researchers have
used similar characteristics (e.g., Leong et alB7)9 General information about the
respondent was included, namely, occupation, sexitah status, age, highest academic

qualification, approximate off-road usage and hebland interests.

Form of Response

Once the content of each question is determinedrebearcher has to determine the form
of response for each question. There are two tgpegiestions: open-ended and closed-
ended. In open ended questions individuals aestveanswer in their own words. There
were no open-ended questions is the questionn@ilesed-ended questions can be
multichotomous, dichotomous or scalar. The responideasked to choose the alternative
that best represents his/her views on the subjesigoify the degree to which he agrees or

disagrees with a statement.

Moreover, closed-ended questions have four mairfiierto the researcher in this study
(Hague 1994):

1. They save time as the respondents only need taheckight box.
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2. The respondent does not have to think a lot altmuteply options

3. Data preparation is simpler as there is no neewbtie up a large number of open-
ended questions

4. Respondents’ answers are directly comparable wiaicititates the use of further

analytical methods.

On the other hand, open—ended questions can bectm&uming, tiresome and cause
categorisation problems when preparing for the el In addition, respondents in self-
administered questionnaires are found to be briefewriting than in speaking, and

therefore open-ended questions would not be apptedMalhotra 1999).

Wording

If questions are worded ambiguously, respondentg nefaise to answer which can cause
non-response bias or answer incorrectly which caodyce a measurement error.
Therefore, to avoid misunderstandings a numbewulasrwere followed. The researcher
tried to use simple words; to avoid ambiguous, tebiarrelled or leading questions; and
to avoid implicit assumptions and generalisatiohs.effort was made for every question
to be as specific as possible, while longer clawsbere used wherever necessary to
increase clarity. The pre-test was also there &xklior difficult wording (Churchill and
lacobucci 2005).

Question Sequence

The order of the questions is crucial to the contmmbe of the questionnaire by the

respondents. Therefore, the guidelines offered byraber of researchers were followed
(e.g., Churchill and lacobucci 2005). In generag guestionnaire opened with a simple,
interesting question to capture respondents’ attenand increase their confidence in
filling the questionnaire. Broad questions wereedskrst and then narrowed down. Every
section of the questionnaire asked questions aboulifferent aspect of the topic.

Demographic questions were asked at the end.
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Physical Characteristics

A respondent-friendly questionnaire design aims decrease the occurrence of
measurement and non-response error in a surveydol dhis, a respondent-friendly
questionnaire design must take into consideratienfdllowing: i) Some respondents may
be unable to receive and respond to questionnaiithsadvanced technological features
attached; ii) The structure of the questionnaire tbdbe understandable to the respondents;
iii) Web questionnaires may be used in mixed modevey situations and, therefore,
guestions should be posed in a manner in whichr silneey modes can be used. Overall,
the current research incorporated the principles designing web questionnaires
developed by Dillman (2000) whose work is fundaraknt conducting quantitative

research in an online environment.

Questionnaire length is an important part of theysptal characteristics of the
questionnaire. For instance, the meta-analysesook(Heath and Thompson (2000) and
Sheehan (2001) on non-experimental studies found smgmificant link between
questionnaire length and response rates in welegsiriyet more recent research suggests
that a variation in non-response rates and breék @in be found when there is a
difference between the actual and the expectediqoaaire length. Findings suggest that
the length may have a significant effect on respaases, depending on how respondents
learn about the length. When respondents werenrddrfrom the beginning regarding the
length, they were more likely to participate, bd@ittltose who started, more respondents
stayed until the end of the shorter assigned cuesdire, rather than the longer (Galesic
and Bosnjak 2009).

Finally, the first page of a questionnaire is vienportant in order to secure an individual’s
co-operation to complete a questionnaire (Churdi®89). The first page included the aim
of the research, the length and administrativeireqents. To enhance motivation a token
of appreciation was given, a statement that trereiright or wrong answer, and that the
respondents’ contribution is valuable. To lend ity to the study, the name of the

university and university logo were presented andbver page of the questionnaire.

In terms of layout, there are two main areas tlseascher should take into consideration
when designing a web survey: information organisatind navigational guides (Dillman
2000). For the former the researcher tried to Keepguestionnaire clear, concise, easy to
understand and easy to follow. The instructionstli@ questions were in bold letters in

order to stand out. For the latter, individual diees were numbered in their relevant
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sections in order to make the questionnaire eafi} o, edit, code and tabulate (Malhotra
1999; Churchill and lacobucci 2005). Similarly, @gress bar was available to keep the
respondents informed regarding their progress antivate them to finish the survey.

Finally, graphical symbols guided respondents td aad previous page.

Re-examine and revise steps

Once the first draft was developed, the questiornaas then re-examined to ensure there
were no ambiguous, offensive or leading questiotduded. The researcher followed
closely the guidelines explained in the previougiea. The questionnaire was then ready
for the pre-test. The questionnaire was re-examioade the first draft had been
developed. Each question was reviewed to enswastnot ambiguous, offensive, leading
or bias inducing (Churchill 1999). The final vensiof the questionnaire was then ready for
pretesting, by a group of academics (experts infitld) and a group of non-academics

(consumers).

Questionnaire Pre-testing

A vital part of a questionnaire development processpre-testing (Reynolds and
Diamantopoulos 1998). Pre-testing in the curramt\sivas undertaken after the researcher
had developed the initial questionnaire, but befbeequestionnaire was used in the main
survey. Questionnaire pre-testing helps to detezntive potential effectiveness of the
guestionnaire (Reynolds et al. 1993). It is congdevitally important to pre-test novel
research projects (Peterson 1988). The presenaroksattempts to fill the gap in the
existing literature by empirically testing the effe of relational elements, co-creation of
value, perceived fit and brand reputation upon resiten evaluations; and therefore pre-
testing the questionnaire was considered an eat@atit of the process. The pre-test was
carried out with a small set of experts and noreetspaiming to identify potential
measurement errors (Malhotra 1999). It is genewdiyeed that a questionnaire should not
be used in a field survey without adequate pretgstif the instrument (Churchill 1999;
Malhotra 1999; Reynolds and Diamantopoulos 199&x&tare five basic questions the
researcher should answer before proceeding witlpititesting (Hunt et al. 1982; Grime
2001):

143



1) Which specific items should be included in the - if not the questionnaire as a

whole?

In order to select the most relevant items for ywvanstruct, a number of scales were
considered. Items in the questionnaire were predefor their relevance, clarity and
language. Also, the questionnaire as a whole wadgsted for relevance, structure and

layout.

2) Which method is most suitable to conduct the pet?

There are three common methods of pretesting adtration, namely, personal
interviews, telephone interviews and mail self-mtpoE-mail self-reports were chosen as

the easiest and quickest method.

3) Who will conduct the pretesting?
Questionnaires were sent to academics by e-mailh@fta 1999). Due to time and cost,
the researcher was responsible for conductingrigst, including all communications.

4) What will be the profile of the pre-test subgstt

According to Churchill (1999) the pre-test respardeshould be similar to the target
population. Yet awareness of questionnaire degghrtiques is an important factor when
detecting errors (Diamantopoulos et al. 1994).tRese reasons, the questionnaire used in
this research study was first pretested by 'expand then by ‘non-experts' to enable a
wider detection of errors. Diamantopoulos et @94) suggest that expertise in this case is
determined by knowledge of the questionnaire degsigoess rather than the research area.

5) What should the sample size of the pre-test be?

The size of the pre-test sample should be congidereombination with the length and
the complexity of the instrument and the targetydafon (i.e., when the instrument is
very long and complex a larger sample may be ngededking this rule of thumb into
consideration, the researcher decided to prehiesjuestionnaire on 6 ‘experts' and 7 'non-
experts'. These relatively small numbers were demed acceptable, bearing in mind the
scales in the questionnaires had been previousiyated in other research settings, and to
the fact that a pilot-test of the survey followed.
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Expert pre-test

The final instrument was presented to twelve espeix of whom agreed to pre-test the
questionnaire. The majority of respondents werevarsity lecturers, professors or
researchers who had used questionnaires as gagiobwn previous research. The reason
for choosing academic experts instead of industpeds is that they are assumed to have
a more in-depth knowledge about questionnaire desuilst also having knowledge on

the subject area. The pre-tests were carried duelea June and July 2010.

Non-expert pre-test

The recommended changes were implemented into éke questionnaire following the
experts' pre-test. This revised questionnaire \mas further pretested on a convenience
sample of seven video gamers, all of whom complé#tedwo questionnaires over a two
week period in July 2010. The video game playenewgtudents (both undergraduate and
postgraduate) and were used to make comments avottoking, structure and layout of the
guestionnaire. The video game players were inteedeby the researcher, by using a
mixture of protocol and debriefing procedures. Tdebriefing method is where the
respondents are asked to fully complete the questice, while the interviewer makes
careful observations; and the protocol method ier@tthe respondent is asked to think
aloud whilst he/she is answering each question {letiral 1982; Diamantopoulos et al.
1994; Malhotra 1999). Respondents were asked tw thloud only when a particular
question was difficult to understand or unclear.wideer, when the respondents had
finished the questionnaire they were debriefed.r@éhg included asking questions on
the length, layout, terminology, and question gtrcec of the new instrument. The results
suggested that the questionnaire had been gregtipved in terms of layout and Flow.

Questionnaire Pilot Testing

After the pre-test of the questionnaire and theessary changes were completed, the
questionnaire was ready for pilot testing. Pilstiteg of questionnaires (Aaker, Kumar and
Day 1998; Malhotra 1999; Gill and Johnson 1991) Hhmesome a well-accepted
methodological approach for correcting errors aradds in the questionnaire. It has been
recommended that “measures developed for a patisubject population may have to be
redesigned for other populations and investigatefdre administration” (Churchill and

Peter 1984, p. 370). Furthermore, a pilot-studyofeen recommended either when
145



constructing a new scale or revising an existing tnconfirm that a) the scale uses clear
and appropriate language, b) has no obvious ewpremissions, and c) has at least
adequate psychometric properties before it is ugdwe pilot study also assists in
estimating approximate response rate and examihesathievability of the study
(Johanson and Brooks 2009).

Social science literature has surprisingly few sl@ngize suggestions for pilot studies;
however, some researchers give some relevant diggesFor example, Isaac and
Michael (1995) and Hill (1998) suggested that samplith Ns between 10 and 30 have
many practical advantages such as simplicity, emdgulation, and the ability to test

hypotheses. Treece and Treece (1982), referripgdtng an instrument, noted that for a
project with “100 people as the sample, a pilotigtparticipation of 10 subjects should be
a reasonable number” (p.176).

Taking a step forward, Hertzog (2008) suggested tiva sample size depends on the
purpose of the pilot study. For instrument develeptmHertzog (2008) proposed a sample
of 25 to 40; for intervention efficacy pilots 20;2§iven reasonable effect size; and 30 to
40 per group for pilot studies comparing groups. &ccurate and precise parameters in
pilot studies, samples are required that are befiresentative of the population and
sufficiently large, respectively. The implicatioa that we need to conduct pilot studies
with a sufficient number of participants who sea& an accurate representation of our
population of interest. The nature of the sam@thar than its size, has the largest impact

on the accuracy of parameter estimates.

Light, Singer, and Willett (1990) stated the foliogy:

“Be sure the sample that your pilot fully represeour chosen target population. You
must evaluate your instruments in a context thakesahe results of the pilot directly
generalizable to your ultimate study. Reliabilitydavalidity coefficients must be portable
between the pilot and future studigg.215-216).

Aaker et al. (1998), as well as others, recommendedeasonable sample size,
representative of the main sample, to be usedrfaniial pilot of the questionnaire. In the
present research, the pilot study was designedtabksh that the survey instrument was
working satisfactorily; that the data collection thmd and incentive approach were

yielding sufficient response levels; and that thalgsis techniques were the right ones for
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this survey instrument. As such, the researchdrsedi the questionnaire developed
through the pre-tests and collected and analysexitzad 82 questionnaires from an online

community with similar characteristics with thegar population.

Pilot study sample size will depend on the paréicydurpose of the pilot study. Because
the precision of our parameter estimates increasesample size increases, all else being
equal, larger samples are always better. The rhiacoease in precision, however, is
nonlinear. Therefore, the main criterion of maximumormation with minimum cost

remains.

The pilot test sample size of 82 is in accordandth \&muthors’ recommendations as
discussed above, as well as with the purpose oftilndy which was to validate existing
scales in the context of the research. To achibig goal, preliminary item analyses,
estimates of internal consistency, and proportiohgersons responding to particular
options were analysed. Many of the common validisues were not addressed (such as
dimensionality, group differences, and multi-trajulti-method analyses), because
appropriate analyses for validity studies wouldadle require larger samples than
commonly used in pilot studies for initial instrumedevelopment. In addition, the
researcher used existing scales with high intecoakistency. Finally, the questionnaire

was amended and standardised for field work appica

5.4.4 Process of Sampling Decisions

Prior to conducting the survey, particular samplisgues had to be taken into account.
This study follows the sampling design proceduregppsed by Aaker, Kumar and Day
(2007), Churchill (1999) and Malhotra (1996).

Process 1. Define the Target Population

An essential first step in conducting the surveseegch is to define the target population.
The target population is “the collection of elenseat objects that possess the information
sought by the researcher and about which infereace$o be made” (Malhotra 1996, p.

360). More specifically, the population comprisdisthe members of the group that the
researcher is concerned with and about which teeareher wishes to draw conclusions

(Burgess, 2001). For the present study, the tgrgpulation includes all the video game
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players who were members of the European World afdréft online community who log

into the game through a UK server.

Justification for the Choice of the Industry

The video game industry is not often used for &sidn brand extension literature.
However, currently it is important to shift ourenést and undertake research in this sector
as it has been achieving exceptional levels of grosince 2007 (Keynote 2011).
Moreover, recent breakthroughs in technology arwdivand infrastructure development
have rendered interactive online games a majorigoordf the global entertainment
industry (Gao 2005; Smed et al. 2002; Lin Chiu @sdi 2008). Video game playing is a
psychological and sociological phenomenon thangeasingly becoming the centre of

attention of many social scientists (Wood, Griffitind Eatough 2004).

The video gaming industry has grown significantlyrecent years due to a number of
technological advancements and changes in consuemats. The adoption of high-speed
internet has increased the accessibility of onfjaening, such as massively multiplayer
online gaming (MMOG). Online gaming, whether thrbumpnsoles or PCs, requires a high
speed connection, which was not widely availableil uiecently. Furthermore, the

customer base has matured. The average age ofer gm0 years old. This means that
the average gamer has more income that historiedlgn gamers used to be children.The
video game industry can be seen as a prototyperamider-user interaction and a

contemporary example of value creation with higiidgicated users and well established

communities.

Extension Strategies in the Video Game Industry

As the video game has become a popular entertainmmedium, companies are
increasingly pursuing extension strategies (e.grdlof the Rings film series, Lord of the
Rings massively multiplipers online role playingnga series). A notable example of
category- line extensions constitutes Star Waradyehich has extended from the film in
(1977) to comic books, television series, and cdaempudeo games and has launched
more than 50 video games during the last twentysye@imilarly, Harry Potter brand
started from the book industry in (1997) and hasmded into the film and the video game

industry. Other leading brands and their extenswitkin the video game insutry are:
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Nitendo Wii, Nitendo 3DS; Sony Playstation PS4,0ny% Playstation PSVita, Sony

Playstation PSN, Sony Playstasion PS2; Microsofix{iMicrosoft Xbox 360; Sega Mega

Drive, Sega Saturn. However, literature on gameégdeand branding is almost silent on

video game extensions and challenges associatadtyWuts, Person Hultink and Brands

2012). As video games moved into the mainstreaeywy in which games are developed
and sold changed dramatically. In the past, ganes wainly produced from concept to
completion by small studios of independent devalepdowever, due to the sophisticated
technology of the current (seventh) generation ilee@-game consoles, such as the
Nintendo Wii, Sony PlayStation 3, and Microsoft %b860, the costs of video-game

development have risen dramatically. In responserising development costs and

increasing competition, game development often désm®@s existing brands from outside
the video-game industry in order to provide a papsktting for game play. In doing so, a
critical issue in creating a successful gaming @rpee lies in achieving a better

understanding of extensions. In developing a vigame extension, a key goal for both
brand owners and game developers is to extendasieye associations people have with
a brand to the digital domain by incorporating ttege brand experience into the game
play and extending it. However, this is easier ¢lazh done (Wuts et al. 2012).

A case in point is the numerous attempts made ¢oGaxfield, the gluttonous and lazy
cartoon cat, as the main character for a video g&methe handheld Nintendo DS alone,
three different video games featuring Garfield hiagen launched in recent years, but none
of them was a success. While part of the probleny fiein poor marketing and/or
distribution, a more likely reason is that the game nothing in common with the original
Garfield. So although video games are an appeaiedjum for brand extensions, entering
this domain is a challenging design management; taskthe process of switching
modalities, developers must ensure their succesiseiimarketplace. This study presents
five areas of interest in designing an extensioateyy in the video game industry (i.e., the
perceptions of fit between the new product ancetttension; the gamers’ relationship with
the brand; the gamers’ relationships with other g@&madmirers of the same brand; and
the gamers’ intention to co-create value). Theeoidgame industry is particularly
important when attempting to study the antecedémtsextension success in an online
environment. In particular, brands in this indusage continually seeking extension
opportunities (e.g., The World of Warcraft — WoWince its launch in 2004 has released 4
extensions). Future research should operationalisk empirically test the relationships
between the perceptual antecedents and user trumt ionline game (Gao 2005; Chen

2012). The amenity of business opportunities hasedrinvestigation of reasons behind
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the success of on-line games. However, empiriaadlysiof the factors governing user

adoption of on-line games is still limited (Hsu dnd2004; Daria and Wiers 2012).

Co-Creation of Value in the Video Game Industry

The issue of customers entering the realm of tine i§ not new, either to marketing theory
or to practitioners. For many years establishedketarg thought holds that a customer
may be seen as involved in the production process @-producer (e.g., Gronroos 1978;
Hakansson 1982; Gummesson 1987); or may — fromnaceeas a dominant logic
perspective — be seen, more or less by defautingaged in the value creation process as a
co-creator and beneficiary of value (e.g., Varga dmusch 2004; Gronroos 2008).
However, service research has not extensively dersil or discussed the user as a
possible value proposer (Flint and Mentzer, 20Q8taBtyne et al. 2011).

Since the mid-1990s, a fairly recent practice mfdeo game industry is the rise of game
players as developers of game content. The risedafo game players as fourth-party
developers of game content allows for more opemcgounodels of game design. Game
players create user modifications (mods), whiclrs@me cases become just as popular,
maybe even more popular, than the original gamatede An example of this is the
game Counter-strike, which began as a mod of tdeovigame Half-Life and eventually

became a very successful published game in itsraglih

The community of modifiers is expected to grow &sothe number of those involved will
expand as more games offer modifying opportuniied as the international community
of gamers rise. This will successfully add a newtiea to the game industry value
chain, and as it continues to mature it will beegrated itself into the overall industry.
Consequently, this contrasts Drucker's (1988, 20Difjal use of the orchestrating
metaphor, where the manager was illustrated asnp@ser and orchestrator of a score that
was used for conducting the orchestra: that is,ctorducting the firm. Value creation,
however, is an interactive endeavour involving ectautside the boundaries of the firm,
and value-in-use (Vargo and Lusch 2004) emergesidmiind possibly even distant from

the providing firm’s control. Th€ounter-Strikecase provides an extreme example of this.

The foundation for value creation (Grénroos 200%hat is, the game with its bundled

toolkit (see, e.g., von Hippel 2001; Jeppesen 280&ffered the means for modifying and
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further developing the experienced value. Consdtyethe initial value proposition
provided the user with the possibility to create eartirely different experience, which
eventually was presented as a novel value propaodiieyond the control of the developing
firm. This video game example thus illustrates ange in traditional buyer-seller
interaction; the initial value proposer (the firilogcame the value “proposee” when the
initial beneficiary (the user) became the valuepps®er as the process of value creation

proceeded.

Using examples from the video game industry, theo@se of this study is to present an
empirically founded model that will examine consugheactual intention to co-create
value and level of preferable co-creation. Henhe,ifivestigation strives to elaborate on
the issue of value creation in business environsm@ng., Vargo and Lusch 2004; Sheth
and Uslay 2007; Gronroos 2008; Vargo 2008; Gronaus Ravald 2009) by analyzing
examples from an industry in which the value prappsole is interchangeable. The
rationale for this research is rooted in the notdfirms and users creating value through
joint endeavours (Vargo and Lusch 2004p5@oos 2008; Vargo and Lusch, 2008a), and
the contradiction between the service logic perspeof value creation and the traditional
view on firm boundaries (e.g. Coase 1937; William4879; Grant, 1996).

Apart from future research focusing on other indastor other interactive counterparts, an
in-depth study of a single firm within the videonga industry can possibly shed further
light on the nature of value emergence. By applygngractice perspective to such an
investigation (see e.g., Schau et al. 2009), eogdiihsights into the orchestrating firm,
and the role of the conductor, might thereby bengmi(Gidhagen, Ridell, Sorhammar
2011).

The importance of the video game industry in the glbal economy

The video game industry (formally referred to asiactive entertainment) is the economic
sector involved with the development, marketing salé of video and computer games to
millions of people worldwide. There are over 11 mies with revenues of over $1 billion.
In only a few decades, video games have become jar fftace in the entertainment
industry, currently matching the music and movidustries. The world video gaming
industry is predicted to record 9% yearly growthotigh 2013 (Business Insights). In
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Europe it is the fastest-growing component of titernational media sector. In the UK the
video gaming industry surpassed the music industryross sales in 2008 (Euromonitor
International 2009).

Gartner (the technology research company) annoutiw#dthe video game industry is
expected to continue growing rapidly, with gametedl spending reaching a three digit
billion $ number by 2015 (Bilton 2011). In additiamd contrary to common speculation,
the video game industry does better during recessids counterintuitive as it may sound,
the increasing costs for entertainment have engedraeople to purchase games that may
be more expensive than the average movie tickétabufor longer. For instance, while an

average movie may last for two to three hours,va g@me can take 100 hours to finish.

Video games emerged as a form of niche entertainfoera predominantly male youth
audience in the 1970s and 1980s. The video gamsstirydof today looks nothing like it
did 10 years ago. Gone are low-tech games andmiscted users. Today's video game
players are of all ages, demographic and geogrd@dukgrounds. Playing video games is
not just for children anymore. The stereotypesidéo games being the domain of teenage
boys, as well as being ultra-violent, are changiri€pr instance, there have been some
unsubstantiated allegations, albeit anecdotal, lofkabetween video games and a number
of mass shootings in Norway (Andre Brevvik), Cobtwa (Aurora shooting) and
Connecticut (Sandy Hook Elementary Massacre). ¥eta research conducted in the
United States, households rate playing video gaasdbhe most fun entertainment activity,
over watching television, surfing the Internet, dieg books, and going to or renting
movies (Keynote 2011). Gamers are more likely toirbéhe older age range of young
professionals who can afford to purchase gamesamsbles. The average gamer has been

playing for roughly 12 years.

The market has matured and the average game p&ag6ryears old in the UK (Keynote
2011). The video game industry has become a matdustry, dominated by mainstream
content (Binken and Stremersch 2009). The busiaggsiblishing video games is highly
similar to that of other software markets, suchCd3s, (e)books, DVDs, radio shows,
videocassettes, and television shows (e.g., Greéi@0;2Komiya and Litman 1990;
Williams 2002; Binken and Stremersch 2009).

We have also witnessed how producers are seekifugth®r broaden the market appeal of

video games by enhancing the experience with nésvaative concepts, such as the Wii
152



balance board and the Xbox Kinect. Nowadays, gamser devoted player logging an

average of 7 hours a week playing games. This @tefica dedicated player who will

continue to buy games in the years to come. Omjaraing and mobile gaming are likely

to be the key drivers of the growth in this marKetilitated by the increasing internet

penetration and internet speed. In addition, ireingatime is expected to be being spent
online by internet users; and Internet penetrationldwide is expected to be more than
30% in 2012.

MMOGs (Massively multiplayer online games) - Dominéing the online games market

MMOG refers to a video game which can simultanepobsl played by players across the
globe. The MMOGs have gained significant populantyhe past few years due to factors
such as the rise of social gaming and increasingdivand penetration. Western Europe
has been one of the fastest growing video gamingkets over the past five years,
expanding at a rate of approximately 22.6% per anouver the period 2003-2008, from
$5.0bn to $13.9bn. Online gaming and mobile ganairgylikely to be the key drivers of
the growth in this market. The console gaming miankaile still strong will slow and PC

gaming is expected to decline rapidly (Keynote 2011

Justification for the Choice of the Video Game

Table 5.1 Justification for the Choice of the Videame

Criteria Video Game Characteristics

d

ve

Reputation The World of Warcraft (WoW) by Blizza

=

Entertainment is the most popular mass
multiplayer online role playing game with

strategy elements.

Community Spirit The game currently has one of thest
participative virtual game communities
where users create alliances to survive in

the game; exchange art work and stories|

Accessibility “WoW’s most popular claim to fameits

accessibility (Ducheneaut, Yee, Nickell a‘nd
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Moore 2006).

Co-creation of value potential WoW is the genra’stfbreakthrough hit.
The game is designed in such a way that its
client-side wuser interfaces are open | to
extension and modification by the user
community (Ducheneaut, Yee, Nickell and
Moore 2006).

Consumer-brand relationships Although we were unéblifind empirical
research indicating a consumer to video
game brand relationship, we foupd
evidence of high interactivity with this
product category which in turn may
indicate a relationship with the brand |in
guestion.
It is estimated that players, who on average
are 26 years old, typically spend 22 hrs. [per
week in online role playing games (Yee
2006). Another study on the use of the
internet showed that PC owners spent| an
average of 20 hrs. per week on the internet
for personal use, 48% of which was to play
online games (Choi and Kim 2004).
However, a study on interpersonal
relationships and social anxiety found many
online game players spend inordinate
amounts of time in their favourite virtual
world (Lo et al. 2005; Daria and Wiers
2012).

Process 2: Determine the Sampling Frame
The sampling frame is a list of population elemeautibsed to acquire a sample (Aaker,
Kumar and Day, 2007). It is a representation ofdbmponents of the target population

(Malhotra, 1996). In other words, it is the rea skunits from which a sample has been
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drawn, and must be representative of the targetlpopn. For this study, the available
sampling frame can be found from the company’'s dsdae, which, however, the

researcher did not have access to.

Process 3: Selecting a Sampling Procedure

According to Collis and Hussey (2003, p.100), a @ems “made up of some of the
members of the population”. Owing to various rastsarelating to time, money and other
resources, it is not easy to examine all the mesnbérthe population (Burgess 2001).
Broadly speaking, sampling techniqgues may be dladsias probability and non-
probability sampling (David and Sutton 2004; Husseg Hussey 1997; Malhotra 1996;
Moutinho, Good and Davies 1998).

Non-Probability Sampling versus Probability Samglin

When it is difficult to identify all probable cases the population and where it is
impossible to construct a sampling frame, then miariability samples can be employed
(Saunders, Lewis and Thronhill, 2003).

For the current study, owing to the absence of lasabmpling frames, the European
World of Warcraft community website was chosenhaslocation for data collection. One
may argue that this is not probability samplingthAlgh the research could not apply
probability sampling techniques, Malhotra (1996)inped out that non-probability
sampling can be applied if the study’s interestethels on the proportion of the sample that
can express various attitudes or provide diverspamses. Other studies on communities

have also used a convenience sample (e.g., SeameleSang Lee, Kraut 2004).

Process 4. Determining the Sample Size

Determining sample size is a vital issue since $asnghat are too large may waste

resources, time, and money, while samples thatoaremall may cause erroneous results.
The sample size refers to the number of constituemtbe comprised in the research

(Malhotra 1996). The decision about sample sizelires several concerns including cost,

time, non-response rate, the number of variablesnature of the research, heterogeneity

of the population, and type of analysis (BrymarQ£2Malhotra, 1996).

A general rule of thumb, in quantitative researtks suggested that the larger the sample
size, the smaller the sampling error, and the rpoeeise the results of the survey (Lewis

1984). In other words, increasing the sample sam® result in decreasing the sampling
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error. Researchers (e.g., Hinkin, Tracey and EA9/71Tinsley and Tinsley 1987) have
stated that a positive relationship exists betwteemumber of items and the sample size,
representing a ratio of at least 1:4 or 1:5. Iis #$tudy, sample size was determined based
on combinations of commonly used criteria, namegtimate of variance, precision
confidence levels, and acceptable margin of e@er{n 2003). For populations that are
large, Cochran (1977) developed an equation todyeel representative sample for

proportions. Sample sizes were derived using thewmng equation:

Where

n = the sample size

z = standard error associated with the selectesl #hconfidence

p = estimate of variance

q=1-p

e = acceptable margin of error

For the present study, a £5% precision level, a $@%ance and a 95% confidence level, a

sample of a least 384 questionnaires was required.

Given that in more practical terms, the researe@misages that the population value is
estimated to be found in 95 per cent of the regesaeplings (Burns and Bush 2000), the
current research is only concerned about a 95 gu@rlevel of confidence. As there is no
source available to indicate the variability, thesearch assumes there is greatest variation
(50%). The level of precision (accuracy) is alsown as sample accuracy. It refers to how
close the sample's statistic (for example, sammarnis to the true population value it
represents (Malhotra 1996). This research woulel thle result to be accurate at the 5 per
cent level. Five per cent is considered accepthbtause: first of all, there is not much
more accuracy possible (Burns and Bush 2000); sigoto increase accuracy by one per
cent demands a great amount of effort, time antimdgtease the cost noticeably. (Table
5.6) and (Figure 5.5) highlight the increase of glnsize related to one per cent of
increased accuracy. According to this table, 21aeguestionnaires would be required
(around 56% of 384) in order to increase accuracyrie per cent. Clearly, the extra cost
and effort involved in one per cent of accuracynaighs the gain. Accordingly, the target

sample size for the current research is 384.
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Table 5.6 Sample Size and Level of Accuracy

Accuracy 6% 5% 3% 2%
Sample Size 267 384 600 1067
Increased Size | ------------ 117 216 467

Adopted fromBurns and Bush (2000)

Figure 5.5 Sample Size and Level of Accuracy

Sample size and level of accuracy

R —&— Series’

0.02

Estimated sampling error

0 1000 2000 3000

Sample size
[

Adopted from Burns and Bush (2000)

Process 5 Determine the Sample Unit

The sampling unit is the basic unit of the popolatsubjects to be sampled (Tull and
Hawkins 1993). How the sampling unit is specifiadd consequently the discussion of
sample selection, is discussed in the sample de&gymentioned previously, the sampling
unit for this study is every individual member dfet European World of Warcraft

community who logs onto the game from a UK server.
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Process 6 Execution of the Sampling Process

Convenience sampling helped the researcher to mateful data and information that
would otherwise not have been possible using prbtyalsampling techniques, which
require more formal access to lists of populatichsommon pitfall of the convenience
sample is that it can lead to the under-repredentat over-representation of
particular groups within the sample. For this reasloe present study has conducted a
statistical non-bias test (Chapter 6). In onlineesrch in particular, even if the sample
frame is available it would be impossible to digtirsh between “active” and “non-active”
or “not so active members” at a particular peribdirae. Therefore, a convenience sample

is the only realistic option.

The research also used a snowball sampling technithis is often used in hidden
populations which are difficult for researchers access (Malhotra 1996). As sample
members are not selected from a sampling framearation of snowball sampling
called respondent-driven samplindjas been shown to allow researchers to
make asymptotically unbiased estimates from sndvdaahples under certain conditions.
Snowball sampling and respondent-driven samplirgp allows researchers to make
estimates about the social network connecting ttidelm population. To be successful, it
requires previous contacts within the target araad, the ability to keep the information
flow going throughout the target group. By targgtionly a few select people, it is not
always indicative of the actual trends within tlesult group. To help mitigate these risks,
it is important not to rely on any one single methad sampling to gather data about a
target sector (Malhotra 1996).

Recruitment of the respondents was conducted \sgspmm forums and web pages devoted
to the massive multiplayer role-playing game comityuat large. A similar process for
recruiting video gamers was followed by Seay e(2004). Overall, in the present study
12 online guilds (forums) volunteered to particpathe researcher first sent an e-mail
letter to the guild leader to ask for permissioae(®\ppendix D). The guild leaders that
gave their permission were then asked to suppertdakearch by posting the questionnaire
on the guilds’ fora. The survey was published andhilds’ general conversation fora and
members were invited to fill in the survey and gtlieir comments. A number of steps
were followed to ensure a high response rate, srithed above. The researcher also tried

to ensure a high response rate by immediately airsgvany questions from respondents,
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welcoming comments and ideas, continually advedisihe survey, and stressing the

importance of the gamers’ participation for the atvement of the game concept.

5.5 Selection of Appropriate Data Analysis Technige

In seeking to meet the statistical objectives @& tesearch, two main statistical analysis
techniques were considered,; firstly, structuralaggun modeling, and, secondly, multiple
regression analysis. Both these techniques wilbbefly summarised below and then

evaluated for their relevance to the data anabyfsikis research.

5.5.1 Structural Equation Modeling

Structural equation modeling is a collection oftistacal techniques that allows a

researcher to examine a set of relationships betwee or more independent variables
and one or more dependent variables. Essentiallictatal equation modeling is “a

combination of exploratory factor analysis and mplét regression analysis” (Hair et al.

1998, p. 584 and Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001, p.6&3ucial to structural equation

modeling is the development of path diagrams whitdw the researcher to depict a set of
hypothesised relationships between variables; hececonduct structural equation

modeling, researchers need to have some knowlddge celationships between variables
and a theory in order that a path model can betagried (Tabachnick and Fidell 2001, p.
655-655).

Following Brannick’s (1995) approach, many of higuanents highlight one major view
which is that theory in organizational researcingifficiently developed to allow for the
rigorous specification of structural equation madelherefore, structural equation
modeling techniques offer little hope for the ads@ment of knowledge. This argument
stands in opposition to claims that structural éignamodeling techniques represent a
statistical revolution (CIiff 1983) with great prase to advance knowledge (Bentler 1980).
Between these two extremes, the present study #Sppomore moderate position.
Structural equation modeling is a statistical t@odl its utility depends on the use to which
it is put. Therefore, a critical evaluation of thise of structural equation modeling

techniques, their applicability and usefulnesseisded (Kelloway 1995).
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The emphasis on the causal modeling associatiorstrofctural equation modeling
techniques has also been unfortunate in that iteingshasized such techniques as being
different from, rather than similar to, familiarcteniques such as regression analysis.
Ordinary least squares regression has at least pwwipal forms of use, namely,
prediction and explanation. Researchers use OLSnt@Erpret regression results as
indicating only an association, and imply causauagptions that underlie their use
(Kelloway 1995).

Two most possible results in testing structuralagigum models are that (a) a proposed
model fits the data even though some parametemcareignificant and/or (b) a proposed
model fits the data but some of the specified patams are significant but opposite in
direction to that predicted. In either case, theeaecher’s theory is disconfirmed even
though the model may provide a good absolute fihéodata. Yet the fit of the model does
not account for the validity of the individual pretions comprising the model. One must
move beyond the assessment of global fit to trublueate the results of structural equation

modeling (Joreskog 1993).

Moreover, Brannick (1995) has expressed the vieat there is no need for ‘complex’

analyses such as structural equation modeling diewpler analyses would answer the
same question. Indeed, given the common use oh@nylieast Squares (OLS) regression
in marketing, there is an argument for using theev@mmmon OLS approach. The single
caveat that might be added to this statement isthigaargument for ‘simpler’ analyses is
that a preference for more familiar techniques @seol on exposition not statistical
concerns. Given the same variables measured osaime sample, it simply does not
matter if one estimates a regression line usingSSe*fAmos 19.

Furthermore, exploratory factor analysis aims tal fthe underlying structure of a set of
measures, when the researcher has little or noi@i @pecification. By contrast,
confirmatory factor analysis asks whether a spedifipothesized measurement structure,
in terms of number of factors and the pattern erhifactor loadings, provides an adequate
explanation of the covariance between observedibias. The researcher should choose
between the techniques based on how much knowkba@gesearcher is willing to assume
about the number of factors, and on which factpecsic items should, and should not,
load. The more constraints the researcher placesduance, the closer one comes to

confirmatory analysis (Kelloway 1995).
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The two techniques do not answer the same questidres onus is on the researcher to
choose the technique that would help in answerimg research question. Knowledge
advancement is achieved neither by adopting straictaquation modeling nor by
abandoning structural equation modeling techniqus. instance, the application of
confirmatoryfactor analysis at an early stage of scale devetoprwan be a mistake. Even
if the scale haseen carefully developed and the researcher hasasomably clear
definition of the presumetactor structure, there is a strong argument feritfitial use of
exploratory rather than confirmatoayalysis. Perhaps, most importantly, misspecitcati
of the number of factors at an easdtage of scale development will typically not be
detected by confirmatory factor analysis (Kellowl®95).

When considering the use of structural equationetiog in the context of this research, it
became apparent that there was insufficient themdevelop a robust path diagram of the
effect of all the constructs and sub-constructshendependent variable. In respect to this
research the model was based upon variables sedgesseveral literatures that have an
impact upon acceptance. However, as no previogsrels had included and combined all
these variables in a single model of extension#ecee, there was no literature available
which considered how these variables might behaveteract in a fully combined model
of extension acceptance. This lack of literaturambéhat it was would have been difficult
to build a comprehensive path diagram of all theialdes identified in the chosen
literatures to test through structural equation etiod. Consequently it would have been

difficult to apply structural equation modelingttos research.

Finally, although structural equation modeling Hascome an established statistical
technique over the last decade (Hair et al. 1998 Babachnick and Fidell 2001), very
little recent research in the extensions literahas applied this technique. The lack of use
of structural equation modeling by previous extensiesearchers would imply the limited

applicability of this technique to extension reskar
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5.5.2 Consideration of OLS

This section provides the detailed justificationtbé choices of the statistical analysis
techniques used for data analysis in this studg. ddnsiderations of ordinary least square

(OLS), logistic regression, and log linear regressare reported in detail.

OLS regression is used to analyse part of the dat&% requires that variables being
modeled must be on a continuous scale or be redoodeat least an interval scale
(Hutcheson and Sofroniou 1999). Though explanat@iyables are also required to be
continuous, multi-category ordered and unorderéegraical data can legitimately be used
in an OLS model subject to their being appropnatelded into a number of dichotomous
“"dummy' categories (Fox 1997). The explanatoryaldeis and the response variables were
measured using a multi-item five-point Likert scéle strongly disagree, 7 strongly agree)
in this study, with the exception of the demograplrariable. OLS regression is a powerful
technique for modeling continuous data, particylavhen it is used in conjunction with
dummy variable coding and data transformationait be used to both identify significant
relationships (explanation) and predict values loé tresponse variable (prediction)
(Hutcheson and Sofroniou 1999).

Multiple regression analysis enables the examinatb the nature of the relationship
between a criterion (or dependent) variable andasnaore explanatory (or independent)
variables (Jain 1994, p. 162). More specificallgrtables the prediction of the dependent
variable on the basis of knowledge about independanables (Girden 1996, p.91).
Hence, multiple regressions would allow us to detee which independent variables are
most important in predicting the dependent varial{lextensions acceptance). It would
thus enable us to illustrate the most salient matielensions required for extension
acceptance and hence fulfill the aims and objestiokthe statistical analysis for this
research. Further, Malhotra (1996 p.582) suggestsows ways in which multiple
regression analysis can be used, which are digplay€lrable 5.7) below, along with their

relevance to this research.

Table 5.7 Uses of Multiple Regression and Relevamtas Research

Use of Multiple Regression Relevance to this Resea

To establish whether a connection ex|st® establish whether the independent
between the independent and the dependemtiables arising from the brand extensipns

i.e., the independent variables explain amd relationship marketing and S-D logic
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significant variation in the depende

variable.

niteratures have any relationship with t

dependent variable (i.e.  consunm

acceptance of the extension product).

he

ner

To establish the strength of the relations
i.e., how much of the variation in th
dependent variable can be explained by

independent.

hipp establish which independent variab,

les

i@re most relevant in the prediction of the

tthependent variable.

To establish the type or form of tl

relationship.

ndo test for direct relationships between

the

independent variables and the dependent; to

predict brand (line) extension success.

To estimate the value of the dependent.

To eshabl a given level of the
independent variables, what the predic
value of the dependent variable will be;
how much each extension acceptance

be affected.

\1%4

ted
or

will

To control for the effect of othe

independent variables when evaluating
effect of a specific variable or a set

variables on the dependent.

rTo establish which of the independs
thariables will contribute to the prediction

ahe dependent variable. For instance, in

present study thantention to co-create

independent variablewas not found to
contribute to the prediction of consume
acceptance of the extension product in

of the three models.

2Nt

the

174

s

any

Adapted from Malhotra (1996)

Hair et al. (1998, p. 141) also suggest that mieltipgression analysis is "by far the most

widely used and versatile dependence techniqudjcapfe in every facet of business

decision making. Its uses range from the most gén@poblems to the most specific, in

each instance relating a factor (or factors) topacgic outcome". Hence, multiple

regression analysis is an established and recafmata analysis technique, which is

clearly appropriate and useful to this rese

arch.

The majority of previous brand extension researab &lso utilised multiple regression

analysis for data analysis. However, not only divesuse of multiple regression analysis
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by previous research suggest the suitability oftigs in the context of extension research,
but also the use of the same statistical techniguthis research as has been used in
previous studies enabled us to compare the forionland results of two. The use of
multiple regression analysis also allowed us tocherark and improve our statistical
methodology.

However, there are limitations of multiple regressias Malhotra (1996, p582) notes:
"Although the independent variables may explainuagation in the dependent variable,
this does necessarily imply causation. The usaetdérms dependent or criterion variables
and independent or predictor variables in the m=jom analysis arises from the
mathematical relationship between the variableses&hterms do not imply that the
criterion variables are dependent on the indepdndimmbles in a causal sense". Hence,
what Malhotra (1996) is highlighting is the factathregression analysis is merely
concerned with the nature and degree of associagtween the variables and does not

imply or assume any casual relationship betweetvibe

5.5.3 Data Analysis Technique Conclusion

Having reviewed the appropriateness of the two datdysis techniques selected for this
research, it is evident that there would be a nundfepitfalls if structural equation

modeling was applied as the data analysis technmiduhis research. As a consequence
structural equation modeling was discounted. Falgwan examination of both

techniques, multiple regression analysis appeardgetmore appropriate to achieving the
statistical objectives of the research, and henes whosen. Once again, multiple
regression analysis is used to regress the likeditad certain variables affecting consumer
acceptance of extension products. For economy’s eaky the results obtained from the

final stage of multiple regressions are reportag he

5.6 Conclusion

The chapter has presented the industry backgronddte underlying reasoning for its
choice. The present study is realised in the ctrdéthe video game industry. Recent
breakthroughs in technology (Web 2) and the broadbafrastructure have rendered
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interactive online games a major contributor to ghebal entertainment industry. Video

gaming in Europe is the fastest growing componéttainternational media sector, while
the UK video gaming was the most profitable commored the entertainment industry,

surpassing the music industry in gross sales irB Z&uromonitor International 2009).

Although video gaming has become a popular entertant mode and companies are
increasingly pursuing extension strategies, litegaton game design and branding is
almost silent on video game extensions and chalerassociated with it (Wuts et al.
2012). The present study hopes to contributellindithis gap, by choosing to realise the
present study on consumers’ acceptance criteria @xtension products in the context of
the video game industry. Complementarily, the vidgame industry offers unique

advantages to the realisation of this study owmgg accessibility; trend for co-creative

activities; easily identifiable virtual brand tribeommunities and strong consumer-brand
relationships. This study leans towards the pastto/side of the spectrum.

However, the present study follows a more balaraggaroach that combines qualitative
and quantitative data (Newman et al. 2003). Thetehdas explained the methodological
process (from exploratory to descriptive and expental) employed by the researcher in
the development and testing of models and hyposhésee Figure 5.2). At the inductive
stage of the research, the researcher undertoolexstansive literature review and
conducted qualitative focus groups to: i) undemstéime proposed constructs; and i)
develop the research idea and assist model builaimgquestionnaire development (see
5.5.3). Having gained insights from the literatied the focus groups the researcher
finalised the working model and the set the hypstlse Subsequently testing of these
hypotheses a gquantitative focus was necessaryotoder the primary data with which to
test the hypotheses (Malhotra 1999). A deductpm@@ach involves predicting that certain
things will follow if the theory is true (de Vau®@2). At the deductive stage of the study,

the researcher designed a questionnaire and peetiesvith academics and consumers.

The questionnaire was then refined and pilot-testédd a small sample of consumers.
The next chapter (Chapter 6) will present the tesofl the pilot test of the study and the
refinement of the model and the questionnaire. fohewing chapter after that (Chapter 7)

will present the results of the main data colleti@md their interpretation.
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CHAPTER SIX

PREPARATION OF DATA FOR ANALYSIS

6.1 Introduction

This chapter aims to provide an overview of theadahnd the procedures followed to
prepare the data for the analysis (Chapter 7). chapter starts by looking at the usable
response rate that the study achieved. Next, detb&nalysis of the characteristics of the
samples is presented to justify the representatatare of the data generated. The third
section of this chapter focuses on the prelimirarglysis, with the reliability and validity
of measures used in this study being evaluatedhistpoint. Lastly, new variables are
computed whenever necessary, the objective of wikithh convert the original data into a
more manageable form and to prepare for the meltipgression analysis. This chapter
finishes with a summary of the tasks conductetiiatdtage of the research.

6.2 Usable Response Rate and Preparing the Data fAnalysis

Out of the total number of questionnaires collec8R1 were considered to be usable after
careful questionnaire checking, editing and da¢arihg, resulting in a 77% percent usable
questionnaire rate. Following Malhotra's (1996) gegiions, the questionnaire checking
mainly detects incomplete questionnaires, respdstdemsunderstandings, little variance
of responses, and missing sections; editing focasadentifying incomplete, inconsistent,
or ambiguous responses; data cleaning mainly asiEgesissing responses. Despite the
time demanded for the completion of these tasksgtiestionnaire checking, editing and
data cleaning were conducted by the researcheder to ensure consistency of treatment.
In the case of inconsistent or ambiguous respomsissing values or missing pages, the
researcher did not contact the respondent agaihissvas not possible. In addition, the
researcher was concerned that the data obtaineskttuand time might be different from
those obtained during the original survey. Accogdim Malhotra (1996), these differences
may be attributed to changes over time or diffeesnn the mode of questionnaire
administration. For instance, respondents may lgaxen different answers if their e-mail

address had been used and a personal e-mail fa@vaodthem from the researcher, as
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opposed to their answers to a web survey link postetheir forum. In addition, the
“community environment” is dynamic (Hauser and Wefelt 1990; Punj and Srinivasan
1989; Ratneshwar and Shocker 1991; Nedungadi 1990¢h suggests that respondents’
answers might change with time and consumptiomsda.

The questionnaires showing little variance of rexggowere considered as invalid data and
discarded, as it might be the case that the regmisdvere lacking in cooperation. Some
of these respondents may have lost patience, wbitee of them simply did not have time

to complete it. In all cases, it would have beepassible to track respondents back.

Moreover, the number of incomplete questionnaivédsere the questions relating to one
whole section are omitted, is relatively high. Tehglanation the researcher can offer (for
one part of the survey) is that some respondents n& used to the idea of answering the
same questions for different extension scenariberéffore, the respondents might have
thought that there was a mistake in the questioarai they might have not agreed with
the extensions stimulus. For another part of threegy it is possible that the respondents
were afraid to express their true feelings towdh@sbrand in question to an external party
(given that they were members of its communityhaHy, the researcher believes that the
large number of incomplete questionnaires is duthéolength of the questionnaire. It is
important to note here that the researcher incluaeprogress bar at the top of the
questionnaire to inform the respondents of theagpess and to encourage them to finish

answering the questions (see Chapter 5).

Some respondents bypassed one or two questionanbwered all the other questions. As
long as this was not a consistent missing valueutjitout the questionnaire, these

questionnaires were considered usable.

In total, 98 questionnaires were discarded: 58bking incomplete, 12 because of little
variance of responses and 28 because of missingorsec The missing section

questionnaires were those in which all the questiorere answered, except the ones
referring to the gamers’ feelings towards the brars might be because gamers may
find it hard to understand the significance of thgsestions or express their feelings. The
second most common missing section was responddataographics. This might be

because these guestions were at the end of theéaquesre and the respondent was tired;

or because the respondent did not see the usesubhemswering this questions and their
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relation to the rest of the questionnaire; or deocause of fear his/her answers might be

exposed and his/her true identity be revealed.

Incomplete questionnaires refer to the questioesdinat the respondents started filling in
and stopped at the beginning of the second pageledo 27; questionnaires with
incomplete or inconsistent answers totaled 17dbfiteon, 14 of the respondents clicked on
the link scroll through the questionnaire and thkcked on the finish button, but did not
answer any questions. It is possible that this groomprised young people who did not
understand the concept of the survey. It is importa note here that the theme of the
research is rarely, if ever, associated with vigames. Therefore, it is possible that the
survey theme did not match gamers’ expectationsexsained in Chapter 5, research on
video games has mostly focused on the negativeegoesices of video games for players,
while some research, mostly published by companmefgers to their achievements as
opposed to those of competitors, its players’ commaint to the game and plans for
expansion. Only recently has research in the smumnces started to investigate the
evolution of the concept of gaming (Wood et al. £0Cole and Griffiths 2007; Binken
and Stremersch 2009; Gidhagen, Ridell and Sorhar@fii)

As suggested by previous works (e.g., Aaker etl@@7; Malhotra 1996), this research
regarded the questionnaires containing little vex@aof responses (disagree or agree or
neutral for all answers) as an indication of a latkespondents' cooperation. However,
the researcher believes that respondents, who eeduethat way, did so in order to show

that they were in control of the situation and ¢hewrs no need for a survey.

The decision to discard the 98 questionnaires veesed on the consideration that the
sample size was sufficiently large. In additionyés not feasible to return to the fieldwork
as respondents could not be traced since they biadiven a correspondence address or
contact number, and because of the research bodgstraint. Hence, the researcher has to
accept the relatively high rate of unusable quastares 98/429. On careful examination,
it is safe to say that more than half of the unlesghestionnaires were due to the length of
the questionnaire or to lack of cooperation on plaet of the respondents, which the
researcher could not possibly have done more toawepdue to the nature of this research.
Therefore, the relatively high unusable rate issadgred acceptable. The researcher is
aware that several disadvantages may be assowe@tedhis drawback. However, when
compared with other online research, it is safsap that is an acceptable response rate

(owing to the motivated respondent population dmedwell-designed survey process). For
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instance, in their research comparing response smeed and completeness between
internet-based and mail surveys, Truell, Bratlettl @lexander (2002) reported a 51%
response rate for internet based surveys. Simjlarlg comparison of web and mail survey
response rates Kaplowitz, Hadlock, Levine (2004)nfb web surveys to achieve a less
than 30% response rate. Finally, issues of pakdisregarding of relevant information

are taken into consideration in the limitationghed study.

The Researcher's Observation

In general, the researcher believes that the respomte would have been higher if the
researcher had been a well-known member of the aontyn Although the researcher
used the university logo and a university e-madrads on the questionnaire, it is possible
that the gamers were reluctant to click on sitesiddnown origin, or provide data over
whose use they had no control. Finally, anothenests related to the themes of the
research, as video game players are not used ¥eerqggsiestions regarding these themes.
Most research in video gaming is focused on howewidjaming affects behaviour;
guestions related to game development are usualjyamdressed by companies, and very

little research is related to video games from sirless point of view (see Chapter 5).

Response Rate

Given that no concrete information was availabléoathe number of consumers who were
exposed to the survey, the calculation of a pre@@sponse rate is not feasible. From this
total, 429 started the survey and 331 completed full. According to the dates, the
response rate could be as high as 50 percent mdaging periods, for example in the
early afternoon or late evening, whereas the respoate could be as low as 5 percent in
the morning. This is because a high percentageeoplp playing games during the
afternoon might take a break and fill in the survepreover, the response rate was higher
at the weekend than on weekdays; this is possitalise people tend to be more relaxed
at the weekends.

6.3 Descriptive Statistics
The purpose of descriptive analysis is to providgeimitial examination of the data.

Specifically, it aims to provide preliminary insighas to the nature of the responses

obtained as reflected in the distribution of valoégach variable of interest in this study.
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The descriptive analysis covers central tendencga@ and measures of dispersion
(standard deviation, range). The descriptive amalyssults concerning demographic

variables are covered in later analysis.

Regarding the main data set, all values range fto(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree), which correspond to the 7-point Likert s@dopted in this research. All measures
present reasonable variance. Nevertheless, for sanebles respondents expressed very
strong opinions (either positive or negative), ihaze also reflected in the following tests.
This could be a consequence of unsuccessful womlirgf the questions’ theme and the

feelings it evokes.

Missing Data

When researchers have to deal with data that iesludissing values, they need to be
careful as inappropriate treatment of missing dadég cause errors in the analysis of the
results. Missing data can be classified in threeénmategories (1) missing completely at
random; (2) missing at random; and (3) missingatatandom (Rubin 1976; De Leeuw,

2001). Although most literature in marketing does eéxplain how missing values are dealt
with, there are several statistical approachesh witputation being the most popular

(Beynon, Moutinho and Veloutsou 2010). However, uagion can influence the results

by leading to biased and false conclusions, eslheaacases where data are not missing
at random (Acock 2005); but are due to differenbesween respondents and non-
respondents (Huisman 2000) or to the inapplicgbilit the survey question to some

respondents (Kroh 2006). For very small sampleh witot of missing values that would

have otherwise been practically been unusable, &ey2005a; 2005b; 2008) proposed the
CaRBS technique for object classification whiclowat the retention of missing values

without the use of imputation.

In this project, missing data for scale-relatethgewas not regarded a critical issue given
their low percentage; thus any given question@nitad fewer than 10% missing values
(Roth and Switzer 1995). The first step in dealmigh missing data is to understand
whether data are randomly missing. Deletion of ¢aisleen reasonable, provided that only
a few cases have missing data and those missirg caicern different variables
(Tabachnick and Fidell 2001). Therefore, as rela¢séarch suggests (Shen and Lai 2001),
and with respect to time and cost efficiency, catel case analysis excluding

incompletely responded observations was performed.
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Characteristics of the Sample

Before going any further in analysing the data pitest by the samples, it is important to
analyse the demographic characteristics of the kmmgbtained from the survey. This
assists in justifying the degree of representa@gsrof the samples to the target population.
To obtain a representative sample is crucial, amnsures that the findings of the research
can be applied to the target population. The arslgsks at the distribution of the samples
according to age and gender. The demographic esodi this survey sample are compared
to the demographic profiles of the Daedalus MMORP®®ject (www.nickyee.com/
daedalus.) which was measuring the psychology afsimaly multiplayer online gamers
during 2002-2009. The comparison of the genderilpraff the respondents with the
gender profile of Daedalus project is presente@ able 6.1). The chi-square test is used to
measure the percentage of gender population diterbetween samples:

Ho Gender distribution does not differ significantigtiveen the two samples.

H, Gender distribution differs significantly betwedre two samples.

Table 6.1 Gender Group Analysis

Gender

Male Female Total
Research Respondents’ Gender Count 242 40 282
Expected Count 243.9 38.1 282
% within Res 85.80%| 14.20%| 10.00%
% of Total 7.00% 1.20% 8.10%
Daedalus MMORG Project | Count 2766 430 3196
Expected Count| 2764.1 431.9 3196
% within Res 86.50%| 13.50%( 10.00%
% of Total 79.50%( 12.40%( 91.90%
Total Count 3008 470 3478
Expected Count 3008 470 3478
% within Res 86.50%| 13.50%| 10.00%
% of Total 86.50%| 13.50%| 10.00%

Chi-Square: | .118
Df: 1
Asympt Sig:| .731

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less thamé.rminimum expected count is 33.04.

According to the results, gender distribution does differ significantly between the
samples (% within Res 85.8 and 86.5 for males; Al4aAd 13.5 for females). The

significance level is well above the accepted .08%>.05), so the null hypothesis that
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gender distribution does not differ significanthgtlyeen samples can not be rejected.

Therefore, gender is well represented by the ptesemey sample.

Age Group Analysis

The comparison of the age group of the survey mdgats with that of the Daedalus
project respondents is presented in (Table 6.2) @dmulation covered in this study is
placed into three groups: people aged under 1& y#dy between 19 and 36 years old; and
people over the age of 37.

Ho Age distribution does not differ significantly beten the two samples.

H, Age distribution differs significantly between ttveo samples.

According to the results, age distribution doesdiffer significantly between the samples
(% within Res 12.9 and 11.70 under the age of 18X and 71.90 for the 19-36 years old
group; and 15.40 and 16.30 over the age of 37).sldm@ficance level is well above the
accepted .05 (.811>.05), so the null hypothesis #ue distribution does not differ
significantly between samples can not be rejedibdrefore, different age groups are well

represented by the present survey sample.

Table 6.2 Age Group Analysis

Age Total
| | <18 | 19-36| 37+

Research Respondents Age | Count 36 200 43 279

Expected 33| 20.6( 45.3 279
% within 12.90 71.70% 15.40%|( 10.00
% of Total 1.00% 5.80% 1.20%| 8.10
Daedalus MMORPG | Count 373 2284 518 3175
Expected 376 2283.4 515.7( 3175

% within 11.70 71.90% 16.30%| 10.00
% of Total | 1.80% 66.10% 15.00%| 91.90

Total Count 409 | 2484 561 | 3454
Expected 409 | 2484 561 3454
% within 11.80%| 71.90| 16.20( 10.00
% of Total 11.80%| 71.90| 16.20| 10.00

Chi 420

Df: 2

Asymp. 811

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.04.
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6.4 Reliability and Validity

Before starting the data analysis, the researc@tdensure that the measurement devices
used in the research were robust, reliable andd v@ppenheim 2000). The value a
research obtains using certain measurements caenibie true value of the characteristic
in question, but rather an observation of it (M&athdl996). The difference between the
two values, therue valueand theobserved values caused by measurement error. A
number of factors can cause measurement error;Malbdora (1996) presents a true
measurement model which provides a framework fatewstanding the reliability and

validity of measurement.

X0 = XT + Xs+ xR

where:

X0 = the observed score or measurement
XT = the true score of the characteristic
Xs = systematic error

XR, = random error

Random error is not constant, but rather is a goafénconsistency and has a direct effect
on reliability. Systematic error affects the measoent in a constant way. Hence, the
systematic error does not affect reliability adedérs However, reliability is a necessary,
but not a sufficient condition for validity (Chundhl999). Yet to achieve perfect validity
there has to be neither systematic nor random @vtathotra 1996). The following section

will test the reliability and validity of the measunents used in this research.

Validity

A measuring instrument is valid if it can measure true differences between the objects
that it is trying to measure (Churchill 1999); ither words, if it measures what it is
thought to measure (Aaker et al. 1997). The typesalidity that this research will

examine are content validity, construct validitglamiteria validity (Lehmann et al. 1998).
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Content validity or face validity is a subjectivatlsystematic evaluation of the content of
a scale and its ability to represent the charastterithat it is supposed to measure
(Malhotra 1996). The important point is that thalscitems adequately cover the entire

domain of the construct being measured (Aaker.&t917).

Criterion validity examines whether a scale perforas expected in relation to other
constructs selected as meaningful benchmarks (Malli®96); it is based on empirical
evidence that the attitude measure correlates otithr "criterion” variables (Aaker et al.
1997). Criterion validity can take two forms, cormeumt validity and predictive validity,
based on the time period involved. If the two Vialea are measured at the same time, con-
current validity should be examined; while if tiveot variables are measured at different

periods, then the predictive validity can be exadin

For construct validity to be achieved a sound thexrthe nature of the construct being
measured and how it relates to other constructdsnebe established. Construct validity
includes convergent, discriminant, and nomologwaidity (Churchill 1999; Malhotra
1996). Convergent validity means that a measuresledes highly with other measures
which are used to measure the same construct (QiHut®99). Discriminant validity
examines the extent to which a measure does notlatr with other constructs from
which it is supposed to differ. The investigatiodndesscriminant validity implies that one
should also search for low levels of corresponddreteeen a measure and other measures
of other concepts (Bryman and Cramer 1999; Malhdie®6; Aaker et al. 1997).
Nomological validity is the extent to which the kecaorrelates in theoretically predicted
ways with measures of different but related coms$sryMalhotra 1996). In fact little
nomological construct validation is attempted inrketing, as there is a lack of well-

established measures that can be used in a vafieiscumstances (Aaker et al. 1997).

Reliability

Reliability measures consistency of the scale.efens to the extent to which a scale
produces consistent results if repeated measurenagattaken (William et al. 1989). A
reliable measure is required to produce the samdinfj on repeated occasions if the
phenomenon has not changed (Burns and Harrison) . l9i0®eover, there are two types of
reliability that need to be achieved, external artdrnal reliability (Bryman and Cramer
1999).
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External reliability examines whether a measuredssistent over time. The test-retest
reliability is one of the main approaches to cheglexternal reliability. The problems with
test-retest reliability are that intervening evdm$ween the tests may lead to a discrepancy
between the two sets of results; or if the teséstap close in time, participants may
provide earlier answers in order to create ani@slfconsistency between the two tests.
Other researchers have suggested the use of anatite-form of reliability test (e.g.,
Andrews 1984; Jaffe and Nebenzahl 1984) which m#@nsonstruction of two equivalent
forms of the scale. The same respondents are neehattwo different times. The scores
from the administration of the alternative scalerfs are correlated to assess reliability.
Similar to the test and pre-test reliability, thigthod is time-consuming, more costly, and
it is difficult to construct two equivalent form$ a scale (Malhotra 1996). In this research,

external reliability is not tested, as the timestoaint did not allow this to be done.

Internal consistency is needed to examine thehiétipof a summated scale where several
items are summed to form a total score (Malhotr@6)9I1t answers the question of
whether each scale measures solely one charaicteaistl hence whether the items which
make up the scale are internally consistent (Bryraad Cramer 1999). The two most
commonly-used procedures for estimating internbabygity are the split-half reliability
and Cronbach's Alpha (Bryman and Cramer 1999; Aakal. 1997).

The problem with the split-half reliability arisé®m the fact that it depends on how the
scale items are split (Malhotra 1996). CronbacHjshA can be used to overcome this
problem, as it essentially calculates the averafjallo possible split-half reliability
coefficients and is currently widely-used (BrymamaCramer 1999; Aaker et al. 1997).
Therefore, Cronbach's Alpha is used to examinarttegnal consistency of all the multi-
item scales used in the study. The rule of thuntbasthe correlation coefficient should be
.8 or above (Bryman and Cramer 1999); an acceptablkd of at least .70 should be
achieved (Hinkin 1995). In cases of the correlatoefficient being lower than .8, items
that reduce the reliability can be deleted from #oale (Kaplan and Saccuzzo 1997).
Dropping this item is used to improve scale relighiThe same rule is adopted when the
Cronbach Alpha falls below .7. Item-total corredas or the inter-correlations (Pearson's
correlation) of the items are also reported. Iteans be deleted if the item-total correlation

is below .50 according to the recommendation ofréea and Netemeyer (1999).
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6.4.1 Applied Techniques to Validate Scales Validitand Reliability

This study uses Factor Analysis, Pearson Correlgiimalysis, Item-Total Correlation and
Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha to validate adoptedless: Before these techniques are
applied, a detailed assessment of the suitabiliti@data for factor analysis, as well as the
objectives expected to be achieved are reportdthwied by reports of validity and
reliability of the brand image construct. This s&ttends with evaluation of scales for

reliability and validity.

Factor Analysis

Assessment of the Suitability of the Data for Baétnalysis

A large discourse has been going on regarding sasipe for factor analysis. Despite

Hulin et al. (2001) calling for 15:1 ratio of regments to number of items, some

researchers recommend a much lower ratio and a spex@fic sample size - 300 samples.
For example, Kass and Tinsley (1979) suggest habetgveen 5 and 10 subjects per
variable up to a total of 300 (beyond which tesapeeters tend to be stable regardless of
the subject to variable ratio). This claim is fumthsupported by Tabachnick and Fidell

(2001) and Comrey and Lee (1992), who agree thesgs for each item is adequate in
most cases; 300 is a good sample size, 100 isgmuabi000 is excellent. Arrindell and van

der Ende (1985) show that changes in the ratioespandents to items made little

difference to the stability of factor solutions. i® empirical research findings (e.g.,

Guadagnoli and Velicer 1988; MacCallum et al. 19883k up the 300 rule. Accordingly,

the sample size of this research (331) is sufftdiemperform factor analysis.

In addition, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) (KaiseB710) measure of sampling adequacy
was applied. The KMO test uses an index to exantnge appropriateness of factor
analysis. High values (between .5 and 1.0) indittzée factor analysis is appropriate. The
KMO values in this study are reported in (Table)6v8ith the exception of that of

commitment .67, all KMO values are greater thawlrich are classed as "good" by Kaiser
(1974). The KMO value of .67 for commitment is heglthan the recommended .5 for
satisfactory factor analysis. The high KMO valuedicate that the items will form specific

factors (Hutcheson and Sofroniou 1999) and the d=&ts are appropriate for the

application of factor analysis.
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Table 6.3 KMO Test

Constructs KMO
Perceived Quality of the Brand .87
Perceived Fit For Extension One .89
Perceived Fit For Extension Two .87
Perceived Fit For Extension Three .84
Co-Creation of Value

Intentions to Co-Create Value 71
Level One of Co-Creation of Value .79
Level Two of Co-Creation of Value .75
Level Three of Co-Creation of Value .76
Consumer-brand relationship

Love 74
Commitment .67
Two Way Communication .76
Intimacy 75
Interdependence 71
Virtual Brand Tribal Community

Tribalism .85
Identification .86
Engagement .78
Normative Community Pressure .82
Extension Acceptance One .83
Extension Acceptance Two .85
Extension Acceptance Three .85

Objectives for Using Factor Analysis

The use of factor analysis attempts to achieve dWjectives. Firstly, to condense the
information obtained in relation to virtual brangbal community and consumer-brand
relationship into a small set of composite dimensido make the data more easily
manageable. Secondly, to check whether the measisexs to measure the constructs
across the three extensions fall into the sameri@dt If scale items load on the same

factor(s), and they have similar factor loading (gen content validity can be assumed

(Bryman and Cramer 1999). This method has beenlyigged in earlier cross-cultural

research to test if groups of items comprising medision in one culture also load in

similar fashion on the same construct in anotheg.,(&eloutsou et al. 2005; Poortinga

1989; Singh 1995).
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Principal Components Analysis and Principal Factaralysis

To achieve the first objective, the study usesqipa components analysis (PCA). This
method is often the preferred method for data reolmcover PFA (Preacher and
MacCallum 2003). Despite the fact that there arestnong grounds to believe that the
underlying factors should be unrelated (Field 20@% factor solution in this research was
rotated using the Varimax method, as the orthogmtation algorithm Varimax is the one
most frequently reported in the management liteeatior scale construction (Hinkin
1995). Moreover, due to the objective of this pHrthe analysis being to use the factor
results in regression models, the orthogonal magirocedure is appropriate (Hair et al.
1998). Moreover, principal factor analysis (PFAu&ed to achieve the second objective.
PFA is appropriate here because this researchtesesied in identifying factors that
account for correlations among the multiple itersedito measure the constructs of the
conceptual model (Preacher and MacCallum 20033dtfition, PCA is often preferred as
a method for data reduction, and when the goalhef dnalysis is to detect structure
(Caruso and CIiff 1998). Varimax rotation is useu aeported if more than one factor is

extracted.

Factor Extraction and Loadings

Following Kaiser's (1960) suggestion, all factoighveigenvalues greater than 1.0 need to
be reported. The eigenvalues represent the amdwariation explained by each factor.
Although Kaiser's (1960) criterion is the most coomty met one, there is also some
criticism of it. In particular Jolliffe (1973, 188 suggests that Kaiser's criterion is too
strict and proposes retaining all factors with eigdues of more than .7. Other related
research suggests the use of a screen plot proteedample size is greater than 200
(Stevens 1992). Preacher and MacCallum (2003) pexpthe use of the Kaiser criterion
in conjunction with other means. Accordingly, bathreen plot and eigenvalues are
considered in this research, but with only the migéues reported. In addition, the reasons
for doing factor analysis are also taken into aotoEor example, in order to overcome
multicollinearity problems in regression, it is @ftsuggested to retain as many factors as
possible. In contrast, in relation to scale vajidésting, there is no need to keep as many
factors as possible, and therefore Kaiser's (186®rion is principally considered. Items
which belonged to one factor by at least 40%, ahethvare not split loaded on another
factor above 40% were perceived as componentseotdime factor. This is in line with

Stevens' (1992) suggestion to consider only fad@dings with an absolute value greater
178



than .4. Items split loaded on two factors with enttan one factor loading being above

.40 were dropped by the researcher.

Virtual Brand Tribal Community

Virtual Brand Tribal Community has been concepsgal with 4 dimensions (Tribalism;
Identification; Engagement; Normative Community $3tae). After conducting the factor
analysis, it seems that there are five distindioiac Yet factor 5 is not theoretically distinct
and, therefore, no further emphasis is given t® fdctor. This phenomenon is inevitable as
exploratory factor analysis is used in this redeamcorder to distinguish structure between

the theoretically perceived dimensions of the cmestand to validate their measurement.
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Table 6.4 Virtual Brand Tribal Community-Factor Aysis

Component
1 2 3 4 5

Identification| Engagemen| Tribalism Normative n/a
| belong to WoW video game players .826
The players of WoW are my close friends 71
| play WoW everyday because other players expedbnie so 472 647
| spend much time online socialising with other Weo\alyers 761
| feel that | am a member of WoW video game players 727
| feel | control the group of people | play with .688
| am addicted to WoW players 778
| achieve a sense of belonging by acting the sanuheer WoW players .508
Replies to my posting appear frequently 794
My actions are often influenced by how other Wo\ayelrs expect me to behave 8
| have missed classes or work because of actiVities undertaking with other WoW players 725
| would buy a new computer game if my friends fravtoW did so .398
| am very loyal to WoW because the friends thavénmade through this game are very loyal too
| play games because most of the people | grewitipplay games and its a way to spend time together 747
Most of the time the reason | play online games iget in touch with people .903
Sometimes its more about the forums and the claashed to it, rather than the actual game
My friends go online and thats a good reason torgime and play the game .823
| play games because its a good way to spend tiithetioe people | know 434
Variance% 17.621 15.2171 1.758 7.5
Eigenvalue 3.66 3.524 3.043 21501  1.513
Cumulative Variance % 69.453

180



Considering the Cronbach Alpha and Item total Gati@n for Identification, the construct

is well represented by these 4 items. The Cronidgha coefficients of the scale are all

over .08 and item total correlation is above .080(€ 6.5). SimilarlyEngagemenis well

represented by 3 items amdbalismby 4 items and both constructs fulfil the requiesrs

for construct internal validity (see Table 6.4.40arable 6.4.5 respectivelyNormative

Community Pressuris represented by 4 items; but the fourth itemeadates weakly with

the rest of the items (lower than .05). Therefonés item was deleted by the researcher

and the remaining scale fulfils the requirementsriternal validity (see Table 6.8)

Table 6.5 Identification-Reliability Tests

Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if | Item total
item deleted correlation
.853
| belong to WoW video game players .82 .689
The players of WoW are my close friends .816 1.69
| spend much time online socialising with other WoW 19 751
players
| feel that | am a member of WoW video game players 679
Table 6.6 Engagement-Reliability Tests
Cronbach alpha | Cronbach alpha if| Iltem total
item deleted correlation
.838
| feel | control the group of people | play with 71 .708
| am addicted to WoW players .803 671
Replies to my postings appear frequently 751 732
Table 6.7 Tribalism-Reliability Tests
Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if Item total
item deleted correlation
.802
| play games because it's a good way to spend witrethe 749 -653
people | know
My friends go online and that’s a good reason t@gine .702 719
| play games because most of the people | grewitipplay 74 .641
| have missed classes or work because of actiVities .816 .507
undertaking with other WoW players
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Table 6.8 Norms Community Pressure-Reliability est

Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if itemitem total
deleted correlation
725
| play WoW every day because other players expectanto .586 642
| achieve a sense of belonging by acting the sanuher .687 AT2
WoW players
My actions are often influenced by how other Wo\&yglrs .629 575
expect me to behave
| would buy a new computer game if my friends fraroW did 744 .394
Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if itemitem total
deleted correlation
742
I play WoW everyday because other players expedonde so .686 .544
| achieve a sense of belonging by acting the sanuher .695 .534
WoW players
My actions are often influenced by how other Wo\&yglrs .585 .628
expect me to behave

Consumer-brand relationship

Consumer-brand relationship has been conceptdadisa five dimensional concept (i.e.,
intimacy; two way communication; love; inter-dependy and commitment). Yet after

conducting the factor analysis it is evident thheré are 6 distinct factors. This

phenomenon is inevitable as exploratory factoryanslis used in this research in order to
distinguish structure between the theoreticallycpmed dimensions of the construct and to
validate measurement for the construct. Therefator 5 and factor 6 will not be used in

the analysis as they do not appear to have a $wamletical background. Specifically, the
dimension of commitment items seems to spread legtvi@ctor 5 and 6. One item from

the construct of interdependence also loads highlyactor 6. A possible explanation is

that the concept of commitment was not well undedtby the consumers, or that it is
highly related to one aspect of inter-dependenaycesSno theoretically solid explanation

can be found for these factors, the researcherensréb drop these factors from the

analysis.
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Table 6.€Consume-Brand Relationshi Factors

Component

1

2

3

Two way Communicatior|

Intimacy

Love

Inter-

(n/a)

(n/a)

| would be very upset if | couldnt buy WoW produetten | wanted

.89

I have feelings for WoW that | don't have for othieteo games

.805

No other video game in the category can take @sepl

.834

I am willing to give feedback to the company

Jg71

I more willing to learn news about the WoW than athather video games

.793

| will be informed about WoW in the future

.786

It's really nice to see what the company is engagetbing

.786

It's really an indirect relationship between thergat and WoW

44

.867

| am important to WoW

775

| depend on WoW

.786

WoW depends on me

.954

WoW is important to me

.878

I am willing to make small sacrifices in order tegp playing WowW

.803

| feel something is missing when | haven’t boughything from WoW for a while

I know a lot about the company that makes WoW

.888

| feel | have know WoW forever

773

| feel WoW really understands me

787

| understand WoW

.716

WoW is like a person to whom | am close to

A4

Variance %

14.205

13.876

11.460

1.654

8.438

5.514

Eigenvalue

2.699

2.637

2.177

2.024

1.603

1.048

Cumulative Variance % 64.148
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Looking at the Cronbach Alpha and Item total Catieh, Intimacyis represented by five
items, yet one item correlates very weakly with test of the items in the scale .204. In
addition, Items 2, 3 and 4 correlate very wealdgslthan .5. In addition, Cronbach Alpha
is well below .08 (see Table 6.10). However, logkat the third column of this table, if
the last item is deleted the scale fulfils the regmaents of internal validity. The same
process was followed fdnterdependencand Lovewhich do not seem to encounter any
problems (see Tables 6.11; 6.12 and 6.13 respgoti@s the other hand, fofwo Way
Communicationthe researcher had to delete one item to enbatetlie scale is in line

with the rules of internal consistency (see Tablp

Table 6.10 Intimacy-Reliability Tests

Cronbach alpha

Cronbach alpha if item
deleted

Item total correlation

.54
| know a lot about the company that makes WoWw .27 .653
| feel | have know WoW forever .378 49
| feel WoW really understands me .399 443
| understand WoW .378 491
.81 .204

WoW is like a person to whom | am close to

Cronbach alpha

Cronbach alpha if item
deleted

Item total correlation

.81
| know a lot about the company that makes WoW .684 781
| feel | have known WoW forever 71 .607
| feel WoW really understands me 77 595
| understand WoW .803 .536

Table 6.11 Interdependence-Reliability Tests

Cronbach alpha

Cronbach alpha if item deletedem total correlation

743
| am important to WoW .548 .663
| depend on WoW 714 .52
WoW depends on me .705 532
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Table 6.12 Two Way Communication-Reliability Tests

Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha ifitem | Item total
deleted correlation
752
I am willing to give feedback to the company 694 558
671 .614

I more willing to learn news about the WoW than
about other video games

| will be informed about WoW in the future 676 .608
It's really nice to see what the company is engaged -688 598
doing
It's really an indirect relationship between thenga -804 302
and WoW
Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if item Item total
deleted correlation
.804
I am willing to give feedback to the company 755 619
I more willing to learn news about the WoW than 155 622
about other video games
I will be informed about WoW in the future 751 626
Table 6.13 Love-Reliability Tests
Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if item | Item total
deleted correlation
.803
I would be very upset if | couldnt buy WoW produatsen -633 7139
| wanted
I have feelings for WoW that | don't have for othi&teo 794 587
games
No other video game in the category can take ésepl 754 625
Co-creation

The construct ofCo-creation of Valuas conceptualised from theory with 2 dimensions.
After conducting some exploratory factor analybkis aissumption is validated (Table 6.14;
6.15; 6.16).

In greater detail, the dimension bitentions to Co-Creatés measured with 4 items in
theory, and all 4 items are found to load intoghme factor (Table 6.14; 6.15; 6.16).

The dimension oEevel of Co-creatioms measured from theory with 3 items, and after th
factor analysis all 3 seem to load onto the sami@ifaln this way we check the validity of
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the scale for the Level of Co-creation that wasdusemeasure this construct across three
versions of the same game(Table 6.14; 6.15; 6.16).

Table 6.14 Intentions to Co-Create Value and Léu& of Co-Creation-Factor Analysis

Component
1 2
| enjoy creating online content about WoW .045 .688
If | can customize the game then | feel more canficplaying the game .013 506
| expect what | create online about this game ioaie unchanged by the company -.075 639
| want to be able to have an online dialogue withse who create the game -.076 .65
The company really went out of its way to work witle gamer 74 -.024
This game offers a very high level of game co-Gosat 751 -.005
I would describe this game as a joint effort by ¢benpany and the gamer to create 147 ~045
the game
Variance 3.876 28.415
Eigenvalue 2.161 1.989
Cumulative Variance % 59.291

Table 6.15 Intentions to Co-Create Value and Lé&vab of Co-Creation-Factor Analysis

Component

1 2
| enjoy creating online content about WoW .008 685
If | can customize the game then | feel more carftchlaying the game .006 504
| expect what | create online about this game ioaie unchanged by the company -1 639
| want to be able to have an online dialogue withse who create the game .033 656
The company really went out of its way to work witie gamer 959 -.026
This game offers a very high level of game co-déoeat 959 -.002
| would describe this game as a joint effort by ¢benpany and the gamer to create -996 -018
the game
Variance% 4.617| 28.419
Eigenvalue 2.843 1.989
Cumulative Variance % 69.036

Table 6.16 Intentions to Co-Create Value and L@veke of Co-Creation-Factor Analysis

Component

1 2
| enjoy creating online content about WowW .086| .678
If | can customize the game then | feel more canficplaying the game -002]  .509
| expect what | create online about this game toaie unchanged by the company -014] .647
| want to be able to have an online dialogue wittse who create the game 072 .648
The company really went out of its way to work witie gamer .85 .038
This game offers a very high level of game co-cosat .858 .04
| would describe this game as a joint effort by tbenpany and the gamer to create tf 896|043
game
Variance 3.519| 284
Eigenvalue 2.464] 1.988
Cumulative Variance % 63.597
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Table 6.17 Intention to Co-create Value-Reliabiligble

Cronbach alpha

Cronbach alpha if itepitem total

deleted correlation
.654

| enjoy creating online content about WoW 537 503
If I can customize the game then | feel more canfidlaying -686 281
the game
| expect what | create online about this game toaia 549 487
unchanged by the company

.557 479

| want to be able to have an online dialogue withse who
create the game

Cronbach alpha

Cronbach alpha if itepitem total

deleted correlation
.685
| enjoy creating online content about WoW 502 .566
| expect what | create online about this game toaia -667 441
unchanged by the company
597 .496

| want to be able to have an online dialogue withse who
create the game

Table 6.18 Level One of Co-Creation-ReliabilityfTes

Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if item Item total
deleted correlation
.87
The company really went out of its way to work witle gamer, 874 71
This game offers a very high level of game co-Gosat 877 705
I would describe this game as a joint effort by ¢tbenpany and 815 791
the gamer to create the game

Table 6.19 Level Two of Co-Creation-Reliability fTes

Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if iten Item total
deleted correlation
.808
The company really went out of its way to work witie gamer, 74 652
This game offers a very high level of game co-Gosat 731 662
I would describe this game as a joint effort by ¢tbenpany and 739 654
the gamer to create the game

Table 6.20 Level Three of Co-Creation-ReliabiligsT

Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if item| Item total
deleted correlation
.883
The company really went out of its way to work witle gamer .92 676
This game offers a very high level of game co-doeat 915 .684
.745 .802

I would describe this game as a joint effort by ¢tbenpany and
the gamer to create the game
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Reviewing the Cronbach Alpha and Item Total Cotrefafor Intention to Co-Create
(Table 6.17) and fotevel of Co-CreatiorfTable 6.18; 6.19; 6.20), it can be seen that one
item is removed from the Intentions to Co- Creat@es as it correlates very loosely with
the rest of the items (Table 6.17). In additiorg @ronbach Alpha of the scale increases.
Moreover, it is possible that this item “If | camstomize the game then | feel more
confident playing the game” correlates very looseiyh other items as it is highly content
specific. Forlevel three of Co-Creation the total correlatiortté last item is slightly over
the limits .802. However, in this case the researdtas decided to keep the item in the
scale as it is believed to offer important inforroat and also the reliability of the scale
will decrease to .745 (Table 6.20). It is also imi@ot to note that if this item is deleted
from the scale, important information will be loas this scale is used to measureltiel

of Co-Creationin all the extensions in the study.

Perceptions of Fit

The construct oPerceptions of Fits conceptualised in theory as a one-dimensional
construct with 4 items and after the factor analyBerceptions of Fiseems to be a one-
dimensional construct (Table 6.21; 6.22; 6.23).

Table 6.21 Perceptions of Fit Extension One-Faétoalysis

Component
1
The new game is similar to the original in termshef needs it satisfies 783
The new game is similar to the original in termshef game functions .805
The new game is similar to the original in termsisége situations .893
The concept of the new game is similar to the nebgame 879
Variance% 75.667
Eigenvalue 3.027
Table 6.22 Perceptions of Fit Extension Two-Fa&oalysis
Component
1
The new game is similar to the original in termstaf needs it satisfies 925
The new game is similar to the original in termstef game functions 952
The new game is similar to the original in termsiséige situations 925
The concept of the new game is similar to the nabgame .933
Variance% 83.041
Eigenvalue 3.722

188



Table 6.23 Perceptions of Fit Extension Three-Faéioalysis

Component
1
The new game is similar to the original in termshef needs it satisfies 716
The new game is similar to the original in termshef game functions .666
The new game is similar to the original in termsisfge situations 672
The concept of the new game is similar to the nebgame 758
Variance% 65.05
Eigenvalue 2.202
Table 6.24 Perceptions of Fit Extension One-Réliigbl ests
Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if item | Item total
deleted correlation
.888
The new game is similar to the original in termshaf -869 122
needs it satisfies
The new game is similar to the original in termstef game -863 137
functions
The new game is similar to the original in termaisdge .846 .802
The concept of the new game is similar to the nabgame 847 786
Table 6.25 Perceptions of Fit Extension Two-Religbl ests
Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if itefnltem total
deleted correlation
.875
The new game is similar to the original in termshaf needs -861 739
it satisfies
The new game is similar to the original in termsief game -859 7165
functions
The new game is similar to the original in termsisdge .873 713
The concept of the new game is similar to the nabgame 874 71
Table 6.26 Perceptions of Fit Extension Three-Rdiig Tests
Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if itefnltem total
deleted correlation
.756
The new game is similar to the original in termstef needs 123 122
it satisfies
The new game is similar to the original in termstef game 731 123
functions
The new game is similar to the original in termaisdge .705 .783
The concept of the new game is similar to the nebgame .706 615
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Looking at the Cronbach Alpha and Item total Catieh for Perceptions of Fjtwe see
that one item in table correlates slightly over 80Rable 6.24). The researcher has decided
to keep the item as if it is deleted important infation will be lost from the use of the

same scale to evaluate the perceptions of fit@bther two extensions.

Brand Perceived Quality
Brand Perceived Qualt is conceptualised in theory as a one-dimensiauaistruct

represented by 3 items and after the factor arsmalyss assumption is validated (Table
6.27).

Table 6.27 Perceived Quality-Factor Analysis

Factor Loading

1
Reputable .867
Trustworthy .871
Superior Quality .838
%of Variance Explained 62.867
Eigenvalue 3.772
Table 6.28 Perceived Quality-Reliability Tests

Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if item deleted m lstal correlation
.866

Reputable .83 794
Trustworthy .825 .759
Superior Quality .828 75

Considering the Cronbach Alpha and Item total Gati@n for Perceived Quality of the
Brand(Table 6.28), it is evident that all the rules ttha research has set for internal

reliability are well respected.
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Extension Acceptance

The construct was measured with 5 items (compriattiude towards the extension and

purchase intentions). All items seem to load ime tactor across all three extensions

(Table 6.29; 6.30; 6.31).

Table 6.29 Extension Acceptance One-Factor Analysis

Component
1
| find this game suitable for myself 174
| like this game idea .906
| would consider buying this game .878
This is an interesting game idea 902
| would recommend this game to others 902
Variance% 77.688
Eigenvalue 4.661
Table 6.30 Extension Acceptance Two-Factor Analysis
Component
1
| like this game idea 873
| find this game suitable for myself .894
| would recommend this game to others .835
This is an interesting game idea .88
| would consider buying this game 931
Variance% 79.832
Eigenvalue 4.790
Table 6.31 Extension Acceptance Three-Factor Aislys
Component
1
This is an interesting game idea 8
| would recommend this game to others .938
| like this game idea .956
| would consider buying this game 94
| find this game suitable for myself 937
Variance% 85.441
Eigenvalue 5.126
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Reviewing the Reliability Tests for Extension Actapre (Table 6.32; 6.33; 6.34), we see
that the scales used across the three extensigasstrang internal consistency (Cronbach
Alpha all above .9 and Item total correlation abdye Yet it is obvious from the tables
that there is high collinearity between some itefiitss could be one explanation for the
high Cronbach Alpha. To ensure that the scaleb#tiais not over estimated and that the
research will not face further multicollinearitygidiems, the researcher decided to remove
those items where item total correlation is overdf.8ems correlate higher than 80%, it is
likely that they do not offer unigue measurableoinfation. Therefore, looking at the
tables below, the researcher has decided to rentlogetem “I like this game idea”. In the
scales below the items was found to correlate Veghly with the item “This is an
interesting game idea”. The researcher had dedwmlete a multi-item scale to measure
attitude towards the extension, in order to avachimon problems of single item scales
(e.g., misunderstanding of the item or the itenmpa@verseen) which would have made it

impossible to continue with the analysis.

Table 6.32 Extension One Acceptance-ReliabilitysTes

Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if item Item total correlation
deleted
.942
| find this game suitable for myself .946 693
| like this game idea 927 .861
| would consider buying this game 932 821
This is an interesting game idea .928 .833
| would recommend this game to others 915 815
Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if item Item total correlation
deleted
9
| find this game suitable for myself 916 641
| would consider buying this game 872 773
This is an interesting game idea .836 .805
| would recommend this game to others .85 731
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Table 6.33 Extension Two Acceptance-ReliabilitytsTes

Cronbach alpha

Cronbach alpha if item
deleted

Item total correlation

.922
| like this game idea .943 .914
I find this game suitable for myself 939 744
| would recommend this game to others .948 .768
This is an interesting game idea 941 827
| would consider buying this game 933 796
Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if Item Item total Correlation

deleted

.949
I find this game suitable for myself 939 733
| would consider buying this game .948 768
This is an interesting game idea 941 .789
.933 .789

| would recommend this game to others

Table 6.34 Extension Three Acceptance-Reliabikistg

Cronbach alpha

Cronbach alpha if item
deleted

Item total correlation

.944
I find this game suitable for myself 972 727
| would recommend this game to others 934 .808
| like this game idea .952 .932
| would consider buying this game 915 .669
This is an interesting game idea .933 .809

Cronbach alpha Cronbach alpha if item | Item total correlation
deleted

.964
I find this game suitable for myself 972 727
I would consider buying this game 956 .801
This is an interesting game idea 944 787
.955 .785

| would recommend this game to others

Key Findings

The brand tribalism items were generated from #@tyaof sources (literature and focus

groups) and further tested using pre-tests and pélsts (see Chapter 5), in order to

minimize the number of items included in the questaire and ensure their relevancy. It

appeared that these previous effort worked outeexty well. Tribalism does indeed

constitute a factor in the virtual brand tribal commity concept. Similarly, the process

seemed to work well for the dimensions of the camsmubrand relationship concept. This

result further cross-validated the scales adoptelis research.
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For theVirtual Brand Tribal Communityconcept and th€onsumer-brand relationship
concept the extracted factors are considered telble and adequately capture a single
construct, since they all have a Cronbach Alphas@ab@. The item total correlation for all
items is very close or higher than the suggest@denchmark (Bearden and Netemeyer
1999). Therefore, the results suggest that theescallopted are both valid and reliable.
Similar conditions apply to th€o-Creation of Valueconcept. The concept is found to
have two dimensions across the three extensions.climulative variances suggest it
explains a greater percent of variance for Exten3iwo. This happens possibly because
Extension Two is perceived to be the one that sfif@ore opportunities for joint co-

creation.

6.4.2 Evaluation Results Using Factor Analysis

The factor analysis solutions dPerceived Quality Perceptions of Fjtand Extension
Acceptancare reported ithe Tables above. The results show that a onefaotation is
appropriate based on a minimuengenvalue of 1 (Kaiser Criterion), for boExtension
Acceptanceand Perceptions of Fitacross the three extensioi®erceptions of Fitand
Extension Acceptanaxplained more variance for Extension One tharEfdension Two

or Three. This might be explained by the higherlesf consumer eagerness for one
product rather than the other. Moreover, items a@imy the acceptance scale converge
into one dimension. This applies to all three egi@ms. Therefore, the above scales are
mono-dimensional which provides some evidence oftract validity. This is based on
the claim of Kaplan and Saccuzo (1997) that evidewoicconstruct validity shows that
measures of the same construct ‘converge’ on thmee sanstruct which is intended to be
measured. Finally, further evidence of discrimingaalidity is presented in (Table 6.35;
6.36; 6.37).
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Table 6.35 Inter-item correlations for Model ExtemsOne

Love Two | Interdepend Intimacy Intention Parent| Tribalism | Identific | Engage| Norms Fit1 | Level of Co-
Way ence to Co-create Brand ation ment creationl
Communicatio Quality
n
Love | Pearsot 1 -.06¢ .04¢ .032 -.06C -.06¢€ .04E .047 -.037 .062 .09¢ -.00z2
Sia. (z- .02¢ 047 .03t 273 .23C A17 .39¢ .50¢ .26¢ .071 972
Two | Pearsor| -.06¢ 1 .091 -.032 .38 .381 158 265 147 077 194 -.00z
Way | Sia. (2 .02¢ .0C9 .03 .00C .00C .00% .00C .00€ .16¢ .00C .96¢
Interdependencgé Pearsor| .04C .091 1 .032 .067 -.043 .04¢ -.08¢ -.00€ -.002 .091 .06t
Sia. (z- .047 .009 .03E 221 .44C .38 A1¢€ 917 .96€ .097 .23¢
Intimacy | _Pearsor| .03z -.032 032 1 .02 .05€ 03¢ 012 .011 .04C | -.06¢ -.00z
Sia. (z- .03t .03€ .03E 728 .31C 524 828 .84¢€ .48( 211 .96(
Intention [ _Pearsor| -.06C 382 067 .02C 1 11C .06¢ .28€ 192 234 .07€ -.0453
To Cccreate | Sig. (e 275 .00C 221 728 .04¢ .22 .00C .00C .00C 16¢€ 434
Parent Brand_Pearsor| -.06€ .381 -.045 .05¢€ 11C 1 -.00¢ 265 072 .034 .15¢ -.027
Quality | Sia. (= .23C .00C .44( .31C .04¢ .884 .00C 192 53¢ .00 628
Tribalism | _Pearsor| .045 A58 .04¢ .03 .06€ -.00¢ 1 .34¢ 37¢ A4e | -.15C .00C
Sia. (z- A17 .00& .38 .52¢ .22 .884 .00C .00C .00C .00€ .99
Identification [ _Pearsor| .047 265 -.08¢€ 012 .28€ 265 .34¢ 1 A9 51€| -.05C -.07¢
Sia. (z- .39¢ .00C RS 822 .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C .362 .15¢
Engagement_Pearsor| -.037 145 -.00€ 011 192 072 37¢ 493 1 624 | -.342 -.128
Sia. (z- .50¢ .00¢ 917 .84¢ .00C 192 .00C .00C .00C .00C .02¢€
Norms [ _Pearsor| .06Z 077 -.0C2 .04¢ 234 .034 A4¢€ 51€ 624 1 112 -.06¢
Sia. (z- .26¢ 16¢ .96€ .48( .00C 53¢ .00C .00C .00C .04% 21F
Fitl | Pearsor| .09¢ 194 .091 -.06¢ .07€ A5¢ -.15C -.05C -.342 112 1 .02¢
Sia. (z- .071 .00C .097 211 .16¢ .004 .00€ .362 .00C .04¢ .60%
Level of Co-| Pearsor| -.00z -.002 .06% -.00% -.045% -.027 .00C -.07¢ =125 | -.06¢ .02¢ 1
creatior | Sia. (= 972 .96¢ .23¢ .96( 434 628 .99 .15¢ .02€ 21F .60%

Correlation is significant at the 0.01and at dels (2-tailed).
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Table 6.36 Inte-itemcorrelations for Model Extension T

D

Love | Two Interdepen | Intimacy Intention to | Parent Tribalism | Identificati | Engagement Norms Fit2 Level of C
Way dence Co-create Brand on Creation2
Comm Quality
unicati
on
Love Pearsor 1 -.06¢ .04( .03z -.06C -.06€ .04t .047 -.037 .062 .03¢ -.05¢
Sia. (z- .02¢ 047 .03t 275 .23C A17 .39¢ .50t .26¢ .554 317
Two way Pearsor | -.06¢ 1 .091 -.032 .38: .381 152 .26¢ 147 077 .00€ .06€
Communicatio | Sia. (- .02¢ .009 .03€ .00c .00cC .00t .00C .00¢ .16¢ .907 231
Interdependencé¢ Pearsot .04C .091 1 .032 .067 -.042 .04¢ -.08¢ -.00¢€ -.002 .04t -.002
Sia. (z- 047 .009 .03t 221 .44C .38¢ 1€ 917 .96€ .418 .96¢
Intimacy Pearsot .037 -.037 .037 1 .02C .05€ .03t 012 .011 .04( .001 -.05¢€
Sia. (Z- 03¢ .03€ .03t 725 .31C .524 .82% .84¢€ .48( 98¢ .30€
Intention to Co- | Pearsor | -.06C .38¢ .067 .02C 1 11C .06¢ .28€ A¢€2 234 -.09C -.02¢
creat Sia. (z- 278 .00C 221 728 .04t .22 .00C .00C .00C .10z .65¢
Parent Brand Pearsor | -.06¢€ .381 -.045 .05€ 11C 1 -.00¢ 262 072 .034 .10¢ -.00z
Quality Sia. (Z- .23C .00C 44( .31C .04t .88 .00C 197 53¢ 05C .96¢
Tribalism Pearsor .04t A58 .04¢ .03¢ .06¢ -.00€ 1 .34¢ 37¢ A4¢€ -.104 074
Sia. (z- A7 .00¢ .38¢ .524 .22C .884 .00C .00C .00C .05¢ A7¢
Identification Pearsot 047 .26¢ -.08¢ 012 .28€ 263 .34¢ 1 493 51€ .034 -.017
Sia. (z- .39¢ .00C 1€ .82% .00C .00C .00C .00C .00C .54C .75¢
Engagement Pearsor | -.037 147 -.00€ .011 197 072 37¢ 498 1 624 .027 .03C
Sia. (z- .50t .00¢ 917 .84¢ .00C 192 .00C .00C .00C .697 .584
Norms Pearsot .06z 077 -.00z .04C 234 .034 A4€ 51¢€ 624 1 128 .04
Sia. (z- .26¢ .16¢ .96€ .48C .00C 53¢ .00C .00c .00C .02¢ A2¢
Fit2 Pearsor .03¢ .00€ .04t .001 -.09C .10¢ -.104 .034 .027 A28 1 .03¢4
Sia. (2- .554 907 A41€ .98¢ .10z 05C .05¢ .54C 697 .02¢ 543
Level of Co- Pearsor | -.05¢ .06€ -.00Z -.05€ -.02¢ -.002 .074 -.017 .03C .044 .034 1
creation : Sig. (2- 317 231 .96¢ .30€ .65¢ .96¢ A7¢ .75¢ .584 A2¢ 545

Correlation is significant at the 0.01and at 0 ®#ls (2-tailed).
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Table 6.37 Inte-itemcorrelations for Model Extension Thi

Love | Two | Interdepen| Intimacy | Intention| Parent | Tribalism | Identificatio | Engagement| Norms Fit3 Level of Co-
Way | dence to Co- Brand n creation3
Com create Quality
munic
atior
Love Pearsor 1] -.06¢ .04( .037 -.06C -.06€ .04t .047 -.037 .062 .06t -.05€
Sia. (z- .02¢ 047 .03t 275 .23( A7 .39¢ .50t .26¢ .24( .31C
Two Pearsor | -.06¢ 1 .091 -.0372 .38: .381 158 .26¢ 147 077 -.027 047
Way Sig. (z- .02¢ .009 .03€ .00cC .00C .00t .00C .00¢ 16¢ .68t .39
Interdependence | Pearsor .04C .091 1 .032 .067 -.04< .04¢ -.08¢ -.00€ -.002 .02¢ -.01¢
Sia. (z- 047 .00¢ .03t 221 44( .38¢ 1€ 917 .96€ .594 727
Intimacy Pearsot .032 | -.032 .037 1 .02C .05€ .03t 012 .011 .04C -.07¢ .02¢
Sig. (z- .03t .03€ .03t 725 .31C 524 .82% .84¢ .48C .20t 671
Intention Pearsor | -.06C .38¢ .067 .02 1 21¢ .06¢ .28€ 192 .23/ -.13€ .05C
Ta Cc-creatt Sia. (z- 278 .00C 221 728 .04t 22( .00C .00C .00C .01¢ .36¢
Parent Brand Pearsor -.06¢€ .381 -.04: .05¢€ 11C 1 -.00¢ 263 072 .034 -.02C .011
Quality Sig. (z- .23C .00C 44( .31C .04t .88¢4 .00C 192 53¢ 717 .83€
Tribalism Pearsor .04t A58 .04¢ .03t .06¢ -.00¢ 1 .34¢ 37¢ 44¢€ -.07¢ -.057
Sia. (z- A1 .00t .38¢ 524 .22C .884 .00C .00C .00C A71 .301
Identification Pearsot 047 .26E -.08¢ 017 .28€ 268 .34¢ 1 492 51€ -.09¢ .01¢
Sig. (z- .39¢ .00C 1€ 828 .00c .00C .00C .00c .00cC 073 .73€
Engagement Pearsor | -.037 147 -.00€ .011 192 072 37¢ 49¢ 1 .624 -.10€ -.00¢
Sia. (z- .50t .00¢ 917 .84¢ .00C 197 .00C .00C .00C .05t .86¢
Norms Pearsot .062 077 -.00z .04C 234 .034 A44¢ 51¢€ .624 1 -.04¢ -.02:
Sig. (z- .26¢ .16¢ .96€ .48( .00C 53¢ .00C .00C .00c .40¢ .684
Fit3 Pearsor .06t | -.027 .02¢ -.07¢C -.13€ -.02C -.07¢ -.09¢ -.10€ -.04€ 1 -.024
Sia. (z- .24( .68t .594 .20¢ .01z 717 4171 .07% .05¢ .40¢ .66¢
Level of Co- Pearsor | -.05¢ 047 -.01¢ .02¢ .05C .011 -.057 .01¢ -.00¢ -.02¢ -.024 1
creation: Sig. (z- .31C .39 724 671 .36¢ .83€ .301 .73€ .86¢ .684 .66¢

Correlation is significant at the 0.01and at 0 ®#ls (2-tailed).
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When more than two items loaded on one factorjrite¥nal consistency of these items was
tested using Cronbach Alpha and correlation caefits. Pessmeier and Bruno (1971) noted
that if a set of items is really measuring someeaultythg trait or attitude, then the underlying
trait causes the co-variation among the items. hdhe higher the correlation, the better the
items are for measuring the same underlying coast@hurchill (1999) claimed that internal
consistency of the items is also the essence denbwalidity. Although internal consistency
is not a sufficient condition for construct valgliand content validity, it is a necessary
condition (Churchill 1999). Based on this, higheimtal consistency of items used to measure a
construct might be an indication of possibilityasnstruct validity and content validity. This
is the notion for assessing correlation among teens of the measures adopted in this
research to analyse the construct validity andctivgent validity of the scales. All in all, the
overall satisfactory output of Cronbach Alpha cm&thts, correlation coefficients and factor
analysis results demonstrate that the scales atloptéhis research have a high level of

validity and reliability.

6.4.3. Final Stage of Data Preparation

After a thorough examination of the scales validityd reliability, the research focuses on
computing new variables for use at the modelingestdhe first part of the analysis tests the
uni-dimensionality of the constructs perceived figrceived quality and acceptance of the
video game. In addition, it tests for the uni-disienality of each specific dimension of the
constructs of brand community; brand relationshig ao-creation of value. The dimensions
of these latter constructs were factor analysedtteg using PFA and PCA to check that the
dimensions were indeed separate and constructityabdachieved. Finally, the average of all

the items in each scale was computed for eachithdaldimension.

The assumption of no multicollinearity is assessét VIF and Tolerance Statistics. VIF is a
technique for measuring multicollinearity betwele tndependent variables. It is referred to
as a variance-inflation factor (VIF). It can beatdhted by using the Equation VIF = 1/1-R2.
This is the multiple correlation coefficient thatgresses the independent variable, x, on the
remaining independent variables (Field 2000). kpeet to the formula, VIF is higher when
the independent variable has a strong relation with other independent variables. The

denominator of equation, 1-R2 is defined as theréoice of the variable. There is no clear cut
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rule about what value of the VIF and tolerance gabould be. Myers (1990) suggests that a
value of 10 is a good value at which to be conakri@gowerman and O'Connell (1990)
suggest that if the average VIF is substantiallgatgr than 1, then multicollinearity may be
biasing the regression model. Therefore, toleraabees below 0.1 indicate serious problems,
although Menard (1995) suggests that values bel@vafe also worthy of concern. This
research regards a VIF value above 5 and tolerzasice below 0.2 as problems. These rules
are widely accepted by researchers (e.g., Fiel®280tcheson and Sofroniou 1999, Bryman
and Cramer 1999). The VIF and tolerance levelgeperted in (Table 6.38; 6.39; 6.40). The
tolerance values (ranging between .376 and .9&/aldhigher than .20, the benchmark level
(Hutcheson and Sofroniou 1999); and VIF valuesdgeabetween 1.013 and 2.657) are all
lower than 5. Thus, the levels of multicollineariigtween the extracted factors are all within

acceptable limits.

Table 6.38 Test for Multicollinearity of Acceptaridedel Extension One

Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance VIF
LOVE .959 1.042
Two way Communication .656 1.523
Interdependence 941 1.063
Intimacy 975 1.026
Intention to Co-create 775 1.29
Parent Brand Quality 775 1.29
Identification .555 1.803
Tribalism 707 1.415
Engagement 377 2.649
Norms .376 2.657
LEVELOFCO1 .982 1.018
FIT1 575 1.739
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Table 6.39 Test for Multicollinearity of Acceptaridedel Extension Two

Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance VIF
LOVE .966 1.036
Two way Communication .695 1.438
Interdependence .947 1.056
Intimacy .98 1.021
Intention to Co-create .753 1.328
Parent Brand Quality .784 1.276
Identification .551 1.816
Tribalism .698 1.434
Engagement 547 1.827
Norms 483 2.068
LEVELOFCO2 974 1.027
FIT2 .896 1.116

Table 6.40 Test for Multicollinearity of Acceptaridedel Extension Three

Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance VIF
LOVE .964 1.037
Two way Communication .698 1.434
Interdependence .955 1.048
Intimacy .98 1.021
Intention to Co-create 762 1.312
Parent Brand Quality .789 1.268
Identification .554 1.804
Tribalism .733 1.364
Engagement .543 1.843
Norms 5 2
LEVELOFCO3 .987 1.013
FIT3 .949 1.054

6.5. Summary
Before the hypotheses testing starts, it is immorthat the responses are subjected to an

extensive series of checks to identify possiblsdsawhich could be controlled for during the
analysis stage (for details, see Punj and Sta®i@3)1 The checks conducted in this research

involve examination of the raw data, the distribatiof values of each variable, the data

200



representativeness, adopted scales of reliabilig aalidity and the possibility of

multicollinearity problems.

In total, 429 questionnaires were collected, wiBil 3f them being usable after careful
checking, editing and data cleaning, which resulteda 77 percent usable rate. Detailed
analysis of the unusable questionnaires is provillad revealed that some respondents’ lack
of cooperation was possibly due to their unfamtjawith the research theme; lack of trust
and the lengthy nature of the research instrumené Wwelieved to be the main reasons for the
high rate of unusable questionnaires. The lengtthefquestionnaire was determined by the
complex nature of this research. A great deal frefvas put into improving respondents'
level of cooperation (see Chapter 5). As a rethdtie was very little the researcher could have

improved on in terms of methodology.

The response rate was examined against the respaieseof previous survey research which
was conducted in an online community. The exanonatevealed that there was no fixed
definition of the response rate concept. Differeesearchers appeared to have different
understandings. Consequently, in most cases tlwtegbresponse rates in different research
are not comparable, unless the researchers demt@usthow their response rates were
calculated. It was concluded that the reported aesp rate can be considered reasonable

based on the evidence we have from related research

Descriptive statistics were used to investigatedis&ibution of values of each variable. It is
reported that all measures represent reasonalimear Following this, the characteristics of
the samples were examined against larger reseao@@c(s in the same industry. In general, it
appears that the samples represent the target gimpubvell in terms of age and gender.

Therefore, it supports the generalisability of tegearch findings based on the current sample.

This research provides extensive discussion anektigation of measurement reliability and
validity. Given time constraints, the research orflycuses on the examination of
measurements of internal consistency. The techsiqueed to conduct evaluations of
reliability and validity include Cronbach's AlphBgarson's Correlation Analysis, item-total
correlation and factor analysis. The research tesldmonstrate that all the scales adopted in

this research achieved a high level of reliabibiyd validity across brands and different
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versions of a brand. Multiple item scales were sfarmed into one new variable and the
variable value was computed using a summing up odetfihe VIF, tolerance level and

bivariate correlations between the extracted factmnd other variables, which were not
included when the factor analysis was conductede wevestigated. The results show that the
VIF and tolerance levels are all within the accblgalevel. Although some significant

relationships appeared between variables, coneglethey are distinctive concepts

theoretically, as well as having reasonable VIF toldrance levels, it is believed that there
was little chance that they would cause a multicedirity problem. Therefore, the data
preparation for the main modelling stage is congplet

A final point worth mentioning is that this resdarbas discovered that tribalism can be
regarded as a sub-dimension of the virtual braibdltcommunity concept. This finding adds

to the existing literature about brands, tribes emdmunities (see Chapter 3). As there is little
empirical work in the literature studying detaild@tand tribe and brand community

dimensions, this research has opened a door toefuésearch. Furthermore, the consumer-
brand relationship concept was found to have fiveedsions in this context, with two-way

communication representing a distinct dimensiorve¥heless, the construct of commitment
was not found to constitute a distinct dimensiorihaf consumer-brand relationship concept.
This is theoretically interesting, as one woulduass that commitment was an important
factor in the consumer-brand relationship. One ipts®xplanation is that consumers in this
context tend to be consumers of many brands ofa&nee product category. From the focus
groups, it was obvious that the consumers decltrei interest in the game as well as the
brand. In other words, the consumers in questiam@gs) presented a multi-player personality
and therefore feelings of commitment might havebe®n so prominent. Another reason may
have been the way the concept of commitment wasrstabd. It could be that the construct
of commitment is strongly related to some of thastoucts in this study. However, it will not

be considered as a core sub-dimension of the carsbrand relationship concept in the

present research.
The concept of co-creation of value is found tgehtwo dimensions, as predicted from the

literature review. However, it is important to nakat one of the dimensions, namely, that of

Intentions to Co-Create Value, explains a greatercgnt of variance of the concept

202



irrespective of the level of co-creation the extensoffers. It is believed that this is an

important discovery worthy of further investigation
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CHAPTER SEVEN

DATA ANALYSIS AND MODEL TESTING

7.1 Introduction

Building on the literature review, the theoretif@mework chapter postulated a theoretical
model on the antecedents to brand extension aceEptaomprising five factors: three factors
arising from the relationship marketing and S-Didog.e., virtual brand tribal community,
consumer-brand relationship, and co-creation afie/ahnd two factors arising from the brand
extension literature, i.e., perceived fit and pat@and quality. The chapter also hypothesised
the positive influence of the selected factors man extension acceptance. The methodology
chapter then outlined the research design for tikeation of quantitative data to test the
hypotheses. The subsequent preliminary data asatysipter illustrated the techniques used
by the researcher in order to clean the data afnsistencies, and test for internal reliability
and the external validity of the scales used. Pnesent chapter analyses the data collected,
enabling this thesis to more towards answeringéBearch questions, which will be reviewed

in Chapter 8.

The aim of this chapter is to present the datayarsaprocesses and results. The chapter starts
with information about the analysed variables. Néixé chapter discusses the choice of the
statistical techniques to provide a sustainableraent for the choice of the software and the
analytical methods. For the purpose of this stilg,researcher has considered two popular
statistical techniques within the marketing literat i.e., structural equation modelling (SEM)
and ordinary least squares regression (OLS). Despé popularity of SEM, the researcher
decided that OLS methods are more suitable to hedpt the statistical objectives of this
research. The chapter explains a number of diagnests to help determine the choice of the
statistical technique and presents the result$owmlg the diagnostic tests, the main analysis
was extended with the use of a multivariate tesidependent regressions and confidence
intervals. The chapter presents the results at stage of the process. A detailed discussion of
the results and the answers to the hypothesedbwiih the next chapter. The chapter closes
with a brief summary of the results.
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7.2 Information about all analysed variables

This section provides detailed information about edamined variables. The discussion
focuses on how they are measured, the nature of/dhables. There are three response
variables in the measurement model (Figure 7.9) beand extension acceptance (low
company-high consumer co-creation; joint co-cremtidhigh consumer-low company

creation). As reported in Chapter 6, these varg@ahle all measured using multi-item seven-

point Likert scales. However, they can all be rdgdras continuous variables.

7.2.1 Interaction between Brand Quality and Perceied Fit

A review of perceived quality and fit literatureosts that a number of researchers have
suggested that perceived quality and fit interBotlowing previous research, the higher the
perceived quality of the brand, the better thehié consumer will find with the new product
(Aaker and Keller 1990; Bottomley and Holden 20@ihce previous research has suggested
SO, it is necessary to check for interactions betwthese two constructs and include in the
model those that are significant. Significant iatgéions affect the parameters which are
calculated for the other terms in the model (Hubchand Sofroniou 1999). To check for
potential interactions, we have created an interetations matrix. Looking at this inter-
correlation matrix, it is evident that there is aak inter-relationship between the variables
(Parent Brand Quality and Perceptions of Fit fdeesions 1 and extension 2), less than 30%,
suggesting a weak relationship in this case, #agtires no further investigation (Field 2000).
An insignificant correlation appears between parerand quality and perceived fit for
extension 3. A possible explanation for this liasthe type of extensions; the perceived fit
scale used in this study; consumer’s perceptiomsmmnt brand quality, and fit in the industry

under investigation.
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Table 7.1 Correlations between Parent Brand Qualitg Perceived Fit

ParentBrand | g1y FIT2 FIT3
Quality
Parent Brand Pearson Correlatic 1 15¢” 10€ -.02¢
Quality i - _
Sia. (z-tailed’ .004 .05C A1
FIT1 Pearson Correlatic A5¢” 1 284" 225"
Sig. (z-tailed} .004 .00C .00C
FIT2 Peason Correlatio 10€ 284" 1 202"
Sig. (z-tailed} .05C .00C .00C
FIT3 Pearson Correlatic -.02¢ 225" 202" 1
Sig. (z-tailed} 117 .00C .00C
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveHgiled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltled).

7.3 Assumption of Normality

In this research, the OLS regression explanatongtion is explored. The OLS regression
assumes that: each variable and all linear combimatof the variables are normally
distributed; the variance of one variable is altbetsame at each level of a second variable;
the relationship between the response variabletlamexploratory variable(s) appears linear;
and the observations are not linked or dependeid(E005; Hutcheson and Sofroniou 1999).
To meet the assumption of normality is importainice statistical inference or exploratory
power is weakened when departures occur from nagn{&@ohen et al. 2003; Hutcheson and
Sofroniou 1999). There are a number of means omeusz to examine normality, for
example, skewness and kurtosis, histogram, andtitptgnantile (Q-Q) plots. Most of these
approaches can only be used to examine normaligndhdividual variable. In contrast, the
residual test can identify departures which are rsult of combinations of explanatory
variables (Hutcheson and Sofroniou 1999). In thisdy frequency histograms for the
response variables and histograms of the residualsised to examine the normality of the
response variables. The choice for using the gecaptethod over statistical tests such as
skewness and kurtosis is because the graphic mé&thadible and might also indicate how
one might transform the variable to become norfglure 7.1 demonstrates histogram graphs
of the residuals in this research. The histograim®wvsno evidence of the violation of

normality.
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Figure 7.1 Histogram of the Dependent Variable:
Acceptance of Video Game Extension (1)
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Figure 7.2 Histogram of the Dependent Variable:
Acceptance of Video Game Extension (2)
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Figure 7.3 Histogram of the Dependent Variable:
Acceptance of Video Game Extension (3)
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The following section focuses on assessing thenagson of constant variance and identify

outliers; present results from multicollinearityst® and homoscedasticity tests. As the study
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includes three related dependent variables, thiy dsts for homogeneity of variances of the
three dependent variances and homogeneity of @naes. The study presents the confidence
intervals for the b values of every coefficientarder to compare the effect of coefficients

between the three models.

7.4 Casewise Diagnostics

As noted earlier, outliers are detected by lookioig extreme standardized residuals. In an
average, normally distributed sample, the standadliresidual should have certain
characteristics. For instance, 95% of the standzsdiuals of all cases should be within +2.0
(Field 2000). So we would expect only 5% of casdsetoutside of these limit&or cases that

lie outside the 5% range, the standardised resgh@lld not be greater than £3. Cases with a
standardised residual greater than 3 should bbeugxamined against the average leverage
value. Steven (1992) recommends using three timesterage (3k/n) as a cut-off point for

identifying cases having undue influence.

For Extensionl, 94.3% of cases lie within +2.0; thoe remaining 5.7% there is no case lying
outside +3 (min Std. Residual -2.950 max 2.493)ré&fore, there is no reason for further
investigation of the leverage value. Similarly, Extension 2, 93.3% of cases lie within £2.0;
for the remaining 6.7% there is no case lying ol@st3 (min Std. Residual -2.859 max
2.922). Therefore, there is no reason for furtheestigation of the leverage value. Similarly,
for Extension 3 (min Std. Residual -2.910 max Rdsidual 2.965), there is no reason for

further investigation of the leverage value.

Table 7.3 Percent of Outliers of Acceptance Exten€ine

Frequenc Percer Valid Percer | Cumulative Perce
Valid .00 27¢ 84.c 94.c 94.3
1.0C 17 5.1 5.7 100.(
Total 29¢ 89.4 100.(
Missinc Svsten 35 10.€
Total 331 100.(
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Table 7.4 Percent of Outliers of Acceptance Extan3wo

Freauenc Percer Valid Percer Cumulative Perce
Valid .0C 277 83.7 93.2 93.2
1.0C 20 6.0 6.7 100.C
Total 297 89.7 100.C
Missinc Svsten 34 10.2
Total 331 100.C

Table 7.5 Percent of Outliers of Acceptance Extan3ihree

Freauenc Percer Valid Percer Cumulative Perce
Valid .0C 277 83.7 93.2 93.2
1.0C 20 6.C 6.7 100.C
Total 297 89.7 100.(
Missinc Svsten 34 10.:
Total 331 100.C

7.5 Multicollinearity

Multicollinearity refers to the correlation betwettre two or more independent variables (Hair
et al. 1998). There is difficulty in separating th#ects of independent variables on the
dependent variable when multicollinearity is preésd@e problems of multicollinearity may
be solved by combining the variables into a singtex or to simply drop variables from the
analysis (Cohen and Cohen 1983). However, one dvde tcareful in doing this. In factor
analysis some degree of multicollinearity is desie the object is to identify inter-related sets
of variables (Hair et al 1998). For this reason,ltivollinearity was not regarded as a
particular problem when using factor analysis. Hesve in multiple regression analysis
multicollinearity can be a major problem for resdmars using these types of techniques
(Malhotra 1999). This research regards a VIF &a@ove 5 and tolerance value below 0.2 as
problems. These rules are widely accepted by relsees (e. g. Field 2000, Hutcheson and
Sofroniou 1999, Bryman and Cramer 1999). The VIB &vlerance levels are reported in
(Table 7.6; 7.7; 7.8).The tolerance values (rangpetyveen .719 and .998) are all higher than
0.20, the benchmark level (Hutcheson and Sofrod@®0), and VIF values (range between
1.007 and 1.245) are all lower than 5. Thus theelfewf multicollinearity between the

extracted factors are all within acceptable limits.
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Table 7.6 Model of Acceptance of Extension One

Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance VIF
Tribalism .837 1.194
FIT1 .804 1.243
Parent Brand Quality .84b 1.19
LEVELOFCO1 .986 1.014
Engagement .719 1.391
Two way Communication .808 1.24

Table 7.7Model of Acceptance of Extension 2

Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance VIF
Tribalism .82 1.22
LEVELOFCO2 .988 1.017
Two way Communication .835 1.19
FIT2 .968 1.033
Engagement .834 1.199
Parent Brand Quality .844 1.19

Table 7.8 Model of Acceptance of Extension Three

Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance VIF
LEVELOFCO3 .993 1.007
Tribalism .837 1.195
Two way Communication .837 1.19
Engagement .827 1.209
FIT3 .978 1.022
Parent Brand Quality .853 1.17

7.6 Homoscedasticity

In multiple regression, homoscedasticity is preseinén the variance of the residuals is the
same for all predicted scores (i.e., where the nidget variable exhibits equal levels of a
variance across a range of predictor variablespk€® and Steed 1997). The examination of

the residual scatter plots showed the varianchefdsiduals to be constant.
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Figure 7.4 Scatter Plot of the Dependent Variable:
Acceptance of Extension (1)
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Figure 7.5 Scatter Plot of the Dependent Variable:
Acceptance of Extension (2)
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Figure 7.6 Scatter Plot of the Dependent Variable:
Acceptance of Extension (3)
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7.7 Homogeneity of Variance

One way to test for homogeneity of variance fadt$ and ANOVA is to use the Levene test.
When the observed significance for this test ishhilgen there is equal variance present
(Norusis 1997). The Levene test was carried outthen different groups of the specific
variables of interest. If the Levene Test is siigaifit p< .05, then the three variances are
significantly different. If the Levene Test is r&gnificant p>.05 then the three variances are
not significantly different. In the present studlye three variances are approximately equal,
p=.104>.05.

The ANOVA test gives us an F value of 32.765 ampghificance of .000. This significance is
.000<.05 and therefore, there is a significantedédhce between the three groups. Therefore,
we can say there is a significant difference betwibe three extensionsl, 2 and 3 on their
level of acceptance. The results of the Post-Hom@awisons show significant differences
between the three extensions with significancel¢egé.000<.05. Hence, we can proceed to

identify the factors that affect the acceptanceleof these three extensions.
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Table 7.9 Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Acceptance
Levene Statisti | dfl df2 Sia.
2.26¢ 2 98C .104

ANOVA
acceptanc
Sum of Sauare | df Mean Saquar | F Sia.
Between Grour | 134.52( 2 67.26( 32.76¢ .00C
Within Group: 2011.75: 98C 2.05:
Total 2146.27. 982
Multiple Comparisons
acceptance L
Mean 95% Confidence Interv

(1) game (J) game Difference (I-J)| Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
videogamel |videoaame -.91437 .1120: .00C -1.134! -.694¢

videogame -,4902¢ 1123¢ .00C -.7107 -.269¢
videogame?2 |videogame 91437 .1120: .00C .694¢ 1.134:

videogame 42407 1113; .00C .205¢ .642¢
videogame3 |videogame .4902¢ 1123 .00C .269¢ 7107

videogame -.42407 1113: .00C -.642¢ -.205¢€
*. The mean difference is sianificant at the 0.8&el

Figure 7.7 Graphical Comparison of Acceptance Lewéan Values
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The graphical comparison above depicts the diffexen the level of acceptance between the
three extensions. The second video game extena®thle greatest acceptance level, followed
by the third.
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7.8 Model Diagnostics

Overall the various model diagnostics results skiwat there is no multicollinearity problem,
and non-constant error variance problems are onohaern either. There are some outliers but
their number is very limited (less than 5 percetiscarding the outliers does not cause
significant changes to the models, nor to the egoa coefficients. Thus Field's (2000) claim
that cases with large leverage values may not sadds have a strong influence on the
regression coefficients, because they are measurdtie outcome variables rather than the
predictor, is supported. All this provides evidenttet our models are fairly accurate.
Therefore, it is decided that there is no necedsitseport the regression results without the
outliers.

7.9 Multivariate Tests

Multivariate tests examine whether the populaticgans on the multiple dependent variables
are equal across groups. What we are most intdr@stare the statistical values for Wilk's
Lambda and F value. Lambda is a measure of theepeof variance in the DVs that is not
explained by differences in the level of independ®ilk’'s Lambda varies between 1 and O,
with a desirable result near 0. For the followifagtors we can assume homogeneity of

covariances.

Two way communication Wilki’'s Lambda is .692 andsten associated F of 44.735 which is
significant at p .000<.000. Parent Brand Qualityki\d Lambda is .921 and has an associated
F of 8.648 which is significant at p .000<.000.bBElism Wilki’'s Lambda is .392 and has an
associated F of 156.250 which is significant a@@0<.000. Engagement Wilki’'s Lambda is
.904 and has an associated F 10.736 of which rfisgnt at p .000<.000. Level of Co-
creation 1 Wilki’'s Lambda is .919 and has an asdedi F of 8.922 which is significant at p
.000<.000. Level of Co-Creation 2 Wilki's Lambda.%39 and has an associated F86.097 of
which is significant at p .000<.000. Level of Coe@tion 3 Wilki's Lambda is .361 and has an
associated F 178.476 of which is significant @@0<.000. Perceived Fit 1 Wilki’'s Lambda is
.785 and has an associated F 27.648 of which msfisignt at p .000<.000. Perceived Fit 2
Wilki's Lambda is .761 and has an associated F 3&L.6f which is significant at p
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.000<.000.Perceived Fit 3 Wilki's Lambda is .948dras an associated F 5.5330f which is
significant at p .001<.000.

From the multivariate test between subjects, wetkat the factors ofove, identification,
norms, interdependence, intimaaynd intentions to co-createlo not affect any extension
significantly (p>.05). Possible explanations foe thck of emotional support could the nature
of the study and the video gamers’ lack of abitbytransfer their feeling to this type of
product. Fournier (1998) reported that the typeradhtionship they create depends on the
personality of the person. It is possible that gamese more of communication type of
relationship rather than an emotional one. Anofiassible explanation is that their effect was
overridden by the rest of the factors. For theualbrand tribal community dimensions, norms
and identification are not likely to have any effecrespect of tribalism and engagement. This
result is in line with the incremental importance tabalism in the literature of brand
communities with a tribal character, where theimmbers are more focused on the activity
rather than the commercial value. Also norms omative community pressure was not found
to have a significant effect on the adoption of naducts in related studies (Thompson and
Sinha 2008). The construct was used here for tke e& completeness as a dimension of

community.

The intentions to co-create construct was alsofowhd to significantly affect any of the

extensions. A possible explanation would be thatesiall the extensions included a level of
co-creation, the effects of intentions were in aywaken for granted, and the effects of this
factor were overridden by the effects of the lesketo-creation. Given that the objective of
this chapter is to present the results only a eekoning is provided here; more detailed

explanations will follow in Chapter 8.

7.10 Stepwise OLS Regression Results

Stepwise regression has been criticised for takmagy methodological decisions out of the

hands of the researcher (Field 2000); yet the reBeahas used stepwise regression, as it was

considered appropriate for exploratory model buogd(Wright 1997). Individual stepwise

regression will help us to select the best statistmodel as there are a large number of

potential exploratory variables and no underlyimgary on which to base the model selection.
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Table 7.10 Summary of Regressions

Estimated Coefficients
Explanatory Variable
Extension 1 Extension 2 Extension 3
2.0** 2.028** 3.451**
(.000) (.000) (.000)
Constant [1.276, 2.723] | [1.358, 2.697]| [2.747, 4.155]
.503** .319** .309**
(.000) (.000) (.000)
Perceived Fif [.420, .587] [.256, .381] [.162, .456]
122%* A27** 113**
(.003) (.000) (.003)
Parent Brand Quality  [.044, .200] [.058, .197] [.041, .186]
.130** A67** .682**
(.000) (.000) (.000)
Level of Coereation| [.076, .185] [.411, .523] [.625, .740]
A14** .664** 409**
(.000) (.000) (.000)
Tribalism [.340, .487] [.598, .730] [.340, .478]
0.134* 0.456** 0.497**
(.039) (.000) (.000)
Two Way Communicatiof  [.018, .249] [.335, .557] [.391, .603]
151** .198** .243
(.000) (.000) (.000)
Engagemen| [.077, .224] [.058, .197] [.179, .308]

Video Game 1 Adjusted R square=.535, F=62.303*{relf)=6, df(res)=314
Video Game 2 Adjusted R square=.798, F=211.65*{relfj)=6, df(res)=314
Video Game 3 Adjusted R square=.76, F=171.919*edf)=6, df(res)=314

Note 1: Estimates with * represent statistically significant impact in 5% level and estimates with **

represent statistically significant impact in 10% level.

Note 2: Numbers in parenthesis represent the p-value of significance tests

Note 3: Numbers in the brackets represent the confidence intervals for the b values

The Adjusted R squares of all three models sugtiestthe variation of the independent
variables explain 53% (for Model 1) and 79% (fordéb?2) and 76% (for Model 3) of the
variation of the dependent variable, respectivElyom the significance level we can safely
reject the null hypotheses for all three models.

Extensionl (video game 1) is affected positivelyd aignificantly by perceptions of fit
(b=.503, p=.000< .05); perceived brand quality {22, p=.003<.05); level of co-creation
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(b=.130, p=.000<.05); tribalism (b=.414, p=.0009;08wo-way communication (b=.134,
p=.039<.05); and engagement (b=.151, p=.000<.0B& ferceived fit variable is found to
have the most impact on the subject’s acceptanea ektension product with high company-
low consumer co-creation level, judging by its lbueain comparison with other variables. The
greater the fit between the extension and the bitiiedmore likely the subjects are to accept a
low consumer-high company co-creation product. Weittsal. (2012) conceptualised five
dimensions of fit (i.e., label fit; entity fit; pyatoric fit; symbolic fit; and emotional fit) in €éh
video games industry upon which managers can lese éxtension design and academics
can develop measurable scales. For extensiorbalisn is the second most influential factor.
The tendency to purchase a low consumer-high coynpeoduct increases with the increase
in the level of tribalism, and is the second mafiuential factor. The tendency to purchase a
low consumer high-company product increases with ititrease in the level of tribalism
consumers have. The more the subjects believelttleyg in a tribe, the more likely they are
to like, buy or recommend the product. As expeatediagement, the second dimension of the
virtual brand tribal community concept, has thetrstrongest effect on extension acceptance
after tribalism. Virtual brand tribal community the second most influential factor on
extension acceptance after perceived fit, followgadonsumer-brand relationship, level of co-
creation and perceived quality of the brand. Thell®f co-creation this extension entails is

relatively low; therefore, this factor logically las fifth position.

Extension 2 (video game 2) is affected positivehd ssignificantly by perceptions of fit

(b=.329, p=.000<.05); perceived brand quality (B%,1p=.000<.05); level of co-creation

(b=.467, p=.000<.05); tribalism (b=.664, p=.0009;08wo-way communication (b=.456,

p=.000<.05); and engagement (b=0.189, p=.000<.BXjension 2 model of acceptance,
tribalism, is the most powerful explanatory varebl the model. This indicates that subjects
who find interesting or who would like to buy anbico-creation product are more likely to
believe that they belong to a community with adtibharacter and that this product will help
them maintain their bonds with the tribe. The satgeintention to buy or recommend such a
product increases along with their feeling of bgiog to a tribe. In contrast to the extension 1
acceptance model, perceived fit is not the mosuential factor; its position is replaced by
tribalism, followed by level of co-creation and tw@y communication, suggesting that the

relationship marketing dimensions have the leaditg
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Extension 3 (video game 3) is affected positivehd asignificantly by perceptions of fit
(b=.309, p.000<.05); perceived brand quality (b3,1p=.003<.05); level of co-creation
(b=.682, p=.000<.05); tribalism (b=.409, p=.0009;08wo0=way communication (b=.497,
p=.000<.05); and engagement (b=.243, p=.000<.0&%).the Extension 3 acceptance model,
the relationship marketing dimensions leave peroegtof fit in third position, similar to the
extension 2 acceptance model. Therefore, the sesuljgest that the stronger the relational
element between the consumer and the brand, the likely are the consumers to prefer joint
and high consumer co-creation products. However |e¢kel of co-creation is the key factor
for consumers who choose influencing high co-coeaproducts, suggesting that managers
who are planning to launch such products shouldgaaticular attention to the level of co-
creation they introduce. Academics, on the othedhahould develop knowledge around the

co-creation element.

Confidence intervals are used to indicate the vélig of an estimate and in this case of the b
value. Confidence intervals give an estimate rasfgalues which is likely to include the beta
value. When the confidence intervals are compafeldey contain common values then there
is no significant difference at 5% level (Field B)OConfidence intervals are reported in
brackets in Table.7.10 Results from confidence ruale comparisons are presented in
Table.7.11.

Table 7.11 Results from Confidence Intervals Comspas between Extension Products

Constant 1=2,1,2<3
Parent Brand Quality 1=2=3

Fit 1>2, 1=3, 2=3
Level of Co-Creation 1<2, 1<3, 2<3
Tribalism 1<2, 1=3, 2>3
Two way communication 1<2, 1<3, 2=3
Engagement 1=2=3
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7.11 Overall Results of the Statistical Analysis

The results suggest that dimensions from the oglahiip marketing and S-D logic literatures,
as well as from the brand extension literature, pasitively and simultaneously affect

extension acceptance.

All three extensions are affected positively by suamers’ perceptions of fit between the
extension product and the parent brand as wellepdrent brand’s quality. Yet as the level of
co-creation increases, so does the effect of dimmesdaken from the relationship marketing
literature; conversely, the effect of dimensiorietafrom the traditional marketing literature
decreases. Moreover, the extension with a joinéll®f co-creation is the one which is
preferred, as can be seen from Figure 7.7). Virtwahd tribal dimensions (tribalism and
engagement) taken from the relationship marketteggture affect all extensions significantly
positively, but make the most impact on the seqeee Table 7.10; 7.11). This is logical, as
joint co-creation extension requires high levels aefimmunication and high levels of
frequency. Complementary to the effects of virtbeand tribal community, consumer-to
brand-relationship two-way communication construstiengthen the effect of relationship
marketing theory on the acceptance of extensionymts with joint and high co-creation
conditions. The consumer-to-brand and relationghipension (two way communication)
affects all extensions positively and affects tlezomid and the third extensions most.
Confidence intervals for the constants of extendiand extension 2 show that there is 95%
confidence that the values of the two constantsnatedifferent; while extension 3 tends to

have higher acceptance by 3.5 values, providedathather factors remain stable.

More specifically, for extension 1 (company higkation-consumer low creation) perceptions
of fit is the most influential factor, followed byribalism, engagement, two-way
communication, level of co-creation and perceivadlity of the brand. For extension 2 (joint
co-creation between the company and the consuniga)itm seems to be the most influential
factor followed by the level of co-creation, twoyw@ommunication, perceptions of fit,
engagement and perceived quality of the brand. éxtension 3 (high creation for the
consumer, low for the company), the level of caoatimn is the most influential factor,
followed by two way communication, tribalism, pgotens of fit, community engagement

and perceived quality of the brand.
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From the analysis above, perceptions of fit hassthengest effect on acceptance of extension
1. The confidence interval values suggest thateffect is statistically different from
perceptions of fit in extension 2. For extensioarn? 3, the perceived fit effect compared to
the rest of the factors considered is less thaextension 1. For extension 1, perceptions of fit
is the most significant factor, while for extensod and 3 it is the fourth most significant.
This result verifies the popularity of the factdrperceived fit in the brand extension literature
in explaining consumer acceptance of brand extansioducts. Therefore, the results are in

line with past research.

Perceived Brand Quality seems to affect all threteresions positively and significantly. In
addition, looking at the confidence intervals, tfastor seems to affect all three extensions
with the same magnitude. In comparison with thesiofiactors considered, perceived brand
quality is the least influential factor on extemsimcceptance for all three extensions. This can
be explained as the extension introduced as brhne) (extension or extension products
belong in the same product category with the oabfomrand. It would not have been logical for
the effect of parent brand quality to vary sigrafitly on products which are very similar to

the original.

The level of co-creation seems to affect all theggensions positively and significantly. The
confidence interval values show its effect to lgmiicantly different for all three extensions.
For extension 1 (company based high-consumer lihg)level of co-creation is the fifth most
influential factor. For extension 2 (joint co-criea), the level of co-creation is the second
most influential factor and for extension 3 (higansumer-low company), it is the most

influential factor.

Tribalism is the second most influential factor éxtension 1 (company based high-consumer
low). For extension 2 (joint co-creation), tribatisis the most influential factor from the
factors considered. From the confidence intervaliies, it seems that tribalism affects
extension 2 significantly differently from extensid. For extension 3 (high consumer-low
company), tribalism is the third most influentiaictor, while from the confidence intervals
values it is evident that the strength of the dffafcthis factor is not significantly different

between extension 1 and 3. Hence, tribalism usmdoto have a statistically significantly
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different effect only on extensions with joint caeation. During the past decade, consumers
in the form of communities have been undertakingkwtm co-create products with the
company. A number of scholars have documenteddliandages of this approach from both
the consumers' and the company’s perspectives. plbssible that tribalism, and consumers’
intentions to consume with other consumers of #meskind support the type of products that
are jointly co-created.

Two-way communication is the fourth most influehfector for extension 1 (company based
high-consumer low). For extension 2 (joint co-ci@at and 3 (high consumer-low company),
it is the third most influential factor. Confidenaeterval values suggest that there is no
statistically significant difference between thé&ef of two-way communication on extension
2 and 3, while the effect of this factor is sigo#ntly less for extension 1. This finding is in
line with the incremental effect of relationship nketing theory on extension acceptance of
products that require joint or high co-creationelsv

Virtual brand tribal community engagement is thiedtimost influential factor for extension 1,
and the fifth for extension 2 and extension 3, wHilom the confidence interval values it
seems that there is no statistically significaffedence in the effect of this factor on the three
extensions. The value of virtual brand tribal comityuengagement may increase as the level
of co-creation increases; however, in comparisah Wie other factors, engagement with the
virtual brand tribal community will not have a sséitally significantly different effect
depending on their level of co-creation. This ressiluseful to managers who often may
trigger greater participation in the brand commynihinking that this may create a greater
effect on consumer behaviour of extension produnts related study, Thompson and Sinha
(2008) found that greater levels of participatiorerolonger periods of time affect adoption
behaviour; however the latter did not find increta¢effects for the influence of engagement
on a variety of products with different levels afcreation, while the present research did not

consider the effect of time. Future research cshletl more light on these results.

Overall, the factors considered in the study explaiore variance for the second extension
(joint co-creation) as the level of co-creationbdtism and two-way communication factors
affect this extension significantly more than fottension 1. This result is in line with the

reasoning for the use of the S-D logic and relatgm marketing to interpret consumers’
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choice criteria of acceptance on extension prodwits different levels of co-creation. The
factors considered in the study explain slighthsleariance for the acceptance of extension 3,
as the factor of two-way communication does nogdafextension 3 statistically differently
from extension 2; tribalism affects extension Jld#&n extension 2; perceived fit, quality and
engagement do not have a statistically significhiférent effect on it, while only the level of
co-creation has a statistically significant increrad effect on the acceptance of extension 3 in
comparison to extension 1 and 2. The latter sugghat extension 3 is likely to be preferred

mainly on the basis of the level of co-creatiomitoduces.

From the analysis above, it is clear that the dateants of extending successfully into
product categories with joint and high co-creaticom the side of the consumer are: i) the
level of co-creation that the extension incorpaasnd ii) consumers' feeling of belonging to
a tribe of people who share the same passion &ir ititerest and ability to communicate with
the brand in a two-way manner. It is possible thatselected factors explain more variance
for the extension 2 acceptance compared to thaixtension 3, as the conditions have not
matured enough for extension 3 acceptance to ballggexplained. Moreover, the factors
considered in this study explain less variancééacceptance of extension 1 compared to the
extension 2. It is possible that future researchmrestigating the antecedents of extensions
with high company-low consumer co-creation wouldvén@o consider factors arising from
other literatures in order to increase their lefalinderstanding of consumer adoption of such

products.

From the analysis of means (Figure 7.7) it is appiathat extension 2 (joint co-creation) will
have the highest preference, followed by exten8i¢fmgh consumer-low company) and
extension 1 (high company low consumer). The faotonsidered also explain more variance
for the acceptance of extensions 2 and 3. Thidveamn important finding for both academic

research and practice.

The theoretical model presented below (Figure ifli@trates the main concepts discussed in
this study, the literatures from which they origamaand their hypothesised effect on
consumers’ evaluations of an extension product.mbasurement model presented in (Figure

7.9) illustrates how the constructs were measurélle present study to explore their effect on
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different types of extensions. The results mod€Figure 7.10) depicts the effects of the main

theoretical constructs on the three extensions.

This chapter also uses illustrations to facilitatelerstanding of the process.

Figure 7.8 Theoretical Model
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Figure 7.9 Measurement Model
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7.12 Conclusion

This chapter focuses on data analysis and presantaft results. Regression techniques are
adopted for data analysis in the current reseaaecision is made on the choice of the OLS
based on the research objectives and a scrupukaumsiation of the collected data. Various

model diagnostics are conducted. There did notapjebe any violation of the assumptions
considered, which enables the chosen statistichintgues to be carried out. The research
results show that a) all three dimensions of reteinip marketing theory (i.e., virtual brand

tribal communities, consumer-brand relationship apnecreation of value) affect extension

acceptance; b) the effect of these dimensions valgpending on the type of extension (in
terms of level of co-creation); c) the level of c@ation of value seems to affect all three
extensions (games) positively and significantly; Td)e preferred extension (game) is the
second, which has the highest level of co-creaietween the company and the consumer
(gamer); the second preference is for the thirdresibn (game) introduced with the consumer
being in charge of the co-creation process. Aldlinthe results suggest that the level of co-
creation offered by the extended product or sermiegy be the key to its acceptance. This

result makes a unique contribution to the brandresion literature.

Brief explanations are provided in this chaptemghkide the research results. Given that the
main objective of this chapter is to present thehoe of analysis, detailed interpretations of
the results are not reported here. The followingptér (Chapter 8) discusses in detail the key

findings in relation to the hypotheses and inteiptieem in the context of existing literature.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

CONCLUSION

8.1 Introduction

The main objectives of this final, closing chaptérthe thesis are to provide a summary
analysis and synthesis of the project by undemsgadtie main conclusions reached from the
study and the main contributions of the researattailed discussions about each individual
model were provided directly after the researchiltegpresented in (Chapter 7). This chapter
starts with an overview of the thesis to help #éwder create an overall picture of the research,

and proceeds to the discussion of the main results.

The analysis revealed that virtual brand tribal oamity, consumer-brand relationship and
level of co-creation of value positively and sigraintly affect extension acceptance.
However, when taking a piecemeal rather than atikpproach, it was found that the virtual
brand tribal community and consumer-brand relatgmsnulti-dimensional concepts are not
well balanced concepts. As a result, not all theeatisions of these concepts affect extension
acceptance. The results also revealed differencéisei strength of the relationship between
some dimensions and different types of extensiongeims of level of co-creation. This
chapter will provide a rationalisation for indivialusignificant findings and explain how they

contribute to the literature on the antecedentsahd extension acceptance.

Overall, the study has contributed to creatingfite¢ conceptual framework that merges the
theories of relationship marketing, S-D logic arategorisation and reflects a multi-level
perspective - cognitive, affective (relational)dasonnative (co-creative) - on the adoption of
extension products. In addition, the chapter disesisin detail the main theoretical,
methodological and managerial contributions ofghely. Following the implications section,
the research limitations are discussed as welbasiple avenues for further research related to
the findings of this study. This chapter ends wahconcluding note and a table that

summarises the main contributions of the study @ &L8).
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8.2 Thesis Review

At this stage in the thesis it is helpful to revibie previous chapters in terms of content and
rationale. The objective is to consolidate and yrifis research before implications,

limitations and avenues for future research arsidened.

The Introduction (Chapter 1) provided the foundagidor this research. This was achieved by
outlining the research context and identifying dabte gap in the extension literature (see
Chapter 2). Guided by these issues, four reseavelstigns were formulated which have

underpinned this research:

What are the main antecedents to brand extenscaptmce?

What are the effects of virtual brand tribal commym@nd consumer-brand relationship on
brand extension acceptance?

What is the effect of co-creation of value on brartension acceptance?

What are the effects of virtual brand tribal comitynconsumer-brand relationship and co-

creation of value on acceptance of brand extensiwitis different levels of co-creation?

With the context of the research considered andareb questions developed, the next
chapters (Chapters 2 and 3) reviewed the relevianature. This helped clarify this thesis’
interpretation of key elements.

The theoretical framework of this study supports déixisting underlying theoretical rationale
behind the extensions investigation, based onhbery of categorisation. It is therefore, the
perceptions of fit concept that it is at the heafrtmost proposed conceptual frameworks
(Aaker and Keller 1990; Vdlckner and Sattler 208&:il, de Chernatony and Hem 2009;
Milberg et al. 2010). The present study extends tmderstanding, by emphasising the
importance of the factors of ‘relationships’ an@d-@reation of value’. The importance of the
latter factors has grown together with the risiragaaigm of the S-D logic. In this way the
study has bridged the gap between the extensietajonship marking and co-creation of
value literatures, and therefore contributes sulbistidy to existing understanding regarding
consumers’ evaluations of extensions products. Wigwonsumer evaluations of extensions
products through the lens of S-D logic is a uniquamtribution to existing knowledge

(according to the researcher’'s understanding) andamental to the field, as a number of
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studies have been recently applying this logic mberpret post-modern consumption
phenomena (Karpen, Bove and Lukas 2012; Lusch agod/2011; Merz, Yi and Vargo
2009). In particular, Chapter 4 explains in detfa@ model and hypotheses development.

In order to test the theoretical framework, thehmodblogy chapter (Chapter 4) outlined how
the research instrument was developed and usedth@rgprimary data. This process was
carried out primarily by an extensive literatureieev and the results from the qualitative
stage of the data collection. The research therimeeed with a thorough survey design
process (Dillman, 2000). The result of this proogas an online survey. With data collection
complete, data analysis could proceed. The anatysipter outlined how a range of statistical
technigues was employed to analyse the data (Qhapte

This final chapter discusses the findings of ga#lie and quantitative research (where
appropriate) in the context of the literature (Glea@ and 3), with the latter being informed by
the research questions (Chapter 1). More spedifidaving revisited the overall structure of
the thesis, this chapter presents an overview ef iland extension literature and the
conceptual background of the study (Section 8t3¢ohtinues by discussing the findings of
the present research, beginning with the resul&de to existing brand extension research,
i.e., the effects of perceived fit and perceivednior quality (Section 8.3.1 and Section 8.3.2
respectively). Then the chapter highlights the vatee of newly introduced factors in
predicting consumer to brand extension acceptaneg, virtual brand tribal community;
intentions to co-create value; level of co-creatioonsumer-brand relationship (Section 8.4;
Section 8.5.1 and Section 8.5.2; Section 8.6, ws@dy). The chapter summarises key
findings in Section 8.7. Having presented the nesedindings, the chapter discusses the
theoretical, methodological and managerial impiorat of this research. Finally, as with
every study, there are limitations and opportusitfier future research, and these are also
presented in this final chapter.

8.3 Brand Extension Literature

During the last two decades an increasing numbeoofpanies have been observed to treat

their brands as assets and try to leverage theyeofuihe brand by introducing new products
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under established names. Prior research has revdaé consumers’ evaluations of these
brand extensions depend mainly on two factors: gheceived parent brand quality and

perceived fit between the parent brand and thensida. While additional studies have shown
that the importance of these two factors may vayethiding on an array of consumer, brand
extension and communication strategy charactesistice current research examines the
strength of the effect of these two main factorsaddition to the three newly introduced

factors which have emerged from the distinctivengflspost-modern consumption patterns
(relational) as opposed to modern consumption pettéransactional) (see Chapter 3). This
conceptualisation contributes to knowledge on tite@dents on extension acceptance.

The results of the study are linked to the hypathesnd presented in simplified format in

(Table 8.1). The paragraphs following (Table 8.1pvile a detailed factor by factor

commentary of the results.

Table 8.1 Hypotheses and Results

Factor Hypotheses Result Details

Hla Perceptions of Fit will affect Supported
consumers' acceptance of the extension
product positively.

Perlgﬁlved H1b The effect of Perceptions of Fit will heSupported FIT
statistically significantly different, between Partially | 1>2,1=3,2=3
extensions with different levels of co-
creation.

H2a Parent Brand Quality will affectSupported
consumers' acceptance of the extension
product positively.

Parent

Brand H2b The effect of Parent Brand Quality wjll  Not
Quality be statistically significantly different, Supported
between extensions with different levels|of

co-creation.
. H3a Virtual Brand Tribal Community will Supported
Virtual .
. affect consumers' acceptance of the
Brand Tribal extension product positivel
Community P P y
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H3b The effect of Virtual Brand Tribgl Supported

Community will be statistically significantl

y Supported

different, between extensions with differentPartially

levels of co-creation.

Tribalism
1<2,1=3,2>3
Engagement

1=2=3

Consumer
Intentions to
Co-Create
Value

H4a Consumer
Value will affect consumers' acceptance
the extension product positively.

Intentions to Co-Create Not

@upported

H4b The effect of Consumer Intentions
Co-Create Value will be statistical
significantly different, between extensio
with different levels of co-creation.

to Not
ySupported
ns

Level of Co-
Creation of
Value

H5a Level of Co-Creation of Value wi
affect consumers' acceptance of
extension product positively.

| Supported
the

H5b The effect of Level of Co-Creation
Value will be statistically significantly

bfSupported

different, between extensions with different

levels of co-creation.

Consumer-
brand
relationship

H6a Consumer-brand relationship w
affect consumers' acceptance of
extension product positively.

lISupported
the

H6b The effect of Consumer-brar
relationship will be statistically significantl

dSupported
y Partially

different, between extensions with different

levels of co-creation.

Two Way
Communicati
on 1<2,1<3,
2=3

8.3.1 Perceived Fit

Perceived fit in the present study, is defined assamers’ overall understanding of an
extension product as part of the parent brand.braad extension literature largely depends
on categorisation theory to rationalise consumdgmuents of the extension products. In the
early studies, perceived fit was addressed as aureaf similarity (Fry 1967; Neuhaus and
Taylor 1972). Tauber (1988) was the first to congalise perceived fit as a perceptual fit.
Aaker and Keller (1990) identified three dimensiohdit (physical similarity, relatedness and

transfer). In 2003, Edelman conducted a PhD stodigentify which facets of fit are most

influential in brand extension retail stretchesthBlgh relatedness seems to be the most
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conceptually vague dimension, high levels of moltinearity between the three dimensions
do no permit clear distinctions regarding the effeaf each dimension individually. With the
exception of the studies of Aaker and Keller ()9%mith and Park (1992) and Hem and
Iversen (2009) which have addressed the effeciffeirent dimensions of fit, but do not apply
to our context, almost all studies in brand ext@mgiterature have considered perceived fit as
an unidimensional construct. The present studyfdibsved this approach.

Perceptions of fit constitute the principal antesm@dof extension success in most brand
extension research until today (Aaker and Kellé3(Qt XKeller and Aaker 1992; Bottomley and
Doyle 1996; Bottomley and Holden 2001; Boush 19B@ush and Loken 1991; Broniarczyk
and Alba 1994; Dacin and Smith 1994; DelVecchio®@Q®ken and Roedder 1993; Park et
al. 1991; Sheinin 1998; Sunde and Brodie 1993; HdenChernatony and Iversen 2003;
Nijssen and Hartman 1994; Nijssen, 1999; Reddy. &t9®4; Sullivan, 1990; Smith and Park
1992; Tauber 1988; Hem and Iversen 2009; Vdlckmer Sattler 2006; Pina et al. 2006; He
and Li 2010; Song et al. 2010 van Riel et al. 2@B4&tra, Lenk and Wedel 2010; Mao and
Krishnan 2006; Milberg et al. 2010; van Riel andw@tsloot 2005; Grime et al. 2002; Tang,
Liou and Peng 2008; Burnaz and Bilgin 2011; Wutale2012). In particular, Grime et al.
(2002) claim that it is not the category of theemsion brand (category) or (line) extension
that will determine acceptance of the extension,the level of fit between the parent brand
and the extension.

The results of the present research are in agrdemtnprevious findings as perceptions of
fit have a significant and positive effect on Alide extensions. Therefotd;, Perceptions of
Fit will affect consumers' acceptance of the extngroduct positivelyis supported
However, the present study moves one step forveandeasure the difference of the effect on
the three extensions. The present study has folbadthe effect of fit on the extension
products with different levels of co-creation islyosignificantly different between low and
medium (joint) co-creation products. Henkk, The effect of Perceptions of Fit will be
statistically significantly differentbetween extensions with different levels of cotteas
partially supported. One explanation for this is that all €xtensions belong in the same
product category and therefore perceptions ofrétlkely to be strong between products of
the same category.
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In support of this result, researchers have pravideidence on the asymmetric effects of
perceived fit when extending vertically or horizalht within the same product category. Thus
Loken and John (1993) found that lower quality egtens reduce brand evaluation regardless
of fit. In contrast Romeo (1991) reports that loveprality extensions did not alter brand
evaluations in high fit and even improved brandlgat@ons in low fit cases, and Zimmer and
Bhat (2004) report neutral to positive effects asrbrand extensions of varying quality levels
of fit. Recent research finds inconsistent residtshe strength of the effects of fit on brand
(category) and (line) extensions (Heath et al. 20Mbreover, previous work has examined
the effects of fit mainly on extensions perceivedsanilar, moderately similar or dissimilar to
the original, within the same product category ar danother product category. Some
researchers have also manipulated the extensiotugran terms of physical similarity;
typicality (Boush and Loken 1991; Batra et al. 20Hhd brand attachment (Fedorikhin et al.
2008). Based on this finding it is very logicalgoesume that the perceptions of fit can vary
significantly to a certain extent even within therge product category or in another product

category.

Overall, this finding is noteworthy as most of ghevious research on brand extensions has
reported the significant effect of perceptions ibfoh extension acceptance, comparing and
contrasting the effect between similar and disgineixtensions, but neglecting to measure and
report whether the effect is actually statisticaignificantly different. Therefore, the current
study contributes to existing research, by estimgasind reporting the statistical difference of

perceptions of fit between products of differenvells of co-creation.

In addition, the current study has found that tifeuences of perceived fit are relevant to the
effects of other factors considered when extendmgoint or high co-creation product
categories. For instance, perceived fit has theo(s# strongest effect on extensions
acceptance with joint or high co-creation; convigrsié is the most significant factor for the

acceptance of extensions with low co-creation.
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8.3.2 Perceived Brand Quality

A core idea behind the practice of brand extensdo take advantage of a brand’s equity in
order to facilitate the acceptance of a new pradiigs therefore logical to expect that the
perceived quality of the brand would be associatg&thi consumers’ attitudes toward the
extension. The perceived quality and the perceisegeriority or excellence of a brand
compared to its competitors should have an imgaatbrand has been extended to a new or
within an existing product category. Aaker and Kel(1990) first tested the effects of
perceived quality on consumer evaluations of braxgknsions. They demonstrate that the
relationship between perceived quality and posiattude towards the extension is only
shown in the case of high similarity (fit) betwe#re original product and the extended
product. On the other hand, subsequent studieslerkand Aaker (1992); Sunde and Brodie
1993; Nijssen and Hartman 1994; Bottomley and DAg@6; van Riel et al. 2001; Bottomley
and Holden (2001); Tang et al. 2008; and Burnaz Bilgin 2011 - which replicated the
Aaker and Keller (1990) framework, established {hetceived quality can exercise a direct
and positive effect on the evaluation of the bramtensions, regardless of the fit (Martinez
and Pina 2003). A paradox arises though as Voitcknd Sattler's (2006) study on brand
extension success drivers found no support forefiect of perceived brand quality on

acceptance of the extension product.

Thus results from recent studies have created sistamcies in the literature regarding the
relationship between perceived brand quality anéreston acceptance. The current research
contributes to this discourse by supporting thaultesthat perceived brand quality affects
extensions with different levels of co-creatiorthaligh in the same product category with the
same magnitude. Thud,, Parent Brand Quality will affect consumers' aceeqe of the
extension product positively supportedSince some of the variables of the present model ar
different from the variables of the original ancglreation studies, due to the addition of
relational and co-creative elements, a formal campa is not possible. The comparative

findings are, nevertheless, interesting on anftintiievel.

Interestingly, Wuts et al. (2012) noted that 100ea game titles were listed in 2009, under
brand names from outside the gaming industry. Tais be a logical explanation for the low
effect of perceived brand quality on extension ptanece that was found in this study (see

Chapter 7; Table 7.10; 7.11). The results frors #tudy suggest that perceived brand quality
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positively and significantly affects extension guaece with different levels of co-creation.
However, it does not affect acceptance signifigasthtistically differently. Thereforesl,
The effect of Parent Brand Quality will be statatly significantly different,between

extensions with different levels of co-creati®not supported.

In addition, perceived brand quality is the sixtlost significant factor in all three models.
Therefore, its value compared to other factorelatively low. The latter result suggests that
an extension product may benefit from a strong dnaame (Hem et al. 2003); yet a strong
brand name is not necessarily a differential acdhgatwhen extending within the same
product category to products with different levefs co-creation, as it does not affect

extensions of a certain type with greater magnithde others (see Chapter 7, Table 7.10).

In support of these findings, Christodoulides etsa(2012) study on how user generated
content affects brands, found no significant impdatonsumer empowerment on involvement
in user generated content. According to these asithoonsumers who engage in user
generated content, by definition are empoweredréate their own content regardless of
inclusion of a brand. In other words, it may bet tivhat empowers consumers to engage with
brand-related user generated content is the coofe¥{eb 2.0 technologies rather than the
brand itself. In these respects, it seems reasotiadt the concept of perceived quality of the
brand affects all extensions with different levels co-creation with the same magnitude

(without a statistically significant difference).

8.4 Conceptualising Virtual Brand Tribal Community
A number of studies over the past decade have éolcos the emerging phenomenon of brand

communities (Muniz and O’Guinn 2001; Algesheimeiakt2005; McAlexander et al. 2002;
Muniz and Schau 2005; Kozinets 1997; Dholakia arah®llo 2011; Noble et al. 2012; Cova
and White 2010). More recent studies (Fournier laeel 2009) have recognised the strategic
importance of this form of exposure and have cotmated on identifying the dimensions and
antecedents and marketing outcomes of this stramgyh as increased levels of customer
satisfaction, loyalty to the brand, purchase betmavand positive word-of-mouth (Adjei 2012;
Lee et al. 2011; Gummerus et al. 2012; Casalo. &0410; Stokburger-Sauer 2010). A number

of scholars have also focused on the applicahilityhis strategy in the online environment
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(Kozinets 2002; Andersen 2005; Bagozzi and Dhol&kié6; Koh and Kim 2004; Casalo et
al. 2007; Royo-Vela and Casamassima 2011; Adjei. &010; Lee et al. 2011).

Similarly, studies have concentrated on commurmmdr@aches to consumption, such as
subcultures of consumption (Schouten and McAlexard®®5); and other tribal marketing
approaches which are not centred on a cult bramdg@nd Cova 2002), but around other
focal objects, such as music (Artur 2006); passp@t consumption (Holt 1995), active sport
consumption (Arnould and Price 1993), sexual oagon (Kates 2004), user innovation
communities (Lerner and Tirole 2002, 2004; von HipR001), open source communities
(Krishnamurthy 2009; Krishnamurthy and Tripahi 2Pp@® e-tribes (Kozinets 1999). More
intense discourse has been underway around thennotibrand community. For example,
Carlson, Suter and Brown (2008) were the first istimguish between two types of brand
communities - the social and the psychological.ngrers et al (2012) have challenged the
notion of psychological brand community presentgdlarlson et al. (2008) and in their own
research have reconceptualised the notion of psygital community. In a similar vein,
Acosta and Rajdevasagaym (2010) have extendeddti@nrnof brand community to brand

cult.

Overall, empirical research conducted on these quhena offers useful insights into their
organisational structure, purpose and dimensigndfibwever, a common denominator of the
existing research is the lack of conceptual andetbee empirical distinction between these
phenomena. In order to offer accurate and appkci&hbwledge, it is important to identify
criteria that would allow us to better understamdi aliscriminate between the different
communal forms. In their paper on brand communisebcultures of consumption and tribes,
Canniford and Shankar (in Shau and Price 2011) madeattempt to classify the
characteristics of each concept and identify sintiés between the concepts. To extend
existing knowledge over the concepts the reseasclualled for more work on the

phenomenon of tribal communities.

Specifically, this study has looked at the effeofsthe concept of virtual brand tribal
community, together with the effects of the consitbrand relationship concept and other
cognitive and connative elements. To date stubase not looked at the effects of this

combination of factors. From a relationship marmgtiperspective, studies in the brand
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extension literature have focused on the effectembtional bonding with the brand as a
relational dimension (Yeung and Wyer 2005; Fedankét al. 2008). The present study has
added the concept of virtual brand tribal commuasya relational dimension and examined
its effects on acceptance and in relation to thditional brand extension factors. The study
found that the concept of virtual brand tribal coumity can have a positive and significant
effect on acceptance. Therefok;,Virtual Brand Tribal Community will affect consurmser
acceptance of the extension product positivelysupported As diffusion theory suggests,
social systems and communication channels suchaasl tommunities have the potential to
influence members’ adoption behaviour (Mahajan.et@05; Rogers 2003).

HspThe effect of Virtual Brand Tribal Community wik Istatistically significantly different,
between extensions with different levels of cotaeds partially supported. The study has
found that the dimension of virtual brand tribalmoounity — tribalism - will affect all
extension products with different levels of co-ti@a Specifically, the construct of tribalism
will affect products with joint levels of co-creati more than products with high consumer-
low company level of co-creation; and products witigh consumer-low company co-
creation. In addition, its effect will vary in cqrarison to the other factors from the brand
extension and relationship marketing literaturepetheling on the level of co-creation the
extension offers (see Chapter 7, Table 7.10;7.ilsupport of these findings, Cova and
White (2010) have found that groupings of consunaeescapable of developing competitive
to the brand’s products with little or no assismm©om the company (e.g., consumer high-
company low co-creation products). Alternativeliie tdimension of virtual brand tribal

community-tribalism possibly affects positively efings with different levels of co-creation.

Moreover, virtual brand tribal community-engagemaffects all types of extensions with the
same magnitude. This finding is also supportedhyfindings of Thompson and Sinha (2008)
who examined the effect of brand community on corens’ adoption of products related to
the brand rather than competing brands. These @utalected data from two dominant
brands in two product categories (x86microprocessoid 3Dvideo game cards), and found
that long term membership in the forum increasedikelihood of adopting products from the
brand. However, the latter did not report significdifferences on the effect of long term
membership on adoption. Owing to the close natéithe concept of long term membership

with the concept of engagement, it can be clairhedl éngagement will not have statistically
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significantly affects on the adoption behaviour lmfand (line) extension products with
different levels of co-creation. Overall, the finds of this thesis are somewhat unique in their
nature, and valuable to the development of thei@ifbrand tribal community concept and the

brand extension literature.

Finally, this study differentiates itself from siam studies in the field (e.g., Bagozzi and
Dholakia 2006; Thompson and Sinha 2008) in otheysw&pecifically, past studies did not
investigate the effect of the community phenomemotine context of brand extensions. The
effects of brand community were also not consideredelation to products with different
levels of co-creation. It is important to note h#érat previous research conducted on the area
of brand communities and adoption behaviour comsileeomplementary products to the
parent brand. By comparison, one may say that #tension products introduced in the
current study could be viewed by the consumeraibstiutes since they belong in the same
product line. These findings should open a window future research on the effect of

community on different types of products (completsgaubstitutes, supplements).

The present study has taken both a holistic andaemeal perspective. In order to draw a full
picture, the study’s conceptual framework preseriedeffects of cognitive, relational and
connative elements on brand extension acceptarmeever, it also examined the individual
effects of each concept on the adoption of extenpimducts with different levels of co-

creation, and also its relative power comparedth@rocognitive, relational and co-creative

elements.

8.5.1 Intentions to Co-Create Value

Co-creation occurs when a consumer cooperates avitharketer to create a consumption
experience. The idea of co-creation has been prextdrefore by Sheth et al. (2000) and is
rooted in the S-D logic. Co-creation has come te torefront of much contemporary
discussion in marketing as the discipline evolved develops marketing approaches that are
customer centric (Parasuraman and Grewal 2000)cr&ation is a conceptual approach
consistent with a customer centric focus. Co-cogatian occur when a customer is actively

involved in the design, delivery and creation ¢ ttustomer experience (Sheth, Sisodia and
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Sharma 2000). Co-creation creates a unique valubdéacustomer, elevating a transaction to a
relation-building experience. The outcome for a pany adopting a co-creative approach is a
unique, differential advantage which can be hardintitate. A considerable amount of
research focuses on the motivation to participatale only a limited amount of literature

investigates the relationship between intentionsotoreate and adoption behaviour.

The current research did not account for specifitivations of consumer participation in the
co-creation process. However, the present reséasimcluded the concept of intention to co-
create as an overall construct as conceptualisedhigtodoulides et al. (2010). The present
study has contributed to this lack of research bantjtatively examining the effects of this
factor in relation to the adoption of extensiondurats with different levels of co-creation. The
latter authors have conceptualised the concept raadsured its effect on brand equity
(Christodoulides et al. 2012). To expand existindarstanding, the present study has adopted
their conceptualisation and attempted to measweftfliects of intentions to co-create together
with other factors arising from the brand extenditerature and the relationship marketing
and S-D logic.

In the present framework, this factor was not foundhave any significant impact on
extension acceptancéif, and Hy, are not supported). It is therefore suggested dkiaer
researchers could examine its effects in combinatiith other factors or individually on

extension acceptance.

8.5.2 Level of Co-creation of Value

Value in the co-creation view, is a collaboratiyfok of all actors in the process. All actors in
the value creation network act as facilitators i@ating value. In the context of co-created
value, it is not only the product or service thestomer purchases but the also the customer
experience gained because of the dialogue andaattens in the network of customer
experiences. This is acknowledged as the “valuesei perspective (Raminez 1999; Vargo
and Lusch 2004). In other words, co-created vadug sum of the derivation of the dialogue,
interactions, personalised treatment and levelustamisation co-created in the experience

network.
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Raj et al. (2008) were the first to provide emgtisupport for the concept of co-creation of
value. Similar to the Raj et al. (2008) study, tesearch instrument in the current study first
exposes respondents to scenarios that differ in etktent of co-creation present, then
measures: consumers’ perceptions of the level a@reation the extension incorporates; their
perceptions of fit with the original product; andhether they were willing to accept it. The
statistical techniques used provide support tha to-creation level entailed in the

consumption process does indeed affect extensimptance.

The present study examines the level of co-crea®man independent and as a dependent
variable (extensions considered in the study amsegded to reflect different levels of co-
creation). The purpose of this was threefold: axplore the effect of level of co-creation on
extension acceptance and whether this factor cbelda valuable addition to the brand
extension literature; b) to examine the strengtitsoéffect in relation to that of the other brand
and relational factors; c) to examine whether tlfifece of each factor is statistically

significantly different between the extension wdifferent levels of co-creation.

Level of Co-creation affects positively all extenrss, and sds, Level of Co-Creation of
Value will affect consumers' acceptance of the nsxb& product positivelys supported.
Theory suggests that joint co-creation of a prodsiein important predictor. Previous studies
are mainly conceptual (Payne et al. 2008; PrahatatlRamaswamy 2004) and provide solid
suport for the empirical result that consumerserefoducts that can be jointly-co-created at
the value in use stage. Moreover, the study alseema step forward to suggest that there is a
significant difference in the effect between thesthextensions. SHg, is supported. This
finding constitutes a valuable addition to the angoresearch on value creation and its
implications for other literatures. A similar resgfadesign was followed by Boush and Loken
(1991) whose pioneering article examined the effeat brand typicality on extension
acceptance (with different levels of typicality).id obvious that in both cases the level of co-
creation and the level of typicality an extensioteéds depend on the brand in question.

Co-creation of value as an independent variable faisd to affect all extensions positively
and significantly different. Thus$is,The effect of Level of Co-Creation of Value will be

statistically significantly different, between end®ns with different levels of co-creatien
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supported. All the brand extension products comsitlen the study entailed a level of co-
creation. However, the effect was found to be sgfeorfor the second extension (joint co-
creation between the consumer and the companyddpeli and Leone (2003) and Dong et
al. (2008) also found that customer satisfactiothwa product depends on the level of
customer participation in the co-creation proc&tsdies in consumer behaviour have found
that the object-person relationship will affectgmer’'s perceptions of that object. This can be a
result of mere exposure effects (Zajonc 1986); egpee with the product (Muthukrishnan
(1995); ownership of the product (Beggan 1992)vaneimplicit self-evaluations which may
transfer to the chosen object (Gawronski et al. 720@bjects that are outputs of the
prosumption process are not just objects that ewaed, but products in which the consumer
has undergone a series of choices as to how te@doand therefore it is logical to include a
biased self perspective of their value. It was &sod that as the level of co-creation of the
extension product increases, the influence of ¢hellof co-creation as a determinant for the
product’s success increases compared to the rebeafeterminants considered. Finally, the
brand extension which entailed a joint co-creatmrel was the most preferred followed by
the high consumer-low company brand extension (Gespter 7, Figure 7.7). According to
Wind and Ragaswamy (2001), consumers are likelyetjoy more rather than less
participation in the value co-creation process; ot consumers do not like to experiment
and prefer to remain passive (Arakji and Lang 20Bi8nce, it seems logical to anticipate that
the brand extensions that offer joint levels ofcceation will be preferred. The hierarchy may
change, however, as more and more consumers benware of the benefits of this relatively
new trend and acquire the skills and confidenceotareate. Dong et al. (2008) found that as
the level of customer participation in the servieeovery increases, the customer will have

greater perceived value with regard to co-creatidhe future.

There is a paucity of research in the area of eattyn which does not allow direct
comparison of results. In addition, this is thetfistudy within the brand extension literature
that has considered extensions with different kel co-creation. As such, this study has
made a valuable contribution. It should be noteeyentheless, that researchers should
replicate this result with caution: it is possiltihat the study has overestimated the effect of
co-creation, as consumer involvement in the prodateégory of video games is generally
high.
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8.6 Re-conceptualising Consumer-brand relationship

Research on brand relationships suggests that bedfett consumers as a consequence of the
knowledge that consumers possess around the bth@dpsycho-social cultural (Fournier
1998; Aggrawal 2004; Albert et al. 2008) contextddhe personality of the brand (Aaker et
al. 2004; Hayes et al. 2006; Smit et al. 2006). assumption here is that consumers engage
in a certain type of relationships with brands tamio the one they engage with other people
(brand as a person). Research on brand relatiomshas used mainly interpretive
methodologies to explore the concept (Fournier 1998002; Robinson and Kates 2005)
There is also some quantitative research, howewerthe consumer-brand relationship
literature, although clearly operationalised cams are not found as in other literatures,
mainly due to the lack of consensus regarding theedsions of the concepts. As a result, the

implications of these constructs are not alwaydiexgHuang 2008)

Very little research exists in the brand extengitarature as to the effect of relationships on
extension evaluation, while the measures usedraacterised as crude (Park and Kim 2001,
p.184) and the relationships between the consttspesculative” (Park, Kim and Kim 2002,
p.197) in nature. A possible explanation is tha& donstruct itself lacks a clear definition.
Therefore, before the impact of relationships otemsions can be understood, it is first
necessary to understand the different construcéé tompose it. The consumer-brand
relationship in the study has been conceptualised include the components of
interdependence, intimacy, love, commitment and-w&y communication. Given the fact
that previous research has suffered problems diidimy some problematic terminology, the
present research has followed a scrupulous proedduest the relevance of certain items in
the context of this study. Thus, small differengeshe definitions of the components, and of

the items that represent them, resulted in diffiefiading in the exploratory factor analysis.

In more detail, the concepts of love, interdeperdemtimacy and two-way communication,
as defined in Chapter 3, were all found to conitiscrete factors. Only the concept of
commitment was not found to constitute a separateermsion. It was obvious from the

literature that there was uncertainty around the af commitment as a dimension of a
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relationship. The no support for these dimensiangdcbe found because of its closeness with

the concept of interdependence. Future studieddleaplore this uncertainty in greater detail.

The results of the present study agree with previoesearch in that there is a direct
relationship between consumer brand relationshiplaand extension acceptance (Park et al.
2002). HenceHg,Consumer-brand relationship will affect consumeastceptance of the
extension product positivelys supported. The present study also contributesthe
advancement of existing knowledge in identifying #ffect of consumer-brand relationship
components on extensions with different levels@teation. Fedorikhin et al. (2008) tested
the effects of brand attachment (a relationshippdasonstruct) on consumer evaluations of
extension products. The effect of brand attachroantonsumer evaluations was only evident
at high and moderately similar brand extensions,not at low level similarity. The present
research found significant support for the effectvao way communication (a relationship
based construct) on extensions with different kewdlco-creation. But the effect was stronger
for joint and high consumer co-creation rather th@m consumer co-creation extensions.
ThereforeHgpThe effect of Consumer-brand relationship will Hatistically significantly

different,between extensions with different levels of cotwaas supported partially

The present study differs from Park and Kim (20@4.xhe latter only examined the effects of
consumer-brand relationship in combination with &hd perceived brand quality on
acceptance, without considering other relationghgrketing dimensions. In addition, the
study did not consider extension products withedéht levels of co-creation. The present
study also differs from the studies of Park e{2002) and Fedorikhin et al. (2008) and Yeung
and Wyer (2005) in terms of design (the latter hased a between subject design); product
category and type of extension. All studies based experiments on a well known brand, a
similar methodology to that in the present studgwdver, Yeung and Wyer (2005) examined
the effect of brand likeness as a dimension of wores-brand relationship; Fedorikhin et
al.(2008) examined the effect of brand attachmemd &ark et al. (2002) based their
conceptualisation on Fournier’'s (1998) brand refethip concept. Therefore, the studies are

by no means directly comparable.

This study re-conceptualised the consumer-braradioakship and re-positioned the concept to

reflect the core elements of a relationship (irgimacy, love, interdependence and two way
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communication), rather than the quality and stremgtthe relationship in as previous research
(Fournier 1998; Park et al. 2002). On this bagis, present study has found the consumer-
brand relationship to be a strong predictor of ptamece. The thorough methodological
process followed to design the measurement insmtunas well as the theoretical support
offered by the inter-personal theories, seem toehawrked well to help this research
overcome the uncertain implications of past studegsarding the effect of the concept on

extension acceptance.

More specifically, the consumer-brand relationstgmcept as represented in the framework
affects extension acceptance through two way conwations. This research found no
significant effects for the concepts of intimacyterdependence and love on extension
acceptance. Yet it is possible that their effecs waerridden by other variables. This does not
mean that developing a brand to which consumersattach to and exchange emotions with
does not affect the acceptance of extensions ptedbat rather that in the framework of
factors considered in this research, the importasfceonsumer-brand relationship did not
have a significant impact. The effect of emotiominensions (love, interdependence,

intimacy) could be examined individually, or in cbmation with another set of factors.

The way the company communicates with the conswaerbe one of the criteria consumers
choose in order to accept an extension produchofijh communication is an essential part
of any relationship, in marketing the consumer-Oraelationship literature has largely
overlooked the concept of two way communication aaslimension of a relationship.
Veloutosu (2007) was the first to point out two-wegmmunication as a significant and
distinct dimension of the relationship concept. Mogcent studies also validate the significant
effect of this consumer-brand relationship dimensi(/eloutsou and Moutinho 2009;
Veloutsou and McAlonan 2012; Morgan-Thomas and Mslou 2013).

Nevertheless, another possible explanation isttieaproduct category (video games) used in
the study requires high levels of involvement arejfiency of use; and that the relationship
effect differs depending on the product categorgl@dtsou 2009). Therefore, the possibility

of over-claiming the positive results of this scedanot be ruled out.
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Overall, this study makes a significant contribotim the extension literature, as previous
research does not distinguish between the effefcdifierent sub-constructs on extension
acceptance. Furthermore, this is the first researclextensions that examines the effect of
different dimensions of the consumer-brand relatgm construct on a brand that is so
strongly associated with its product. For instareark, Kim and Kim (2002) found that

consumer-brand relationship had a significant aasitiye impact on the extent to which

consumers accepted the proposed extension. Howbegrexamined the effects of consumer-
brand relationship on a brand which was distinmtrfits product in the fast-moving consumer

goods sector, and also on products that could ane been seen as supplements.

8.7 Key Findings

The main findings of the previous chapters werewdised and theoretical explanation offered,
with most hypotheses most supported wholly or pbyti(Table 8.1) The relationship
marketing and S-D logic paradigm have successfliiiged extension acceptance with
antecedents arising from new forms of consumer &mpuoent that have at their core the

consumer as the main determinant of his/her consamphoices.

This study adopts a consumer-based approach tostoie acceptance, to prove that
acceptance in post-modernism is driven essentlaiyrelatively new forms of consumer
empowerment. These new forms of consumer empoweérnmatude the concepts of
relationships and co-creation of value. In genea@hsumers are observed to create two forms
of relationships with their favourite brands, i.ee]ationships in the form of a community
and/or one to one relationship. More specificallye concepts of virtual brand tribal
community; consumer-brand relationship and co-cyeabf value are multidimensional
concepts whose dimensions do not affect equally sigdificantly the different types of
extensions. Finally, the results imply that otfeators apart from the ones examined by this
study can affect extension acceptance and thereégesmrch on the success determinants of

extension acceptance should continue.

This chapter discussed the extension acceptanagemilt of combined effects of traditional

and new factors. The results explained here dragdeage from the quantitative data analysis.
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What emerged from the discussion around the resu#istheoretical, methodological and
managerial contributions as well as directionsfémure research. These will be discussed in

the following sections.

8.8 Theoretical Contributions

The question regarding under which conditions esitets are expected to be successful is still
highly relevant and is being investigated exterigiyMiberg et al. 2010; Song et al. 2010;
Song, Zhang and Zhang 2013; Dall’OImo, Pina and/®2013; Carter and Curry 2013; Sood
and Keller 2012; Meyvis et al. 2012; Singh et &l12;, Estes et al. 2012; Heath et al. 2011;
Magnoni and Roux 2012). Therefore, the theoreticel methodological contribution of this
research lies in (a) the replication of previousrkvthat focused on the impact of brand
perceived quality and perceived fit on the evabratof extensions; (b) extending existing
work by linking together the three research stream®lationship marketing, value creation
and extensions; (c) conceptualising and measuvingial brand tribal community; consumer-
brand relationship; and co-creation of value; at)dektending research around products of the

entertainment industry.

The first contribution of the thesis lies in sucfely replicating existing work in the
literature of extensions. The results of the presgody are in agreement with existing
research and indicate that perceived fit is sti# of the most influential factors in consumers’
acceptance of extension products. While perceivaddquality is a significant factor, it may
have a negative effect when the brand is highlytege and the co-creation level of the
extension product is medium and high. As this ésftrst time, to the researcher’s knowledge,
that extension products with different co-creatlewels have been considered, this finding
constitutes an advancement to existing researchweMer, future researchers should be
cautious when replicating the results beyond ther&inment sector to sectors that have not

yet been introduced to the concept of co-creation.

At the conceptual level, the present study re-cptuzmdised the concepts of virtual brand
community and consumer-brand relationship. As thevipus chapters have already

demonstrated, the existing conceptualisation ofdheoncepts is ambiguous (Chapter 3).
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Hence this study also contributes to the relatignsharketing literature, by offering a re-
conceptualisation of the two main concepts thatasgnt this literature from a consumer point

of view, i.e., virtual brand tribal communities aoohsumer-brand relationship

More specifically, this research defines a virtiend tribal community as a group of people
with a common interest in being with other peopleéh® same kind, and sharing a common
interest in their favourite brand, who interact nigithrough a specific site in cyberspace.
Brand communities have been of particular intetestesearchers during the last 10 years
starting with the core article of Muniz and O’Guif2001). The concept of community in
general originates in the domain of sociology. Tghenomenon has emerged strongly within
the circles of marketing theory as a consequencea oharketing paradigm shift from
transactional to relational (see Chapter 3). Comtiasnexist in different forms and the term
is often used to refer to different phenomena (@leas et al. 2011; 2013).

To enhance understanding in the current era, tbgept study has conducted a comprehensive
literature review; identified its principal compons and used both qualitative and quantitative
methodologies at different stages in the researobegs to enhance the robustness of the
results. It is important to note that much of titerature is still qualitative (Noble et al. 2012;
Drengner et al. 2012; Cova and White 2010; Fourauel Lee 2009) and there is no consensus
in the literature regarding either the multi-dimenglity of the concept or its exact
dimensions. The present research takes the fagttstovercoming some of these problems by
providing a conceptualisation for the concept dfribal community (see Chapter 3). The
research also provides evidence to support theidima&nsionality of the concept, and
highlights the piecemeal effects that each of ampgonents can have on the acceptance of an

extension product.

The second contribution comes from re-conceptuisghe concept of consumer-brand
relationship. Although past research has impliedelationship between consumer-brand
relationship and extension acceptance, little dteivie evidence has been properly presented.
This is due to the fact that the concept lackedand theoretical background leading to
confusion over its components and weak and unceiriglications. More specifically, in his
PhD thesis, Huang (2008) found a positive but wasgociation between consumer brand

congruence and brand relationship, and warns resear to be cautious when applying the
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scale and also encourages re-examination of tHe.decasupport of this a number of other
researchers encourage re-conceptualisation andogevent of better measures too (Park et
al. 2002).

This study found evidence to support the multi-disienality of the concept as well as the
relationship between each dimension and extensiogpéance: i) by redefining the consumer-
brand relationship and by repositioning it to mirtbe core elements in a relationship; ii) by
studying inter-personal theories of relationshipgl @i) by using various analytical methods
(qualitative and quantitative). Future studies magd to take into consideration the effect of

every feeling separately, as well as identifyingatviniggers these feelings.

Overall, the positive relationship between consubrand relationship and brand extension
acceptance affirmed that respondents were geneadlly to use the brand relationship

metaphor. Other concerns that some consumers al#euto use the interpersonal relationship
metaphor on brands (Bengtsson 2003; O’'Malley andamy1999) have been rejected as the
concept overall has been supported by qualitathe guantitative data analysis from this

study; and also by past research (Fournier 1998rrit@r and Yao 1997; Ji 2002; Park et al.

2002; Fedorikhin et al. 2008; Yeung and Wyer 2@0@&gnoni and Roux 2012). Even so, it is

important to remember that the relationship mayy varits intensity based on the brand’s

personality (Aaker et al. 2004; Hayes et al. 20@6¢; consumer’s personal way of creating
relationships (Fournier 1998; Kelly et al. 1983;rh@y et al. 2001; Swaminathan et al. 2007),
the involvement level of the product category (\ieému 2009) and cultural background

(Albert et al. 2008).

In general, in the context of extensions, everyatision of the construct was not found to
make a positive, significant and relatively equahtcibution to the virtual brand tribal
community or consumer-brand relationship notiortes Thost likely implies that virtual brand
tribal community and consumer-brand relationship aot balanced constructs, where each
dimension should receive equal attention and resouConsequently, more informed brand
managers will adopt an atomistic as well as a tiolepproach towards virtual brand tribal
community and consumer-brand relationship due ® nln-synergistic and unbalanced
properties of the constructs. This calls for manade plan both in parts and overall after

identifying which element is most important in eaese. This represents a paradigmatic shift
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from a mere holistic conceptualisation of the cquigeto a piecemeal and holistic approach. It
suggests that it is not enough to look at the goinas a whole, as some of its sub-dimensions
may be more influential than others in the constsrggcision making process. For instance,
brand strategists should seek to mobilise the comitynuia the sub-dimensions of the concept

that are more influential, but also maintain ibasomplete entity.

The third contribution of this research concergsniplications for the service dominant logic,
through the key characteristic of the co-creatibmabue, with the consumer being at the focus
of the co-creation process. To the best of theaisttknowledge, this is the first time the
brand extension literature has been considerechencbntext of this growing paradigm.
Additionally, the study contributes to the undexeleped co-creation of value literature by

testing the concept of co-creation in the contéxhe extension literature.

Overall, it can be claimed that the theories ugiatggorisation and relationship marketing in
addition to the S-D logic predicted the resultsIwkl other words, with the change in the
consumption paradigm from transactional to relaioisee Chapter 3), consumer extension
products acceptance criteria have changed. Althgegteptions of fit (categorisation theory)

are still important, other factors also affect aansrs acceptance of an extension
product/service, namely: i) consumers’ intentiomsad-create value; ii) the level of the value
of co-creation at a value in use stage that thenskbn product/service offers; iii) consumers'
one-to-one relationship with the brand and one-tmyrto-one relationship (i.e., consumer-
brand relationship and virtual brand tribal comntgniinked to relationship marketing

theory).

Finally, the paucity of research around the proslwdtthe entertainment industry which has
been noted in the literature (Chapter 2) can berdsgl as making a novel theoretical
contribution to this field. The research combintes ¢haracteristics of the online environment,

the entertainment industry and the brand exterfseanework.
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8.9 Methodological Contributions

The research has used a mixed method approachder to develop a reliable and valid
measurement instrument and subsequent statistetaloghology to test the effect of the newly
introduced construct in the brand extension litetThe methodology and statistical analysis
of this research built on the weaknesses of praviegearch in that (i) the customer sample
utilised in this research was representative ofcthressumers likely to purchase the extensions
in the research, not merely a general consumer Isaonstudent sample as a lot of existing
research has used (see Appendix A, Table A-))th@ extensions in the research were based
on realistic scenarios not on hypothetical brantkresions as in existing research; (iii) the
research was conducted in the brand’'s official comity, where consumers would make
actual extension decisions in real life not in assfoom or other artificial setting; hence

overcoming one of the main disadvantages of exgariah design.

Moreover, the research profits from the inclusidnaogqualitative stage: focus groups with
actual consumers of the brand helped the reseatoheetter understand the constructs in
guestion; their measurement; and the context amdekign of the extension stimulus. Despite
the popularity of qualitative research in othereggsh areas of marketing and its vital role in
revealing new aspects, this methodology is rarslgduin the literature of brand extensions
(see Appendix A, Table A-1). In addition, the stymtgfited from a questionnaire pilot-test by
a community of experts and a statistical pre-tegh wctual consumers which helped to

improve previously inadequate measurement of thetoacts.

The study also benefits from the product categtigsen and the online context in which the
study was conducted. Very little research existpmuucts deriving from the entertainment
industry, despite the contribution of this indudtrythe global economy and the recent concern
regarding a brand’s ability to extend in this mar&'uts et al. 2012). Song et al. (2010) note
that very little research has been directed towandkerstanding brand extensions in the online
context. Since Klick and Smith’s (2001) study oghtech products, there have been calls for
more studies on background factors and observatinrenline brand extension. Although the
principles of marketing do not change online, thaatment of the brand can differ in the
online environment compared to the traditional emwnent (de Chernatony and
Christodoulides 2004). This can be a result ofduhiue characteristics of the internet as a

marketing channel, such as rapid information trassion, accessibility, connectivity, and
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interactivity. The latter characteristics can haw®lications for managing online brands
(Song et al. 2010; Song et al. 2013; Christodosligieal. 2006; Hoffman and Novak 1996).

Therefore, replicating traditional marketing efeodnline can be insufficient.

Finally, the statistical techniques used by therenir study provide accurate results for
comparing the results of this study with past redegsee Table 8.2); and for exploring the
effects of virtual brand tribal community; consumer-brand retmship; and co-creation

factors on different types of extensions (in teohkevel of co-creation).

Table 8.2 Comparison of Adjusted R square of thgiral and replications studies with the
current study

Original and Replication

Studies Adjusted R square
Aaker and Keller (1990) .26
Sunde and Brodie (1993) 43

Nijssen and Hartman (1994) .49
Bottomley and Doyle (1996) .48

Van Riel et al. (2001) .54
Tang et al. (2008) .63
Burnaz and Bilgin ( 2011) .56
Present Study .53
Present Study .76
Present Study .79

8.10 Managerial Implications
The findings of this research will be of relevartce managers who, whilst increasingly
following extension strategies, have little resbagwidence to assess the impact of different

factors on consumers’ evaluations of the extension.

The importance of the level of co-creation as @mheinant of extension acceptance enhances
past conceptualisations in brand extension resgasshChapter 2). The positive influence of

this determinant at all levels suggests that prtsdservices which require even a low level of
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co-creation of value can be accepted. However,ptioeluct/service that offers the greater
amount of joint co-creation will be preferred. Téfere, managers should encourage
consumers’ engagement in a joint co-creation poddarketers need to assemble their forces
to generate products that require more joint cetara or consumer based co-creation; and,
overall, create as many possibilities for co-caratas possible and to as many users as

possible.

High in consumer preferences are also the extermioducts where co-creation activity is
regulated by consumers and the company has a segorade. Conversely, last in consumer
preferences come the extensions where the compaguylates and the consumer has a
secondary role. This result indicates an opponyuioit managers to open up the company and
support mini inventions of consumers; even if adbideas are copied, it is likely that the
approach will be successful. In support of thesaughts, a recent exploratory study by
Harwood and Garry (2012) found support for the ingrace of co-creation of value between
the firm and the consumer and of consumers’ pagtan in the ‘post product’ manipulations
of the outputs. Ongoing acceptance and further podetions of the outputs optimise
experience. Hence, it is suggested to managersvtdve consumers in the ‘post product’ in
order to retain and generate interest. By involtimg consumer in the new offering, the brand
avoids being a stationary target. A moving target lse harder to imitate, and the cost of entry
for new competitors will be high as the most ddgdeaustomers will already be taken (Aaker
2012).

Furthermore, it is known from existing literatureat communities outside the company
sometimes create content for the company (Aralgi laang 2007), although this is restricted
to those people who are involved. In this reseattod,dimensions of a virtual brand tribal
community -engagemenand tribalism - were found to have a significant and positivief

on extension acceptance. The effect of the factoergagementwas not found to be
significantly different for different types of extsions: this suggests to managers that
promoting community engagement can be a safe optien planning to extend; while at the
same time they are unlikely to see incrementalctsf@f community engagement on the

acceptance of products with different levels ofcceation.
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The current research confirms that the trend isatd& greater brand openness to people.
Nevertheless a marketer needs to consider the asdaciated with that openness (Arakji and
Lang 2007). Yet, as Kozinets (1999) observes, Hm digital economy... networks are often
created by giving things away... the goal is nota@aatml information, but to use it wisely in
order to build solid, long lasting relationshipgy.463). The appropriate role of the brand
manager is thus to ensure authenticity and shafikgowledge, as a trusted friend rather than
a supplier or a brand marketer (Aaker 2012). Tlasebe important findings for managers in
order to pursue both a holistic and an atomistpragch to the virtual brand tribal community
they are regulating. Following strategies that figice different aspects of the community
might give them the expected results. For instatiee present study found that only two of
the four dimensions of the virtual brand tribal coomity have a positive and significant effect
on brand extension acceptance, ikibalism and engagement In other words, the
incremental effects that are associated with tmstrocts are the key factors in the decision of
how to allocate resources. As a result, an intaithodel with equal resources can result in a

largely inappropriate allocation of resources.

Furthermore, managers should concentrate theirteffo understanding the differentiating
factors between the games that can allow successlifdhree types of extensions. For
instance, from a virtual community perspective, agers should reinforce feelings of
engagement and tribalism if they are to increase@ance of an extension with any level of
co-creation. Nevertheless, if managers are intedest gaining favourable evaluations for an
extension product that entails a high consumer, tmmpany level of co-creation then
reinforcing the feeling of tribalism within the comunity is found to be the key determinant
(see Chapter 7, Table 7.10). The fact that perdeiebetween the brand and the extension
affects all extensions positively, and its effealyovaries significantly between a low and
medium level of extension co-creation, suggeststtieportfolio possibilities within the same

category are wide ranging.

It is important for companies to recognise that trexceived quality of the brand does
positively and significantly affect extension aceyre. This result suggests that companies
who have created high perceptions of brand qualitpng consumers may profit by extending
to products with different levels of co-creatiorhig result is in line with brand extension

literature premises that brands with strong bramatg can extend further (Hem et al. 2003).
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However, the results also showed that the percdivadd quality effect does not increase as
the level of co-creation of the extension increaRagher its effect weakens compared to the
rest of the factors considered. In support of fimding, Christodoulides et al. (2012) found
that consumers prefer to create content for lesbkshed brands because they feel they can
have more impact. Therefore, co-creative produstgises can constitute a differential

advantage for less well established brands or nesinbsses.

Finally, managers can profit from this researctubglerstanding consumer-brand relationship
composition, and particularly the effects of thetway communication factor on acceptance.
The findings suggests that the traditional apprpdoleusing solely on marketing mix
elements, may provide less value to a company dahaixture of the relational and traditional
approach (Zineldin and Philipson 2007; Constangaid?006). Marketers are therefore
encouraged to develop tools that contribute to tioelahip development, and more
importantly, develop brands that consumers wishinteract with (Veloutsou 2007). In
general, managers’ efforts to create and maintelationships are neither appropriate nor
necessary for every customer, every market or b(@way 2000). In the current context,
nevertheless, it is found that creating and mainigi certain types of relationships can
provide a sustainable advantage when extendingradupts with different levels of co-

creation.

Overall, this research suggests and demonstraaéshiéh most scientific approach to obtaining
information about potential products is by askihg tonsumer. The mixed method approach
adopted in the current study sets an example foketexrs in terms of collecting accurate, up
to date and relevant to the consumer informatioatkdters have an important role to play in
terms of attempting to generate products/servicaswill fulfill consumers’ needs, wants and
desires (Kotler, Armstrong and Wong 1996). Howeweappears that one of the requests of
current consumers is to be offered the opportuitgo-create their consumption items with
their favourite brand. The consumer is willing @rtcipate in a relationship with the brand as
an equal partner. It is important to understand thia relationship is not something outside
the brand’s offerings; rather that the relationsthipt will be developed between the two
parties will be part of the product/service (Day0@p In the relationship spectrum, from
transactional exchanges to value adding exchanggsalaborative exchanges, Day (2000)

notes that an important element is the integradiah alignment of processes.
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The marketer’s role in the current environmentas insignificant or diminished in any way.
Rather, the marketer is asked to be much more letgelable, flexible, effective and efficient
in understanding and collaborating with the conguiaeall levels. The marketer is the
proposition holder (Vargo and Lusch 2006; Vargo &0®ut this proposition should not be
considered realisable without the contribution bé tconsumer. In this new co-creative
marketing paradigm, the focus has shifted fromgiesg relevant products to offering co-
creative relationship experiences (Payne et al8R00he focus is on the “value in use”
instead of mere product features. Normann and Ran{it993, p.69) argue that “the key to
creating value is to co-produce offerings that rsdicustomers”. One may argue that some
of the marketer’s traditional job is now undertak®nthe consumer. At the same time, the

marketer has a new job to do, that of the procagsiator.

8.11 Limitations

In conclusion it is important to consider the liatibns of this study and thesis so that these
can be kept in mind when considering and evaluatite results of the research and the

conclusions drawn, and for the benefit of futureesrchers.

A potential limitation for consideration stems frdahe fact that the research design and data
collection phases of the thesis were undertakeh @ne brand. Although it is not uncommon
in brand extension research to base experimengssimgle brand (see Appendix A, Table A-
1), the extent to which it is possible to trandfes results of this study to other brands in a

wider environment can only be hypothesised.

The lengthy nature of the questionnaire was alsbffeculty of this research. As reported
earlier, this was probably one of the reasons & telatively small sample of usable
guestionnaires collected. The length of the questige instrument was reduced (using the
pilot test), but the final questionnaire coversfpages. However, the length of the research

instrument was determined by the nature of thisaesh.

One of the difficulties of the within-subject expeental design is the carryover effect. The

carryover effect can be a result of practice artthda. The carryover effect can affect
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positively or negatively (respectively) the lastatment of the experiment. To overcome the
effects of the carryover effect and keep the redpots interested, the researcher used a
software application that interchanged the ordethefexperiments, so that consumers would
not be able to predict the logic of the next expent and arbitrarily answer the questions

following it.

Despite these limitations, it is anticipated ttreg findings reported in this study will stimulate

greater research interest in the study of brandimjconsumer behaviour.

8.12 Future Research

A systematic review of the previous work can previdture researchers with guidance in
respect of both methodology and theory. In addjtiarsynthesis of the previous research

findings would certainly assist in generating €gat and managerial implications.

A commonly accepted definition and measure fordbeereation of value does not exist for
the reason that this construct is very new. Theareher adopted the scales for Intentions to
Co-create value and Level of Co-Creation for they\wmple reason that these were the only
scales that were found. The scale’s reliability aalidity were tested in the present study and
it proved to be both reliable and valid. Yet clgatthere is a need for developing better

measures.

Most previous research that has examined branch&gtefit (Aaker and Keller 1990; Barrett
et al.1999; Bottomley and Doyle 1996; Bottomley &tmlden 2001; Boush and Loken 1991;
Dacin and Smith 1994; DelVecchio 2000; Broniarcand Alba 1994; Glynn and Brodie
1998; Holden and Barwise 1996; Nijssen and Hartd®29%; Park et al. 1991; Milewicz and
Herbig 1994; Sunde and Brodie, 1993) has purelsidened consumers' brand extension fit
evaluations and has not considered consumers'ebension fit evaluations (aside from
Nijssen 1999 and Grime et al. 2002). More researcthis area could determine the inter-
relationship between fit and level of co-creatittihwould be interesting to see if there are

certain facets of fit that are important to pat@geicategories of brand stretches with different
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levels of co-creation. Similarly, it would be inésting to see if there are certain facets of fit

that are not directly linked to brand extensioncess with different levels of co-creation.

Scholars may also wish to broaden the scope ofrésearch by looking to replicate the
findings beyond the current research context. Témson is that replication of empirical
research plays an important role in developing sbland generalisable brand marketing
explanations (Kocak et al. 2007) By replicating fimelings, small steps towards the holy grail
of marketing ‘generalisations’ may be taken. Thigpraach is consistent with Leone and
Schultz (1980) who note that: “replication is theyko generalisation for without it, in the
broadest sense; we have no corroboration of rdseesalts. We are left with one-shot studies
that represent historical facts. Only by extendindings to other data sets do we perceive the
generality of marketing relationships”(p.15). Hencaeplication of the current study in
different research contexts is regarded as a sigprtls assessing the generalisability of the
model. For instance, future research could testenboands in different product categories,
since the impact of the independent variables enaitteptance of the extension may vary

depending on the product category.

An alternative model may consider dimension catysathus considering the relationship
between the dimensions of the multidimensional tants used in the model. If such
relationships are explored, it is essential thatytlare grounded in theory to prevent the
findings resulting from data set chance (Byrne 20@acCallum 1995; MacCallum et al.
1992; Markland, 2007). Identifying such causalityuld help marketing managers sequence
the development of the virtual brand tribal comntyigind the consumer-brand relationship
building programs and understand the formativeads\of these constructs. A more informed
research approach would explore the relationsmgsnat just correlations that exist between
the multidimensional constructs. Managers wouldipfom the creation of a more realistic

context in which to estimate the model.

It would be of real value to both managers and acacs to conduct a long-term study into
brand (line) extensions, by initially selecting aiety of brand (line) extensions for different
brands. From this the research should follow theerbrand (line) extensions over a number
of years to determine how successful they areendhg run; whether different emotions are

created around different brands; and whether differemotions and different levels of
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communication demand are developed over time. Eurtbre, it would be interesting to see
how the community structure affects the acceptaridbe extension over time; and also the
relationship between the type of the extension #m&l community structure, and the

acceptance rate over time.

The consumer may develop different feelings forrgusrand. Future research should look
into which feelings the consumer develops towahgslrand in question, and why and how
transferable they are in a potential extensionothrer words, the relationship between brand
personality and its effect on other factors anceptance is proposed.

Finally, consumer evaluations of the extension @¢dud measured in terms of attitude and
purchase behaviour. In the current research, it waasured as one construacceptance
However, scholars may replicate the study in d#ifércontexts and notice differences in

results between purchase behaviour and attitude.

8.13 Concluding note

The opening section of this chapter consolidateti wamfied this research. This was achieved
by reviewing the content and logic of the precedthgpters. At this stage, it was noted how
the introductory chapter laid the foundations foistresearch and formulated the research
guestions. The literature review and theoreticaintework chapters provided the theoretical
grounding and conceptual apparatus for this thesspectively. Next, the methodology
chapter outlined how the research instrument wasldped and data gathered in order to test
the theoretical framework. The analysis revealed tite constructs were cleaned and tested
for reliability and validity and included in the algsis to explore their effects on the
dependent variables. Following this, the discussimapter explains the results of this current
study in relation to the literature.

With the content and rationale for each chaptersictaned, theoretical and managerial

implications were discussed. The penultimate sectb the chapter highlighted potential

research limitations. These included reservatidmsutithe feasibility of generalising these

257



findings beyond the current research context, amterns about brand identity-performance

causality and issues surrounding the research iganatiat underpinned this thesis.

The final section of the chapter considered poardavenues for future research. These

included opportunities for replicating this resémrin addition to exploring causality that may

exist within the multidimensional constructs.

The most critical output from this thesis is itsitdbutions. While these have been drawn out

throughout the work, and especially following theapérical investigation, a summary is

presented in (Table 8.3) following for the benefitreaders of this doctoral thesis.

Table 8.3 Summary of the Contribution

s of the Study

Contributions of the Present Study

Theoretica

| Contributions

BRAND EXTENSION LITERATURE

RELATIONSHIP MARKETING AD S-D
LOGIC

Extends the literature on the antecede
to brand extensions through t
introduction of the level of co-creatid
and intentions to co-create concepts.

er@ontributes to the literature on relations
henarketing by conceptualising the notion
rvirtual brand tribal community (b
incorporating the dimension of tribalis
within the concept of community).

nip
of

y
m

Extends the framework of antecedents
the brand extension literature
integrating the concepts of virtual bra
tribal community and consumer-bra
relationship.

5 @ontributes to the literature on relations
pynarketing by re-conceptualising the conc
ndf consumer-brand relationship.

nd

nip
ept

Extends the applicability of th
framework of brand extensions

product categories  with  uniqu

characteristics, where to date very littlef co-creation in one framework, in th

research has been conducted (i.e., Vi
games).

eContributes to the literature of vall
ircreation (S-D logic) by integrating th
eoncepts of intentions to co-create and le

deantext of the brand extension literature.

Empirical Contributions

Contributes to empirical work thg
focuses on identifying the antecedents
the acceptance of extensi

aiContributes to the literature of consum
5 bwand  relationship by offering empiric
paupport for its sub-dimensions.

product/services.

e
e
vel

ne

er-
al
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Empirically confirms the effects of dliContributes to the literature of valle
the antecedents on the extension witiheation by examining the effects |of

different levels of co-creation. intentions to co-create value and level of co-

tribal communities by examining thesub-dimension of tribalism.
effects of all the sub-dimensions opn
acceptance of extensions.

Contributes to the literature aqrEmpirically confirms that the level of co

creation a product offers on its acceptance.
Contributes to literature of virtual brand&mpirically confirms the importance of the

extensions by empirically testingreation of the extension is the most
extensions with different levels of cpsignificant factor in its acceptance (in cases

creation. of joint co-creation).

Empirically confirms that consumerEmpirically confirms that a combination of
brand relationship dimensions can ha¥actors arising from the relationship
a direct and significant impact omarketing literature affect significantly and

extension acceptance simultaneously the extension acceptance

Methodological Contributions

Examines extension acceptance following a mixedhoteiapproach, i.e., combining
exploratory focus groups research for hypothesigding and survey research for
hypothesis testing. Operationalises the constifolitsnving a very thorough method of

pre-test and pilot tests.

The methodology and statistical analysis of thiseagch built on the weaknesses|
previous research: (1) the consumer sample ustdsimesearch was representative
the brand’s customer base, not merely a generallgopn sample or student sample
a lot of existing research has used; (2) the exdassin the research were based

of
of
as
on

realistic scenarios not on hypothetical brand esiters as opposed to existing reseafch;

(3) the research was conducted in the brand’siaffmommunity, where consume

would make actual extension decisions in realrib¢ in a classroom or other artificial
setting; hence overcoming one of experimental desmgin disadvantages; (4) the

study was conducted with European consumers, tbaofilouting to the paucity g
brand extension research conducted in Europe.

Operationalise the survey and experiments in am@m@nvironment.

Managerial Contributions

The effects or the non-effects of th®lanagers benefits from insights into t
antecedents on different types |ainline environment and the applicability
extensions in terms of level of cpthe present's study conceptual framew
creation. into the online domain.

s

f

he
of
ork

Managers benefit from a model thaWlanagers benefit from better understand
explains more variance of extensiptne value of co-creation and which types|
acceptance than the traditional mogeb-creation they prefer.

ing
of

introduced by Aaker and Keller (1990),
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Appendix A

Table 2.1 Summary of Selected Studies in Brand Exteion Research

ly

Author Dependent  |Purpose Design Stimuli Subjects Rdings
Aaker and [Consumer  [Explored how an attitudeExploratory FMCG: Beer, 107 and 121 Similarity: +
Keller Evaluations oftoward a brand extensiofExperimental Shampoo, US students |(Quality* Similarity):+
(1990) Brand is formed and the effects Sunglasses, Ice Difficulty of the extension: +
Extension of different positioning Cream, Toothpaste, Attributes of the brand extension: +
strategies of extensions fast food restaurant
consumer evaluations. (services)
Ahluwalia |[Extension To understand how far | Experimental Actual Brands 246 and 12 relational processing advantage emerges in
(2008) Evaluation |can a brand stretch and and 85 US |moderately close to the brand extensions, butmot |i
role of self-construal. Students very close to the brand extensions. In far from the
brand extensions motivation has a prominent role
Similarity judgments are based on consumer
characteristics.
Ahluwalia [Consumers’ [The effects of extensiongExperimental Durable Goods Secto 68 and 1EBoth far and close extensions may cause dilutiah
and Girhan|Evaluations ofon the original brand. US students |enhancement effects on the core brand immediately
Canli (2000)the Family after the exposure to the extension category.
Brand However consumers may not update their evaluat|
of the family brand unless they are asked. Spooizs
updating may occur when accessibility of the
information is high.
When accessibility of the information is low
consumers are more influenced by negative
information about close extensions and positiveuabo
far extensions. Diagnosticity of the extension
information determines the impact on the familynia
in this case.
If information is highly accessible feedback effecg
likely regardless of extension category.
Barone, Consumers’ [The Influence of PositiveExperimental Durable Goods: 67 and 71 USPositive Mood Enhances Evaluations of Moderate
Miniard and [Evaluations ofiMood on Brand Extensic Fictitious Electronic students Similar Extensions.
Romeo Brand "Evaluation. Brand
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(2000) Extensions
Batra, Lenk Secondary Develop a methodology to estimate brand and
and Wedel Research(Data Set category personality structures.
(2010) IAnalysis)
Boisvert Brand To conceptualise and  [Survey Real Brands and Actual The capacity of the parent brand to transfer sjmecif
(2011) IAssociation |model behind brand Hypothetical ExtensiongConsumers [brand associations to line extension depends on t
[Transfer association transfer. optimization process.
Bottomley The authors investigate [Secondary Analysis
and Holden the empirical
(2001) generalizability of Aaker
and Keller's model of ho|
consumers evaluate brapd
extensions.
Boush and [Consumer  [To identify how importarlExperimental Durable goods: Fictitioy144 US Similarity (typicality): +
Loken Evaluations ofisimilarity is. grocery and electronic [students Depended on the brand breadth
(1991) the extension brands (B/G) IAnd the product category
Boush Consumer  [How slogans can prime |[Experimental FMCG: Fictitious soup[174 US \When the slogan primes similarity: +
(1993) Evaluations |extensions. brand (Bella) students
Boush Consumer  [The importance of Experimental Durable goods: Fictitioy104 US Similarity: +
Shipp, Evaluations ofisimilarity and brand calculator brand (Tarcojstudents Reputation:+
Loken, the extension [reputation.
Gencturk,
Crockett,
Kennedy,
Minshall,
Misurell,
Rochford,
Strobel
(1987)
Bridges Perceived Fit| To enhance perceived RExperimental with| Experimental 181 universityResults indicated that extensions were poorly rate
Keller and |[of Brand by establishing manipulations and staff when the parent brand’s dominant association wa
Sood (2000)Extensions  [explanatory links. inconsistent with the extension’s dominant
association.
Broniarczyk|Consumer  |[Explore the importance @Experimental FMCG: Toothpaste, [76, 159 and Brand specific associations may dominate the effg
and Alba |evaluations offbrand specific Cereal, Beer, Soap 45 US of brand effect and category similarity when brand
(1994) the extension jassociations. Durable goods: students knowledge is high.
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Computers

Brand
Reliability

importance of additional
factors that influence
consumer perceptions o
brand reliability.

f

Dacin and [Consumers The purpose of the stuffixperimental Durable goods: 180,80 and 9Number of Products affiliated with the brant
Smith (1994 is to examine the effects Fictitious brand portfolidUS students
of three brand portfolio brand No support in the survi
characteristics on brand (Jasil)
strength. Portfolio quality variance decreases, a positive
relationship between number of products affiliated
with a brand and consumers’ confidence in their
extension evaluations emerges.
Specifically, results regarding the moderating wafle
portfolio relatedness on the effects of fit suggest
gradually extending a brand into more diverse pco
categories while maintaining a high degree of qua
consistency across the products.
Dawar and [Consumer  [The study explores the [Experimental True Brands 100, 117 Both distance and direction must be taken into @it
Anderson [Evaluations offollowing issues: Hypothetical Extensiongundergraduatin brand extension. Order of extensions must b&ull
(1994) Brand students provide that one takes into account the directitthe
Extensions |Does the order of extension.
extension affect consum
reactions to the extensig
How is direction of
extension to be realized?
IAnd does the consistengy
of direction of multiple
extensions affect
consumer reactions to the
target extension.
DelVecchio [Consumer  [The goal of this study is [Survey True Brands with 70 graduate [Fit and Number of products affiliated with the bdan
(2000) Perceptions ofsuggest and assess the hypothetical Extensionsstudents has a positive affect on brand reliability.

Fit increased as number of the brands affiliatetth wi
the brand.

On the other hand, as the products affiliated with

brand increase in quality variance, brand religbili
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decreases, as does the positive affect of fit andbr
reliability.

DiamantopoBrand The impact of different | Experimental Actual Brand/ 102 Brand extensions do not affect brand personality

ulos, Smith,|Personality [types of brand extension Hypothetical Extension|UK students |negatively, irrespectively of fit.

Grime on brand personality

(2005)

Estes, Consumer  [To examine how Experimental Actual Brands/ Students Taxonomic and thematic similarities coute

Gilbert, Brand taxonomic feature based Hypothetical Extensions independently to evaluations of brand extensions.

Guest, Extension and thematic relation

Mazursky [Evaluations |based similarity Cross-sectors brands Thematic extensions are processed more rapidly than

(2012) independently drives taxonomic extensions. Thematic extensions when

brand extension assessed under unconstrained processing were
evaluation. evaluated more positively and judged as less novel,

while taxonomic extensions had a judgment undet
commonality processing.

Farquhar Conceptual Paper

(1989)

Farquhar, Conceptual

Herr and Paper

Fazio (1990

Fedorikhin, [Consumer  [To examine the effect ofExperimental Fictitious Brand Students The results of the two studies show thiagumers

Park and [Evaluations ofemotional attachment orf Extensions/ Real Brands with elevate levels of attachment to a parent biaed

0]

Thomson |[Extensions |consumer responses to willing to purchase and pay more for brand extamsio
(2008) brand extension. Product Categories to forgive the brand’s mishaps and recommend it
other even in moderate fit condition and even aftef
Sneakers accounting for the effect of attitude.
Cell Phones
Grime, Provides a conceptual Conceptual Paper
Diamantopo framework combing key
ulos, Smith concepts from the
(2002) extensions literature to
guide future empirical
work.
Gurhan- Evaluations ofThe purpose of the studyExperimental Durable goods: 347 US Typicality and Motivation determine the effect of
Canliand [the family is to examine the impact students extensions on family brand name.
Maheswarafbrand of congruent and Sony and Sanyo
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|=X

(1998) incongruent extensions In high-motivation conditions, typicality is notath
family brand important for incongruent extensions
perceptions and to
investigate the process In low-motivation conditions, dilution and
mechanisms underlying enhancement effects are higher when incongruen
dilution and enhancement information relates to more versus less typicatpo,
effects.
In high-motivation conditions, extensive processin
congruent information polarizes evaluations
In low-involvement conditions, increases in memory
and familiarity (repeat exposure), not accompabig
deeper levels of evaluative processing, can lead t
belief changes.
Hamilton  |Brand Price [To examine the impact gExperimental Actual Brands; Students The effect of vertical extensions on piritage is
and Cherneyfmage product line extensions Hypothetical Extension moderated by consumer goals. For instance, for
(2010) and consumer goals on Prices consumers that have a browsing goal an upscale
formation of price image| extension can lead to a higher price image and a
Tea Brands downscale extension to a lower price image.
DVD Brands Nevertheless, for consumers that have a buying
Retail Store Brands the results can be reversed.
Han and To compare product- |[Experimental Fictitious Student and Culture +
Schmitt Consumer  |category dynamics and Brands/Extensions non-student
(1997) Evaluations oficorporate identity in brar sample; Hong
Brand extensions between Horng Product Category Kong and US|
Extensions |Kong and US Consumels. Ice Cream
IAutomobile
Bank
Hansen and| Intention to | To measure the effects [Burvey One Car Brand 900 The stronger the consumers are emotionally atthg
Hem (2004)buy the brandjaffective commitment, respondents [to their currently chosen brand in the extension
extension involvement, price from a category the higher the barrier to competitor’s
consciousness and customer bassuccessful entry.
preference for bundling in
the extension category.
Health, Parent Brand [To examine the symmet|Experimental Real Brands/Real and|Students This study reports a robust line-extenagymmetry
DelVecchio effects of extending Fictitious Extensions in
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\When the brand extension information is perceive

moderately inconsistent with consumers’ expectat
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and brands to lower and high which higherguality extensions improve overall brg
McCarthy quality. Clothing Stores (HandM1) perception and evaluation more than lower-quality
2011 extensions damage them, the latter sometimes having
Beer (Heineken, Fosterf) no effect.
Restaurant The asymmetry is consistent across various evakiati
(Ruby Tuesday) dimensions, product classes, real and fictitioasds
a priori brand liking and familiarity, brands with
austere and personable images, brands of low to
moderate prestige, and consumer regulatory focus.
Hem and |Evaluation of| To measure the effects [Burvey Actual brands 760 general [Perceived Similarity+
Iversen brand different types of population, [The relative importance of perceived similarityfelif
(2009) extensions  |perceived similarity and Product Categories Norway between extensions.
subjective knowledge in Bank, Computers,
evaluations of brand Snacks, Automobile,
extensions. Telecom
lyer, Consumers [To examine the effect ofExperimental Hypothetical Extensiomsctual Parent brand prototypicality does not have a
Banaerjee [attitude parent brand Actual Brands Consumers significant effect on attitude towards the extensio
and Garber ftowards the |protoypicality; brand
(2011) brand specific associations Product Categories Parent brand attitude has a significant effect on
extension relevant to extension consumer attitude towards the extension.
category; similarity and Confectionary
parent brand attitude on Rub and Balm Parent brand attitude has a greater effect omatit
consumer attitudes Shampoo towards the extension than on brand specific
towards brand extensiorjs. Soap attributes.
Parent brand attitude has a greater effect thain Hiig
aggregate on the attitude towards the extension.
John, LokenConsumer  [The purpose of this articExperimental FMCG 192, 139 andEven when the overall parent brand beliefs ardetil|
and Joiner |evaluations oflis to explore the Johnson and Johnson (124 Americarpeliefs about the flagship product can be immune,
(1998) flagship possibility that extensions Consumers
products and |can dilute flagship (women age [Flagship products can be diluted only when the
the parent products as well as brand 18-49). extension information describes a line extensat 1
brand names themselves. is associated very closely with the flagship praduc
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for the brand, beliefs about individual product
marketed under a parent brand —both flagship ane
flagship products can be diluted.

no

brand extension can hay
implications not only as

how consumers evaluate

Jun, Consumers [The current research  |[Experimental Fictitious brand 191 business|Price expectations of the brand extension are t&ffie
Maclnnis  |[Evaluations ofexamines the effect of Hypothetical Extensionsschool by price of the parent brand, the relative pric¢hef
and Park |Brand several price related students parent category in relation to the extension catega
(2005) Extensions variables on consumers’ and the heterogeneity of prices in the extension
judgments of bran category.
extensions.
The impact of price, is also found to found to be
stronger when consumers are confronted with the
actual price of the extension than when they ate n
Jun, Consumers’ [Effects of technological [Experimental Durable Goods: 248 US High Technology of the original brand: +
Mazumdar [Evaluation of |hierarchy on brand Fictitious brands students
and Raj the extension [extension evaluations. TV, HDTV, Word- Similarity: +
(1999) and the paren processor and
brand mainframes The technology level is important: +
Keller and |Consumer  [The study investigates thexperimental FMCG: Two fictitious 430 Quiality of the core brand: +
Aaker (1992Evaluations’ oeffects of the sequential potato chips brands  |University
new extensionintroduction of brand (Crane’s/ Medallion)  lemployees inExtend with consistent quality:+
and core brangxtensions on consumet the U.S.
evaluations of (a) a The effects of intervening extensions differ foghhni
proposed extension and quality and average quality brands in relationh® t
(b) the core brand. number of intervening extensions introduced and
success or failure of the extension.
The effects of intervening extensions on the core
brand differ for average and high quality brandd an
the nhumber of extensions introduced.
Kim and The main purpose of this Conceptual paper
Lavack paper is to examine how
(1996) introducing a vertical

(@)

he
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the new brand extension
but also as to how it may
change consumer
perceptions regarding th
core brand image.

D

Kirmani, Owners The purpose of this acte |[Survey and Car Industry: BMW, |Car Owners greater linking for the parent brand traesla

Sood and |evaluation of |is to examine how the Acura Brand owners,122, into more favourable responses either for upward or

Bridges the parent  [ownership status may 76 US downward brand line stretches of a non prestigadira

(1999) brand and themoderate consumer Fictitious extensions [students
extension responses to brand line However, the ownership effect did not occur for

stretches and Calvin Klein and Gap downward stretches of prestige brands.

corresponding feedback Fictitious Extensions

the parent brand. Parent brand dilution occurred only when the pgesti
brand used a direct extension.

Klink and Evaluations « | exposure, consur Experimental Actual 229 and 58 [Similarity increases with exposure to extension.

Smith (2001 Xposul the extension Brands/Hypothetical |students, US

rs perceptions of fit an extensions
s of the exten:

Lane (2000)Consumers [The impact of ad Experimental FMCG: Beer, Crest, (109 US Repeated ad exposure influences evaluations of less
Evaluations offrepetition on brand Keebler and Michelin [students similar extensions, but this relationship is attsed
incongruent |extension evaluations when ad content evokes peripheral brand assocgtion
extensions rather than benefit brand associations.

Extension consistency is not a fixed property it ca
change with ad repetition.

Loken and [Consumer |ldentify situations in Experimental FMCG: 196 AmericarDilution effects occur but depends on similarity

John (1993)levaluations ofwhich brand extensions Fictitious Brand (A) Consumers
the core brandmay be more or less likg Gentleness and Quality(women, ageModerately typical extensions: -
depending on tto dilute specific attribute 19-49)
typicality and [beliefs consumers have Atypical extensions: +
quality of the [learned to associate with
extension family brand name. Gentleness more important to Quality

Lomax, CannibalisatioThe paper aims to Consumer Panel |Actual Brands/ Actual |UK and All line extensions examined cannibalise on the

Hammond, |n risk of the |discover if the SOE modData Extensions German brand. Managers need to use multiple methods when

Clemente, |parent brand |is appropriate for line consumers |evaluating the degree of cannibalization and take

East (1996) extensions as well as new Detergents samples over time as cannibalization is shown ta be
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brands. To detect
situations where
cannibalization has
occurred. To discover if
there are any
cannibalization barriers.

dynamic phenomenon.

Magnoni an{Consumer- [To examine the impact gPseudo- Actual Brands/ Fictitiougctual The study has found that the components of consumer
Roux (2012)Brand step-down line extensionBExperimental Extensions consumers prand relationship (i.e., brand attachment, trast a
Relationship |on consumer-brand commitment) significantly deteriorate after stepvdg
relationships in luxury BMW line extensions.
brands. Peugeot
Maoz and [Consumer To measure the Experimental Actual Brand(BMW) |US Studentslinvolvement and similarity influences evaluations
Tybout Evaluations ofmoderating role of
(2002) Extensions |involvement and Hypothetical Extension$
differentiation in the
evaluation of brand
extensions
Marsadoss, [Consumers [To examine the effects gExperimental Actual Brands/ Students Moderate extension difficulty productsedbe
Eschambad(Brand perceived difficulty of Hypothetical Extension$ highest on consumer evaluations. Overall, the stugy
Arnold, Extension manufacturing the supports the fact that parent brand difficulty reest
Bindroo Evaluations |extension product on 16 product categories and affects consumer quality inferences of the
(2010) brand extension attitudes. extension product.
10 high quality brand
names
Martinez an{ Brand Image| To analyse the effect ofSurvey Actual Brand UK ConsumefThe perceived quality of the brand and consumerg;
de brand extension strategies Nike, Addidas, Reebc |s attitudes towards the extension positively influieenc
Chernatony on brand image both general brand image and product brand image.
(2004)
McCarthy, |[Consumers |To provide a definitive |[Experimental Actual and Fictitious |Students US| Similarity+
Heath and |Evaluations ofcausal test of brand Brands
Milberg Brand extension superiority over
(2001) Extensions |new brands.
versus new
Brands
Meyvis, Consumer | To identify the Experimental Actual Brands and us Key features in the shopping environment that affec
Goldsmith |Evaluations ofimportance of the context Extensions Students consumers evaluations of the extensions are thalis
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and Dhar Brand in brand extension. information and the availability of comparison bda
(2012) Extensions
Milberg, Consumer | To examine whether fit [Experimental Real Brands/ Real 278 US Fit-extension relationship is valid in noncompetti
Sinn, Reactions to [still matters. Extensions students context. In a competitive context where the conss
Goodstein |Brand are familiar with the competitive brands; the
(2010) Extensions relationship is diminished.
Perceived Risk mediates the relationship (Fit-
extension) in non-competitive settings and famitlal
in competitive settings.
Monga and | Brand To identify and measure Experimental Actual Brands/ 57 and 76 U{Eastern cultures perceive higher levels of simifari

John (2007)

Extension

the cultural differences i

n

Hypothetical Extension

iStudents

than western cultures.

and

Evaluation |brand extension
evaluation of analytic
\versus holistic thinking
consumers.
Monga and [Consumer To examine the influengdExperimental Actual Brands and us Brand elasticity is jointly determined by parerad
John (2010)[Evaluations ofof brand concept and Hypothetical ExtensionsStudents concept and consumers styles of thinking.
Extensions |styles of thinking on brai
extension evaluation.
Morrin Parent Brand | The impact of brand |[Experimental FMCG: 29, 39, 36 UBhe impact of extensions moderates by parent brg
(1999) extensions on parent students dominance and similarity.
brand memory structures.
Park, Jun [Composite [The purpose of this papéExperimental FMCG: 235 graduateWhen the header brand is , more favourably evady
and Shockefrand is to investigate the Slim Fast students the attribute level complementarity between thedi¢
(1996) Extension effectiveness of a Codiva Northeaster! jand the modifier brand is a more important faator
composite brand in a University  the success of the CBE strategy.
brand extension context
Greater effectiveness of the CBE strategy when
composed of two complementary brands than two
highly favourable not complementary.
Park, Consumers’ | To identify the role of |Experimental Durable goods: 195 US Similarity: +
Milberg, extension Similarity and Brand \Wristwatches students Brand Concept Consistency: +
Lawson evaluations |Concept Consistency
(1991)
Pina, IverseBrand Image | To find feedback effeci{Survey Actual Brands and Consumers | The findings highlight the moderating role of hei
and Martineg of brand extension on the Hypothetical Extensiongorm Spain jconsumer innovativeness and social innovativerﬂs.
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(2010)

brand image of global
brands.

Nike, Pumi
Skis and DVD players

and Norway

Culture is also analysed as a moderator.

Brand
Extensions

effect that negative
information about
extensions may have on

evaluations of extension

Hypothetical extensions

students in U

Bamily brand.
Extensions that are closely related to the famign
may be more detrimental to the family brand imag

Pina, Corporate To analyse the Influencg Survey
Martinez, dgbrand Image [that service brand
Chernatony, extensions have on
Drury (2006 corporate image.
RangaswanBrand name [The purpose of this papéExperimental FMCG: 125 students|To maximise future extendibility, a brand shoulgtty
v, Burke andextendibility |is to provide a framework Real Brands aged 18-40 |enhance the value to consumers of characteristicg
Olivia allowing managers to Hypothetical Extension$ associated with its brand name such as qualitie,sty
(1993) assess the relative durability and reputation that they are not product
extendibility of existing specific.
brand names.
Greater effectiveness of the CBE strategy when
composed of two complementary brands than two
highly favourable not complementary.
Reddy, Extension The purpose of the articl8econdary data Cigarette Industry 75 brand |iriee extension of strong brands: +
Holak and [Success is to determine extensions
Bhat (1994) empirically the extent to during 1950- Line extensions of symbolic brands: +
which the firm, brand angd 1984 by 34
extension characteristicg regular filter |Line extensions that receive strong advertising and
affect the success of ling brands promotional support: +
extensions.
Line extensions of strong brands, entering eairlier
the subcategory: +
Firm size and marketing competencies: +
Incremental sales generated by line extensions may
more than compensate for the loss in sales due ta
cannibalisation
Romeo Consumer  [The purpose of this Experimental FMCG: 26 and 80 [The extension’s product category was more impoftant
(1991) Evaluations orresearch is to explore the Tropicana Brand undergraduatthan its attributes when assessing similarity & th

[¢]

than information about extensions that are notetjo
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and the family brand.

related to the brand name (Future Research is
Needed

the dissimilar product category.

Increase in Brand Image when the extension was

in

De Ruyter

and Wetzelg

Consumers’

'The role of corporate

Evaluations ofimage and extension

Experimental

Services
Fictitious

299
Consumers ir

Late mover image (versus first): +

(2000) Service similarity in service brand Telecommunication  the Similarity: +
Extensions |extensions. Brand Netherland
Sharon Parent Brand | To examine the impaclE»fperimental Actual Students Easterners with high motivation exhilgihgicantly
(2010) motivation and extensio Brands/Hypothetical greater dilution effects than Easterners with low
typicality on cultural Extensions motivation when a typical extension fails.
orientation and brand
dilution. Sony Whereas for Westerns brand dilution is a resulbwf
Nokia motivation condition.
Dell The pattern is reversed when the extension is ey/pi
and fails.
In brand extension success Easterners and Westerns
behave the same.
Sheinin Extension The effects of experiencfExperimental FMCG 250 US Experience with extensions influences the evalnatio
(2000) derived beliefswith extensions on the students of the original brand.
original brand. Coca Cola
Shine et al. | Consumer | To examine the brand |Experimental Actual Brands 252 US |Similarity less important for multiple extensions.
(2007) Evaluations ofisynergy effects in multip students
Brand brand extensions.
Extensions
Singh, To examine the Secondary Data |Actual Brands and Actual The results suggest that the performance of suttess
Scriven, New Brand |performance of success|{(Consumer GoodgActual Extensions Consumers |new brand extensions is comparable to that of
Clemente, |Extensions anand failing extensions toData Sets) UK established ones.
Lomax, Established |new brands. FMCG
\Wright Brand
(2012) Extension
Smith and |Market share [The purpose of this artic|Survey 79 brands in consumerl88 businessMarket Share
Park (1992) is to examine the effects goods sector people and
IAdvertising  (of brand strategy (i.e., Characteristics of the BrandBrand Strength
Efficiency brand extensions vs. 1383 (Reputation: +) Number of extensions associatet

wit
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individual brands) on ne

o <

consumers inthe brand: 0

12

12

of

product market share an the US Characteristics of the Extension
adverising efficiency, an Similarity: 0
the degree to which these Experience goods greater effect that search good
effects are moderated by IAge of the product: -
characteristics of the Characteristics of the extensiomrmarket
brand, the product to Knowledge:-
which it is extended and Number of Competitor-
the market in which that
product competes. Advertising Efficiency
Characteristics of the Brand
Brand Strength
(Reputation: 0)
Similarity: +
Characteristics of the extension
Intrinsic bases greater effect than extrinsic.
Experience goods greater effect that search good
IAge of the product:-
Characteristics of the extension market
Knowledge:-
Number of Competitors:
Sood and Brand To examine the effects {Experimental/ Actual us Brand name structure can invoke different types ¢
Keller Extension brand name structure arf8urvey Brands/Hypothetical |Consumers |information processing strategies and therefore
(2007) Evaluations |product experience on Extensions influence both extension evaluations and dilution
brand extension effects.
Parent brani  jevaluations and parent Tropicana, Pepsi
brand dilution.
Sood and |[Consumer  [To examine how Experimental Actual Brands/ Consumers [Category similarity affects family branded extemsig
Keller Evaluations ofalternative brand name Hypothetical Extensionsand Studentsjbut not sub-branded.
(2012) Extensions [structures and varying
degrees of similarity Dilution effects affect family branded extensions.
influence extension
evaluations.
Speed (199¢{Branding The purpose of the Survey Wine Industry 715 Winerigghe positions of new and original product lines ba
Decisions research is to predict how in Australia |used to predict branding strategies for the nee: lin

the established position

of

and New
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the original product line
and the various
positioning options for th
new product, interact to
influence branding
strategy.

Zealand

N
al

Sullivan Brand This empirical study Longitudinal cross|95 brands in 11 us Entering late is the preferred strategy fontdra
(1992) Extensions |investigates whether brgcategory nondurable consumer extensions
extensions should be goods categories
introduced early or late in
the life cycle of a product
category.
Tauber Conceptual Paper
(1981)
Tauber Conceptual Papef
(1988)
Taylor and [Consumer To examine the effects {Experimental Actual brands US students Similariyderates the effects of price.
Bearden |brand brand extension pricing
(2002) extension consumer brand extensi
evaluations. |evaluations across
different levels of brand
extension similarity.
Thurau, Forward 'To measure the monetafyongitudinal Motion Pictures Forwards Spilloveifdets:
Houston  (Spillover value of brand extensior)s.
Heitjans Effects
(2009)
\Volckner Brand To identify drivers of Survey Actual Brands/ Real |General Similarity the most important factor
and Sattler [Extension brand extension success. Extensions German
(2006) Success population
FMCG sector
Xie (2012) Conceptual Paper The study focuses on brand extension in internatiq
strategy research. The study proposes a conceptd
framework that integrates three levels of intearad
external factors (i.e., consumer-specific; industry
specific; firm specific).
Yeo and Consumer | To examine the effects pExperimental Actual Brands, us Evaluation of Similarity varies.
Park (2006) |[Evaluations ofparent-extension Hypothetical Extensiongindergraduat
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nd,

\r

Brand similarity and self- students
Extensions [regulatory focus. CNN, MandM’s, Guess
Yeung and |Consumer To examine the role of [Experimental Actual Asian, \When people have an opportunity to for an initial
\Wyer (2005)Evaluations ofbrand-elicited affect in Brands/Extensions Students impression of an extension based on the core bra
Extensions |brand extension this impression can influence their subsequent
evaluations evaluations independently of the extensions siiityia
to the core brand.
Yorkston,NyConsumer  [To examine the role of [Experimental Actual Brands us Implicit theories regarding brand personalitytsai
nes, Matta |Evaluations ofimplicit theories in Students affect consumer inferences about a brand’s pergp
(2010) Brand evaluating brand Cross-Sectors traits and thus its ability to extend.
Extensions |extensions.
Zhang and |Children and | To examine the effect oExperimental FMCG Undergradugthildren rely more on surface cues than on deep.
Sood (2002)Adults brand [‘deep” and “surface” cue e population
Extension on brand extension and
Evaluations [|evaluations by children elementary
and adults. school in US

cue

Source: Adapted from Grime 2001; Hem and Iver€92Hem, de Chernatony and Iversen 2003
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Appendix B

A University

&7 of Glasgow

Focus Groups Topic Guide

My name is Eirini Bazaki and | am a doctoral reskar at the University of Glasgow. | am
currently interested in the behaviour of online gaplayers. Please spare a minute to read
through the paper with the aims and the objectofesyy project and ask me any questions
you may have. Overall, | would like to thank you émming here today. This focus group will
now start and please feel free to express youriapimas data will be treated strictly
confidentially.

Warm up
Tell us your name and one or two things about yatirs

General Questions
From your viewpoint to what extent do you enjoyyotg online games?
Probe for:

* Which online games do you play?

* How long have you been playing these games?

» Which is your favourite?

Questions Related to the Company
Now | want you to think about the company that tr@ated this game. How much do you
know and what are your feelings about it?

Probe for:
 Sjze
* Credibility

Questions Related to the Core Brand
Now | want you to think about the parent brand, uch do you know about it and how
much do you think your opinion about the parenhtdravould affect your opinion about future
extension products.
* Do you feel it is a well reputable game? Why?
» Can the fact that it is a well reputable game afyecr decisions towards potential
extension products?
* Do you feel that the fact that the original game &atended into many other games is
likely to affect your attitude towards future ex¢em products?
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Questions Related to Extension Products
Now | want you to think about new products comirg the same brand?
Probe for:
* What do you consider most important when you bagw product?
» What other products would you like to see fromXhenline game?
» Do you find that your behaviour is ever influendgdthe opinion of other online game
players?

Questions Related to the Persons Personality
Now | want you to think about your personal chaggstics as an online player
Probe for:

* How knowledgeable do you perceive to be? Example?

* How innovative do you perceive to be and why? Exafhp

Questions Related to the Relational Elements
Now | want you to think about your relationship kvitour favourite game and your
relationship with the other online game players.
Probe for:
» Could you describe your feelings towards the X game
* In which ways does your online game contacts you?
* Do you enjoy giving feedback?
» Do you feel there is a two way communication betwgeu and the X game?
» Could you describe your relationship with other ggptayers?
* Which are the main topics of discussion with ofblayers?
* Do you feel you belong to a community?
» Do you feel your opinion counts?
* How easy do you perceive it to leave this commhity

Thank you for your time!
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Items from the Focus Groups

I love...

My favorite game at the moment is...

Generally yea | do tend to like play different game

| play lot of different games.

I met lots of people online.

| have started to make friends online.

I have friend lists and staff so when | go homan still play games over the internet with the
same people | met in these places.

I have a friend who | met through these games amal valso met in real life.

| have actually traveled to different countriesrteet people like that.

Actually | sent a present to a friend with whomsed to play until today.

I have been for drinks with people | met online.

It's the same like meeting people in other places.

| play online games mostly with some people | krievn before.

Most of the time the reason | play online games iget in touch with people, because
computer games can be a little boring.

My friends go online and that's a good reason togime.

Sometimes it is more about the forums and the @#ashed to it rather than the actual game.
| do make sacrifices to play the game.

Some of the things | sacrifice are social life, @vdtinction, sanity, sleep

| ignore sleep to play my favourite game.

| tend to stay up when | should be going to sleep.

| sacrifice studying for a special gamel

Something that | like doing but it's not on the wipmy list.

| play when | have free time.

I only play if I have free time that fits into that

| am a game gig.

| am a hard core gamer.

| am a casual gamer.

I would say gamers like to socialize with gamersrmt with no gamers.

Its just that people like people who are like peopl

| play games because most of the people | grewitipplay games and it's a way to spent
more time together.

| have some friends and outside of that | will rezlly bother

Two way communication

| suppose it’s really a non direct communication.

Its more you read it on another website.

We really kind of get it second hand.

Companies will post up a service like online diang everyone will be able to read it sort of
indirect personal.

It's nice to see whats going on and see what thegmagaged in doing some companies are
better writers than others.
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Focus Group Findings
The focus group findings are presented in thisieects they have a significant input to the
subsequent stages of the research strategy.

Objective 1

The first objective of the focus groups was to eadhat all the constructs in the model are
relevant, as it has already been indicated thatabearcher uses both deductive and inductive
methods during the research process. Yet prioh¢oiriductive methods the researcher has
undertaken the relevant literature review. Fromldter a number of factors were included in
the model to be tested through empirical method=e (Pre Focus-Groups Research
Conceptualisation). With the help of the focus g@and the review of the relevant theory
some of the factors were excluded (see ChapteaBleT4.1.) These factors are size of the
organisation; credibility; portfolio characterigjc knowledge; innovativeness; and
involvement. For example, in order to exclude thetdr size of the organisatiobhecause of
potential minimal significance, the following presewas asked: Question: “What do you
think about the size of the manufacturing compa(®@searcher)l never buy a game
because of the compangFocus Group One)‘lt can be a small company, as long as it has a

good name’{Focus Group Two) A similar technique was used for the remainiagstructs.

Objective 2

The second objective was to identify new constrtitas may be relevant. The concept of co-
creation of value has not been associated witliothed extension literature. During the focus

groups the informants made it evident that wereredted in greater control over the product
they were offered. For example, “I think one thithgit we would like to see in a game is

something that will allow us to have more influemcethe game itself - being able to do more
things with it instead of being led to one direntigFocus Group One)‘ like something that

is more interactive. And | like more and more garttet are more and more interactive”

(Focus Group Four)The focus groups with the video gamers brougligtd the importance

of this concept, and literature in the field of @@ation was reviewed to establish whether the

inclusion of this concept could make an originahtcidution.
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Objective 3

The third objective of the focus groups was to tdgndimensions of the new concepts
involved. The literature review in Chapter 3 egsdi®d that different studies have selected
various dimensions to represent the conceptsrnfal brand tribal communityandconsumer-
brand relationshipin marketing. During the focus groups the infortsawere asked to
describe their relationship with the brand and dtteer informants. In order to see which of
these dimensions were more relevant in the comtieghline video games, the researcher had
to interpret the themes analysis from the resulteefocus groups. For example, the concept
of tribalism within the virtual brand tribal commitymbecame obvious to the researcher: “So it
becomes a situation where gamers attract other rgamyetheir own existence. But if they are
not around other gamers they don’t attract therhiy6uld say gamers like to socialise with
gamers but not with non gamers...”; “I find thatuitg the opposite, that if | only go with one
group | lose something... if | only go with one tridgs just that people like people that are
like people, if you know what | mearfFocus Group Three) From the definition of tribalism
that we have adopted in the literature review anthfthe phrases quoted above, it is obvious
that there is some sense of belonging to a tribengnthese video game players. Moreover,
the notion and the characteristicstrabalism are described in Chapter 3. In this way, one can
see many similarities between video gamers feetidribe and the definition that this
research has adopted with respect to tribalismdimansion of community. Chalmers, Schau
and Price (2011) have attempted to differentiate doncepts by emphasising the key
characteristics of a tribe, such as its ephemea#lire, unstructured character and most
importantly its value as a social glue to keep rtmmbers of the tribe bonded around their
interests (Cova and Cova 2002; Moutinho et al. 28@zinets 1999).

Similarly for the concept of consumer-brand relasioip, respondents provided evidence for
the existence of the concepts of intimacy, lovesralependence, and two way communication;
while their feelings in terms of commitment werexed. Although the consumers seemed to
want to continue their relationship with the brandquestion, consumers did not reveal any
oppositional loyalty towards competing brands. Tater clearly clarified that they were
multi-players, and gave the impression they wou&y @ny game that they liked either from
the brand in question or from an opposing brands feeling of lack of commitment is further

supported by the fact that most players belongeddree than one brand community at a time,
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and played several games during the same periddein lives. Finally, through their past
behaviour the players seem to have changed mamgdm@uring the period they have been
playing. Nevertheless, the researcher decided dmde the concept of commitment in the
next stage (quantitative stage) as the literatesgew on consumer-brand relationship is

inconclusive regarding the dimensionality of theaept (see Chapter 3).

Objective 4
The fourth objective was to create items underdingnsions of the constructs involved. List

of items from the focus grougéppendix B)

Objective 5

The fifth objective was to decide on the type & #ixtension that the study would use as a
stimulus in the second part of the research prooksswe have seen in Chapter 2 in the
literature review on extensions, a brand can intcedan extension into the same product
category or a new product category. Participanthérfocus groups were presented with three
scenarios on products in the same product categwythe original brand (i.e.,
computer/console video games; video game souvermrsputer video game components),
and three scenarios on products in another prodatgory (soft-drinks; clothes; travel
agency). The product categories chosen for theperiexents are often used as potential

product extension categories (see Appendix A, TAklg.

The participants were asked to comment on theioakttip between the original brand and the
extension product; and give their opinion regardisgsuccess and further ideas on how to
develop the scenarios. Most participants claimecprefer an extension within the same
product category, and presented a few video gamasos that would allow them a greater
amount of freedom in the game to make choices aad the game in different directions.
Based on this understanding, the research has etkbda base its experiments on three
forthcoming games of the chosen brand that aimedddress the different levels of co-
creation the gamers wished for. It is importanhdte here that despite the researchers’ efforts
the participants were not willing to develop ideasl participate in the co-creation process
regarding other products. A possible explanatiarttics is that the gamers knew the brand in

guestion and had no plans to expand into anothegasgy; and the players themselves were
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not willing to participate in utopian extension guets. lllustrations from the Focus Groups

were as follows:

‘There is a game | know, it started with 1 to Adpreally hope they make a 5 because | really
love this game. | want something similar or thetrepisode. | want to see the next generation
of this game.’

‘The Wii console with a new hero. | don’t know alniytg like that.’

(Focus Group Four)

‘I don’t know if it was an expansion for a gamesomething like this. | would buy it.’

‘Give us more games.’

(Focus Group Three)

Interviewer: What do you think of a travel agency as a newdpeb category for expanding?
‘It's a bit, a bit weird.’

‘I wouldn't trust the travel agency.’

‘The idea is a bit weird.’

(Focus Group One)

‘Honestly | like games, but | don’t want them tdlience other parts of my life.’
‘| don’t think it would be successful.’

‘It's very risky. You may get up, who knows.’

‘Yeah, | wouldn’t risk it.’

(Focus Group Two)

Interviewer: What do you think of soft-drinks/garment as a npweduct category for

expanding?

I know this company Valve. | think they give yoluach box together with the game.’
‘A lunch box? They have food in it?’
‘Yeah, | wouldn't use the food.’

‘Yeah, | would play the game.’
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‘I know two people who would buy it.’

‘Someone would buy it like a novelty thing, butdntt see this happening.’
(Focus Group One)

‘I may buy them for their comedy value, but | woumlever use them.’

‘| like to impress people and if | think it look®gd on me | would buy it.
‘I it is functional | think people would buy it.’

(Focus Group Two)

334



Appendix C

Online Adminstration

Advantages of Online Administration

There are several types of data that can be cetlentonline environment: e.g., survey-based
studies, psychological tests (e.g., 1Q tests),taghdi tests (e.g., reaction times), participant
observations, and interview-based studies. Theore#f'e online environment constitutes an
ideal context for certain types of data is the uei@dvantages it offers to the participants.
Participants in online video game studies can lgstake part from the comfort and privacy

of their own homes, at their own pace, and at @ tthmt is convenient for them. Online

research is easy to publicise by posting linksedevant bulletin boards and sending emails to
all the people that may be interested with a notédrward this link to anyone else who may

be interested.” If the study sounds interestingugho this snowball technique can be very
effective and is not restricted to the geographbmaindaries determined by the costs which
are usually related to face to- face interactidrieerefore, using online research can allow a
study to be both international and multiculturatgope.

Furthermore, the speed and efficiency of onlineaesh means that often the study can reach
a much larger and possibly more diverse sample riesgarch could otherwise hope to attain.
For studying video game players, these advantagestdb be more prominent. Firstly, gamers
nearly always have access to the Internet, anddheysually proficient at using it. They are
almost always interested in what the researchersstardying and often want to take part.
Furthermore, they usually know other gamers wha take part and can often recommend
good places to post links to contact other gantéosvever, all of this “good faith” is based on
the premise that the researcher will treat themthanl community with respect. Much of the
early research on video games was based aroundi¢hethat video games make children
aggressive or introverted, or other negative aspettgaming. Currently there is a growing
body of research that is beginning to examine vigame playing as an entertainment and
cultural phenomenon in its own right. Furthermareich of this new research acknowledges
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that video games are not just played by childreshteenagers but by adults and people of all
backgrounds (Wood et al. 2004).

Survey-Based Research Suitability

Surveys are probably one of the most suitable metnsline research involving video game
players. Surveys are usually cheap to produce, @asyjuick to complete while the collected
data can automatically be input into a statistiaskpge (e.g., SPSS) for analysis. The online
survey saves time for the researcher, in termslofigistration and data inputting. In addition,
large numbers of participants can take part withimreased consequences in terms of
expense. Such studies can be performed quicklhe#iwiently, and can be particularly useful
in quantifying opinions. For example, participantsild be contacted soon after a new game
has been launched for their initial impressionsl #ren contacted again at a later date when
they have had more experience of the game. Thaeslirvey may be particularly useful for
the discussion of sensitive issues that particgpary find difficult to expand upon in a face-
to face situation. The online nature of this medinoreases consumers’ comfort in answering
sensitive questions compared to a face-to-facatgitu However, to avoid causing offense or
distress, due to a lack of non-verbal cues or anityign wording, one needs to be careful in
wording of the questions. This can be achieveddkyng colleagues to proof-read the work,
pilot-test the questionnaire, provide a good exatimm of the content of the survey, and
encourage participants to contact the researchmrigtihey wish to. Ethical considerations

related with the character of the research shdalullze taken into account.

Challenges with Online Research
A number of challenges are associated with onliegearch related to issues such as
confidentiality, validity and truthfulness, selflsetion biases, as well as several ethical

dilemmas, and these will also be discussed.

How the Research Dealt with the Online Researchi€iges
One way to maximise the number of gamers who &sdylito take part is by explaining in
detail who the researchers are and why they aragdtie research. Many people are

suspicious of unsolicited requests to take pastudlies, and they need to be assured that the
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research is not a fraud or part of a marketingtrand that intentions are truthful. Researchers
from established institutions have the advantage imethat they can easily be traced back and
are more likely to follow a set of ethical guidgsthan an individual working independently
(Wood et al. 2004, Dillman 2000).

When gathering online data from video game playts,researcher cannot always be sure
that people are who they say they are (and that dhé take part once), or that people are
answering truthfully. However, this challenge akases for any other kind of remotely
administered study (e.g., postal or telephone).rdlie also the issue that any type of self
report is reliant on participants answering trulliyffualthough this is not just limited to online
studies but is a more general issue. One way tdotmnaximise truthfulness is to ask for
participants e-mail addresses, so that checks eamde at a later date. To enhance the
trustworthiness of the results, the software usedhfe data collection in the current study did
not allow the participant to log in twice from tsame IP address. In this way a respondent
would be discouraged from taking part in the stodyre than once. In addition, non-genuine
responses can become apparent at the analysisastdgend to be in the form of overstated
answers (see Chapter 6). For example, if a paattipeported that they played video games
for 20 hours a day, this may have necessitate duritivestigation and verification before
being included in the data set (Wood et al. 2004).

Furthermore non-genuine responses tend to be iistents For example, if a participant rates
their enjoyment of video games as low and they tbay they do not own any kind of
computer or game console, then it is unlikely ttety play for many hours at a time and
seven days a week. Such inconsistencies were figenty the researcher in the current study
and data from these questionnaires were not caesider further analysis. Another way to
authenticate the data is to ask a sample of paatits to complete the questionnaire again.
Answers can then be compared with their previogpaerses, and the degree of correlation
can be obtained. In such a way, the reliabilityhef data can also be assessed. However, this
method is very time consuming and costly and it m@sused in the current research. Another
limitation of the present research is that it ifficlilt to verify that the participant is, for
example, over 18 years old or is female or malés $hould be taken into consideration in the
limitations of the study and the generalisabilifytlee results. The other inconsistencies were

treated as scrap data (see Chapter 6): examplésdeéac very strong opinions towards
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opposing anchors of the same psychometric scaleverydpositive opinions for one concept,

but highly negative opinions for all others.

Moreover, the current research followed internevey principles (Hewson, Yule, Laurent

and Vogel 2003) to avoid measurement and coverageseand also enable the researcher to
check for inconsistencies and other scrap data.ifigiance, the questionnaire asked the
respondents to provide information regarding ttage, gender, education, occupation and
frequency of playing the video game. The data pledito the research were then compared
and contrasted with the data of other multinatimmine video game surveys (See Chapter 6)
and further explanations were provided throughditere review data from the online video

gaming sector of the entertainment industry.

In addition to the principles mentioned above, Hart procedures can help to address the
issues of participant tracking and honesty. Timé date attached to every data submission
can help to increase the truthfulness of the resklbr instance, long or short response times
may suggest that responses are not accurate osthdines important to note here that the
software that was used for data collection (Quastire Pro) provides the date, starting-
finishing time and IP address of the respondenthis way it allows the researcher to check
the validity of the results. Furthermore, when dasig an Internet survey, the design
decisions should be motivated by the features aadsgf the particular piece of research. In
other words, the research question should be ceresidogether with the resources available,
target population and the level of expertise ohltbe researcher and the respondent (Hewson
et al. 2003).

Ensure High Response Rate

In order to reduce survey errors from coverage psiagy measurement and non-response, the
following actions were taken. A tailored designotwes the application of procedures that
create respondent trust and perceptions of greaweards than costs for being a respondent.
This argument is supported by social exchange yhwhbich claims that actions are motivated
by return and therefore when return is likely togdmsitive, the individual is more likely to
take action. Therefore, respondents’ expectationsefvards and costs must be shaped as well

as respondents feeling of trust. This can be aeligtirough the questionnaire design and
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implementation process. Detailed guidelines forueng a high response rate, i.e., establish

trust; increase rewards and reduce social costs agopted by Dillman (2000).

For example, the questionnaire provides a tokeappireciation to the potential respondent
right at the first page after the introductionthe introduction the researcher also stressed that
the respondents’ contribution would be valuableéh® research, in an effort to increase the
importance of the research. Furthermore, the usityelogo was included in every page of the
guestionnaire to build trust between the researahdrthe potential respondent and increase
its importance. Another example is the use of anwapening at the beginning of the
introduction i.e., (“Dear gamer!”). In this way.eliesearcher aims to built trust and lower the
boundaries between her and the respondent. A witlyex-mail address is provided on the
first page too. For more information see questioendgsee Appendix D). Finally, the
researcher thanks the respondents for their canibib on the last page, while issues

regarding format and layout are analysed in thieiohg paragraphs.

Furthermore, exchange concepts must be communichteétd visually and verbally.
Questionnaires are written in two languages, omesists of words, the other of graphic
symbols. The two languages when put on paper neestimulate a person to receive
information in an interview. In order to achievastiwo aspects of the questionnaire need to

be in concert.

Finally, good knowledge of the survey populatigmerssorship and survey content is required
to achieve more effective means for increasing rdsyaeducing costs and establishing trust.
For this reason, the format, content and layouhefquestionnaire was checked by consumers

as well as experts at the stage of the pre-test.

Non-response bias occurs in statistical surveysdafanswers of the respondents differ from
the answers of non-respondents. There are a fesemeavhy non-response bias may occur.
For example, the respondents may not have had brtoug to complete the survey, consider
it irrelevant to complete, or other personal reasdihere are different ways to test for non-
response bias that can compromise the generaligabfl the results. To check for non-

response bias, the researcher statistically cordgheedemographics of this study with that of

another study as seen in Chapter 6.
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Content of Individual Questions

The researcher’s previous decisions on the questimdesign (information needed, structure
and method of administration) largely predetermthe decision regarding content of
individual questions. However, there are a numlbeuestions that the researcher should ask
before editing the survey: 1) Is the question neme® 2) Are several questions needed
instead of one? 3) Do respondents have the negeasdarmmation? (Churchill and lacobucci
2005).

An effort was made to keep the questionnaire let@i minimum as various studies suggest
that questionnaire length is negatively associtae@sponse rate. However, it is important to
remember that there are limitations on the effefta shorter questionnaire on the response
rate (Herzog and Bachman 1981; Dillman, Sinclaid &lark 1993; Smith, Olah, Hansen,
Cumbo 2003; Galesic and Bosnjak 2009). Potentiafiysitive questions, such as age,
occupation and academic qualification were asketieaend when rapport was built with the
respondent (Couper, Traugott and Lamias 2001). A@npte involvement and build a
relationship with the respondent, it is suggesteal the questionnaire starts with neutral
guestions at the beginning (Malhotra 1999). Howgetleg research topic was not considered

sufficiently sensitive or controversial to requireutral questions.

In order to test the conceptual model presentedhapter 4, six main constructs formed the
basis of individual questions (see Table 5.3). Mweg, questions on the perceptions of fit,
level of co-creation offered and extension acceyganere repeated three times, once after

every video game scenario was introduced.
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Appendix D

A University

N of Glasgow

Dear Gamer!

You are invited to participate in our survey abloend extensions in video games. The survey
aims to understand consumer attitudes towards \gdete brands. This project is part of the
work of a PhD researcher at the University of Gtasgnd all data will be used to meet the
degree requirements. The survey has approval fnenkthics Committee of the University of
Glasgow (see http://www.gla.ac.uk/Ibss/researciveth

It will take you approximately 17 minutes to conpléhe questionnaire. Your participation in
this study is completely voluntary. There are n@$eeable risks associated with this project.
Your survey responses will be strictly confident@hta from this research will be reported
only in the aggregate and used for academic pusparsg. However, if you feel
uncomfortable answering any questions, you candnativ from the survey at any point.

Your opinion is very important! Please click tG®&NTINUE button below to start!
If you have questions at any time about the suordie procedures, you may email business-
branding-survey@glasgow.ac.uk.

Thank you very much for your time and support!
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A University

N of Glasgow

Please click on a button to state the degree af ggreement with the following statements.

WoW is reputable.

C e C C e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

nor Disagree
WoW is trustworthy.

e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
WoW is of superior quality.
e C e C e e C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Please click on a button to state the degree af ggreement with the following statements.

| know a lot about the company that makes the WoW.

e e C C e e C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
S_trongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

nor Disagree

| am willing to give feedback to the company.

e e C e e e C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| have feelings fro WoW that | don’t have for otlvdeo games.
e e C e e e C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| am important to WoW.
e e C e e e C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| am more willing to learn news about WoW than dhbather video games.
e e C e e e C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| understand WoW.
e e C e e e C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I will be informed about WoW in the future.
e e e e e e C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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A University

7 of Glasgow

It's really nice to see what the company is engagetbing.

C e C C e e
1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

nor Disagree
| depend on WoW.

e e C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6
| feel something is missing when | haven't boughitling from WoW for a while.
e e C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6
WoW depends on me.
e e C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6
| feel WoW really understands me.
e e C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6
I am willing to make small sacrifices in order tedp playing WoW.
e e C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6
| feel | have known WoW forever.
e e C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6
No other video game in the category can take ésepl
e e C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6
WoW is like a person to whom | am close.
e e C e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6
It's really an indirect relationship between thengaand WoW.
e e C e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6
WoW is important to me.
e e C e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6
| would be very upset, if | couldn’t buy WoW prodsavhen | wanted.
e e C e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6
| enjoy creating online content about WoW.
e e C e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6

C

7
Strongly
Agree

C
.
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A8 University

7 of Glasgow

If I can customize the game then | feel more awsrit playing the game.

C e C C e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

nor Disagree
| expect what | create online about this game moaie unchanged by the company.

e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| want to be able to have an online dialogue wittse who create the game.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

VIDEO GAME SCENARIOS

Now that we know your views about the video game weuld like to ask you how would you feel afpd
react, if three alternative games were launcheeutid: same name. Each game is a fantasy role
playing game with real time strategy elements. 3¢enarios aim to describe the MAIN STRUCTURE

of a game.

FIRST SCENARIO

The plot is set by the company. The new game Wasiety of characters to choose from. It is well
structured and you play following the rules of gane. Finally, you have a few choices over thercojo
of the graphics and the music.

Please now state the degree of your agreementhdtfollowing statements.

The company really went out of its way to work witie gamer.

e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree
Disagree

This game offers a very high level of game co-cosat
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7



A University

7 of Glasgow

| would describe this game as a joint effort by ¢benpany and the gamer to create the game.

C e C e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree
Disagree
The new game is similar to the original in termshaf needs it satisfies.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The new game is similar to the original in termgaie functions.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The new game is similar to the original in terrhsigage situations.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The concept of the new game is similar to theioaiggame.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| find this game suitable for myself.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| like this game idea.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would consider buying this game.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
This is an interesting game idea.
e e C e e e C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would recommend this game to others.
e e C e e e C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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A University

N of Glasgow

SECOND SCENARIO

with the tools to intervene with the graphics amel plot. Finally, you can add your results to taeng
statistics and there is a lot of space provided/éar to create your own statistics.

Please now state the degree of your agreementhvatfollowing statements.

The new game has a variety of characters to chomse You can customise a character or you caf
create your own from scratch. There are threerdiffieplots available. The company also provides

you

The company really went out of its way to work wiltle gamer.

C e C e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree
Disagree
This game offers a very high level of game co-cosat
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would describe this game as a joint effort by glaener and the company to create the game.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The new game is similar to the original in termshaf needs it satisfies.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The new game is similar to the original in termgaie functions.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The new game is similar to the original in termsishge situations.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The concept of the new game is similar to the nabgame.
e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| like this game idea.
e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would recommend this game to others.
e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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A University

N of Glasgow

This is an interesting game idea.

C e C e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree
Disagree
| find this game suitable for myself.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would consider buying this game.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

THIRD SCENARIO

The plot is not set. There are recommendations petemtial plots, but you are responsible for
setting the rules of the game with your friendse Tbmpany offers a library of graphics and
guideliness on how to make changes depending ochibsen plot.

Please now state the degree of your agreementhvatfollowing statements.

The company really went out of its way to work wiltle gamer.

e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
This game offers a very high level of game co-cosat
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I would describe this game as a joint effort by glaener and the company to create the game.
e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The new game is similar to the original in termshef needs it satisfies.
e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The new game is similar to the original in termgaime functions.
e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The new game is similar to the original in termsishge situations.
e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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A University

N of Glasgow

The concept of the new game is similar to the nabgame.

C e C e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree
Disagree

This is an interesting game idea.

e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I would recommend this game to others.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| like this game idea.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would consider buying this game.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| find this game suitable for myself.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Please click on a button to state the degree af ggreement with the following statements.

| belong to WoW video game players.

C C C e e C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

nor Disagree

| play WoW everyday because other players expedbnde so.

e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| spend much time online socialising with other Wo\&yers.
e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel that | am a member of WoW video game players
e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7



A University

N of Glasgow

| feel I control the group of people | play with.

C C C e e C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

nor Disagree

| am addicted to WoW players.

e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The players of WoW are my close friends.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| achieve a sense of belonging by acting the samther WoW players.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Replies to my postings appear frequently.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
My actions are often influenced by how other Wo\lyelrs expect me to behave.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I have missed classes or work because of activitiess undertaking with other WoW players.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I would buy a new computer game if my friends froro\Wdid so.
e e C e e e C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| am very loyal to WoW, because the friends th@ive made through this game are very loyal too.
e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Just before you finish, we would like to ask yoiew questions about your online gaming behaviouy.

| play games, because most of the people | grewitlpplay games and it's a way to spend time tageth

e e e e e e e
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

nor Disagree
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A University

N of Glasgow

Most of the time, the reason | play online gamés iget in touch with people.

C C C e e C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

nor Disagree

Sometimes it's more about the forums and the @tashed to it, rather than the actual game.

e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
My friends go online and that's a good reason torgme and play a game.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| play games because it's a good way to spendwvithepeople | know.
e e C C C C C
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Finally, we would like to learn a few things abgou.

Sex

[T Male

[T Female
Age Group
[T <18

[T 19-36
[ 37+

How many hours do you play this game every week?

o<t
[ 1-3
[; 36
[ 6-10
[ >10
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7 of Glasgow

How many years have you been playing this game?

C
e
C
e

< 6 months
6-12 months
1-2 years

>2 years

Higherst level of eductation attained.

[z No schooling completed
[> High school graduate

[> Bachelor's degree

[T Master's degree

[T Professional degree

[> Doctorate degree

How many years have been playing online games?
[T <1lyear

[z 1-3years

[Z 3-6years

[? 6-10years

[z >10years

Occupation

[7 Student

[z Part-time employed

[Z Full-time employed

[T Retired

[z Unemployed
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B University
N of Glasgow

Thank you for completing this survey! We would agpate it, if you could send the link to
your friends todhttp://questionpro.com/t/AEy8kZly51.

Thank You!
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Letter to the Guild

A University

&7 of Glasgow

Dear Guild Leader (name as it appears on the sgreen

I am a PhD researcher at the University of Glasgdacus my research on the area of brand
extension in the context of online games.

| look for an online game with specific charactecs (i.e., reputable; encourage game
customisation; host active communities and a sSant number of frequent players) to focus
my project on. From the games reviewed in this stih) WoW seemed to be one of the most
suitable for this academic research project.

Therefore, | would like to ask for permission tongounicate with the WoW players and
members of the forum (name of the forum as it afgpea the screen), in order to conduct an
online survey. The research team here at the Wsityesf Glasgow would be most grateful, if
you could facilitate this contact (i.e., an emailal your users or a link posted on the forum).
Please feel free to scan though the questionntdaehed, send us your comments and sponsor
this research project by offering some in-game mdoébe distributed to the users, who will
participate in the survey.

We look forward to hearing from you and | or my spysors will be willing to provide any
additional information about this project. This jea is conducted after receiving approval
from the Ethics Committee of the University of Glaw.

Your participation would be most appreciated.

Kind Regards,

Eirini Bazaki
Doctoral Researcher in Marketing

Department of Management

University of Glasgow

Glasgow G12 8QQ

Tel: 0141 330 2363

Email: branding-survey@glasgow.ac.uk.
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Acceptance Extension Model One

Appendix E

Variables Entered/Removed

Model

Variables Entered

Variables Removed

Method

Tribalism

FIT1

PerceivedQuality

LEVELOFCO1

Engagement

TwowayCommunication

. | Stepwise (Criteria:

Probability-of-F-to-enter
<=.050, Probability-of-F-
to-remove >=.100

. | Stepwise (Criteria:

Probability-of-F-to-enter
<=.050, Probability-of-F-
to-remove >=.100).

. | Stepwise (Criteria:

Probability-of-F-to-enter
<= .050, Probability-of-F-
to-remove >=.100).

. | Stepwise (Criteria:

Probability-of-F-to-enter
<=.050, Probability-of-F-
to-remove >=.100).

.| Stepwise (Criteria:

Probability-of-F-to-enter
<= .050, Probability-of-F-
to-remove >=.100).

. | Stepwise (Criteria:

Probability-of-F-to-enter
<=.050, Probability-of-F-
to-remove >=.100).
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Model Summary?

Model R Square | Adjusted R Squard Std. Error of the Durbin-Watson

1 AR 211 2nc 1 21708

2 671 45( 44¢€ 1.0189¢

3 694 .481 AT€ .9909:

4 718 .50¢ .501 .9668t¢

5 732 53¢ .52¢ .9402¢

6 737 .54: .53C .0340¢ 1.89(

a. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism

b. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1

c. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, Pereei@uality
d. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, PerediQuality, LEVELOFCO1
e. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, Pered@uality, LEVELOFCO1, Engagement
f. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, PeregiQuality, LEVELOFCO1, Engagement,

TwowayCommunication
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ANOVAIY

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Ranraccinn 12A QRA 1 12RA RRA QR K22 nnn2
Racidnal A72 2N7 210 1 122
Tatal A00 N71 220

2 Renressinn 269 ]]1 2 134 940 129 ORRK non®
Residiial 230190 218 1 038K
Tatal 600 071 320

3 Rearessinn 288 794 2 96 7265 98 0’5 0nn°
Residiial 211 277 217 0R]2
Tatal 600 071 220

4 Rearessinn 204 AR] 4 76 167 81 478 nnn¢
Residiial 205 403 R1A 035
Tatal 600 071 220

5 Rearession 321 583 5 64317 72749 000°
Residiial 278 488 215 []4
Tatal 600 071 320

6 Renressinn 326 130 A 54 3KK A2 3N nonf
Racidnal 272 QA1 21/ Q72
Taial 800071 220

a. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism
b. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1

c. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, PerceivedQuality
d. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, PerceivedQuality, LEVELOFCO1
e. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, PerceivedQuality, LEVELOFCO1, Engagement
f. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, PerceivedQuality, LEVELOFCO1, Engagement,

TwowayCommunication

g. Dependent Variable: vglacc
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Coefficients

Model

Unstandardized Coefficier

B Std. Erra
1 (Constani 6.47¢ .21C
Tribalis 412 .04t
2 (Constant) 4,128 .266
Tribalism 480 .038
FIT1 493 .042
3 (Constant) 3.330 .316
Tribalism 480 .037
FIT1 466 .041
PerceivedQuality A71 .039
4 (Constant) 2.844 .330
Tribalism 482 .036
FIT1 461 .040
PerceivedQuality 176 .038
LEVELOFCO1 118 .029
5 (Constant) 2.312 .343
Tribalism 422 .037
FIT1 524 .042
PerceivedQuality 153 .037
LEVELOFCO1 431 .028
Engagement 163 .037
6 (Constant) 2.000 .368
Tribalism 414 .037
FIT1 508 .04z
PerceivedQualit 122 .04C
LEVELOFCO1 .13C .02¢
Engagemel 151 .037
TwowayCommunicatio .134 .05¢
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Coefficients®

Standardized 95.0% Confidence

Coefficients Interval for B

Model Beta t Sig. Lower Bound
1 (Constant) 30.859 .000 6.062
Tribalism .460 9.248 .000 .324
2 (Constant) 15.515 .000 3.605
Tribalism .536 12.734 .000 .406
FIT1 494 11.736 .000 410
3 (Constant) 10.528 .000 2.707
Tribalism .536 13.082 .000 407
FIT1 467 11.290 .000 .385
PerceivedQuality .180 4.389 .000 .094
4 (Constant) 8.610 .000 2.194
Tribalism .538 13.465 .000 411
FIT1 462 11.433 .000 .382
PerceivedQuality .185 4.627 .000 .101
LEVELOFCO1 .163 4.121 .000 .061
5 (Constant) 6.732 .000 1.636
Tribalism A71 11.285 .000 .348
FIT1 .525 12.544 .000 441
PerceivedQuality .161 4,101 .000 .080
LEVELOFCO1 181 4.688 .000 .076
Engagement .196 4.374 .000 .090
6 (Constant) 5.439 .000 1.276
Tribalism 462 11.088 .000 .340
FIT1 .504 11.859 .000 420
PerceivedQuality .128 3.092 .002 .044
LEVELOFCO1 .180 4.692 .000 .076
Engagement 181 4.035 .000 .077
TwowayCommunication .097 2.283 .023 .018
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Coefficients®

95.0% Confidence
Interval for B Collinearity Statistics
Model Upper Bound Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 6.887
Tribalism 499 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) 4.651
Tribalism .554 .976 1.024
FIT1 576 .976 1.024
3 (Constant) 3.952
Tribalism .552 .976 1.024
FIT1 .548 .955 1.047
PerceivedQuality .248 .978 1.023
4 (Constant) 3.494
Tribalism .552 .976 1.025
FIT1 .540 .954 1.048
PerceivedQuality 251 977 1.024
LEVELOFCO1 174 .998 1.002
5 (Constant) 2.988
Tribalism 495 .845 1.183
FIT1 .606 .842 1.188
PerceivedQuality 227 .958 1.044
LEVELOFCO1 .186 .986 1.014
Engagement .236 734 1.363
6 (Constant) 2.723
Tribalism 487 .837 1.194
FIT1 .587 .804 1.243
PerceivedQuality .200 .845 1.184
LEVELOFCO1 .185 .986 1.014
Engagement 224 .719 1.391
TwowayCommunication .249 .803 1.245

a. Dependent Variable: vglacc
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics

Partial Minimum
Model Beta In t Slg Correlation Tolerance VIF Tolerance
1 LOVE .065% 1.301 194 .073 .998 1.002 .998
TwowayCommunicati .269° 5.619 .000 .301 .987 1.013 .987
on
Interdependenc .100% 2.024 .044 113 .997 1.003 .997
Commitment .044° .884 .378 .049 .998 1.002 .998
Intimacy .009° 175 .862 .010 .999 1.001 .999
IntentiontoCo .068° 1.368 172 .076 .997 1.004 .997
PerceivedQuality .248° 5.176 .000 279 1.000 1.000 1.000
Identification .149° 2.821 .005 .156 .862 1.160 .862
Engagement .004% .080 .936 .005 .848 1.179 .848
Norms .216° 3.974 .000 217 .801 1.248 .801
LEVELOFCO1 .170° 3.485 .001 192 1.000 1.000 1.000
FIT1 494°% [ 11.736 .000 .550 .976 1.024 .976
2 LOVE .008° 197 .844 .011 .985 1.016 .963
TwowayCommunicati 171° 4.086 .000 224 .942 1.062 .931
on
Interdependenc .048° 1.143 .254 .064 .985 1.015 .965
Commitment .038° .902 .368 .051 .998 1.002 .974
Intimacy .040° 955 340 .054 995| 1.005 972
IntentiontoCo .025° .600 .549 .034 .989 1.011 .969
PerceivedQuality .180° 4.389 .000 .239 .978 1.023 .955
Identification 144" 3.262 .001 .180 .862 1.161 .843
Engagement 199" 4.268 .000 .233 .758 1.320 .758
Norms 109" 2.308 .022 129 .768 1.302 .759
LEVELOFCO1 157" 3.853 .000 212 .999 1.001 .975
3 LOVE .024° .588 .557 .033 977 1.024 .939
TwowayCommunicati 121° 2.729 .007 152 .819 1.220 .819
on
Interdependenc .059° 1.438 151 .081 .982 1.019 .942
Commitment .026° .634 .527 .036 .994 1.006 .955
Intimacy .027° .654 514 .037 .989 1.011 .950
IntentiontoCo .007° .166 .869 .009 .978 1.022 .950
Identification .094° 2.051 .041 115 778 1.285 778
Engagement 173° 3.765 .000 .207 742 1.347 742
Norms .105° 2.289 .023 .128 .768 1.303 .759
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LEVELOFCO1 .163° 4.121 .000 .226 .998 1.002 .954
4 LOVE .025¢ .620 .536 .035 977 1.024 .938
TwowayCommunicati .121° 2.816 .005 157 .819 1.220 .819
on
Interdependenc .049° 1.240 .216 .070 .979 1.022 .941
Commitment .039° .992 .322 .056 .987 1.013 .954
Intimacy .027° .687 492 .039 .989 1.011 .949
IntentiontoCo .013° .317 .751 .018 977 1.024 .949
Identification .105¢ 2.355 .019 132 775 1.290 775
Engagement .196° 4.374 .000 .239 734 1.363 734
Norms .120° 2.672 .008 .149 .763 1.310 .759
5 LOVE .027° .697 .486 .039 977 1.024 .733
TwowayCommunicati .097° 2.283 .023 .128 .803 1.245 .719
on
Interdependenc .047° 1.216 .225 .068 .978 1.022 .733
Commitment .051° 1.330 .184 .075 .982 1.018 .730
Intimacy .030° .781 436 .044 .989 1.011 .733
IntentiontoCo -.020° -.517 .605 -.029 941 1.062 .707
Identification .028° .584 .560 .033 .633 1.580 .599
Norms -.014° -.246 .806 -.014 427 2.344 410
6 LOVE .035' .893 .372 .050 .970 1.031 .719
Interdependenc 040" 1.028 .305 .058 971 1.030 .719
Commitment 048" 1.238 217 .070 .980 1.020 .715
Intimacy 034 .887 375 .050 987| 1.013 719
IntentiontoCo -.059 -1.408 .160 -.079 .827 1.209 .702
Identification 014 .290 772 .016 .622 1.608 .595
Norms 007 .115 .908 .007 416 2.405 .392

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, PerceivedQuality

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, PerceivedQuality, LEVELOFCO1

e. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, PerceivedQuality, LEVELOFCO1, Engagement
f. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism, FIT1, PerceivedQuality, LEVELOFCO1, Engagement,
TwowayCommunication

g. Dependent Variable: vglacc
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Acceptance Extension Model Two

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method

1 Tribalism . | Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-
of-F-to-enter <= .050,
Probability-of-F-to-remove >=
.100).

2 LEVELOFCO2 . | Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-
of-F-to-enter <= .050,
Probability-of-F-to-remove >=
.100).

3 TwowayCommunication . | Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-
of-F-to-enter <= .050,
Probability-of-F-to-remove >=
.100).

4 FIT2 . | Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-
of-F-to-enter <= .050,
Probability-of-F-to-remove >=
.100).

5 Engagement . | Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-
of-F-to-enter <= .050,
Probability-of-F-to-remove >=
.100).

6 PerceivedQuality . | Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-
of-F-to-enter <= .050,
Probability-of-F-to-remove >=
.100).

a. Dependent Variable: vg2acc
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Model Summary?

Std. Error of the

Model R Square Adjusted R Square Estimate Durbin-Watson

1 .641°% 411 410 1.42610

2 T777° .604 601 1.17239

3 .831° .691 .688 1.03619

4 .875¢ .766 .763 .90287

5 .891° .794 .790 .85000

6 .895' .802 .798 .83426 2.089

a. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism
b. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2
c. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication

d. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication, FIT2

e. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication, FIT2, Engagement

f. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication, FIT2, Engagement,

PerceivedQuality

g. Dependent Variable: vg2acc
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ANOVA?

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 453.600 1 453.600 223.036 .000?
Residual 648.768 319 2.034
Total 1102.369 320

2 Regression 665.280 2 332.640 242.010 .000"
Residual 437.088 318 1.374
Total 1102.369 320

3 Regression 762.006 3 254.002 236.568 .000°
Residual 340.362 317 1.074
Total 1102.369 320

4 Regression 844.776 4 211.194 259.080 .000°
Residual 257.593 316 .815
Total 1102.369 320

5 Regression 874.782 5 174.956 242.156 .000°
Residual 227.586 315 722
Total 1102.369 320

6 Regression 883.830 6 147.305 211.650 .000'
Residual 218.538 314 .696
Total 1102.369 320

a. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism

b. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2

c. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication

d. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication, FIT2
e. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication, FIT2, Engagement
f. Predictors: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication, FIT2, Engagement,

PerceivedQuality

g. Dependent Variable: vg2acc
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Coefficients®

Unstandardized Coefficients
Model B Std. Error
1 (Constant) 8.960 .246
Tribalism 778 .052
2 (Constant) 6.787 .267
Tribalism .736 .043
LEVELOFCO2 497 .040
3 (Constant) 4.365 .348
Tribalism .697 .038
LEVELOFCO2 476 .035
TwowayCommunication .557 .059
4 (Constant) 2.497 .355
Tribalism 741 .034
LEVELOFCO2 465 .031
TwowayCommunication .556 .051
FIT2 .344 .034
5 (Constant) 2.342 .335
Tribalism .656 .034
LEVELOFCO2 464 .029
TwowayCommunication .526 .048
FIT2 .330 .032
Engagement .203 .032
6 (Constant) 2.028 .340
Tribalism .664 .034
LEVELOFCO2 467 .029
TwowayCommunication .456 .051
FIT2 .319 .032
Engagement .198 .031
PerceivedQuality 127 .035
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Coefficients®

Standardized

Coefficients

Sig.

95.0% Confidence

Interval for B

Model Beta Lower Bound
1 (Constant) 36.474 .000 8.477
Tribalism .641 14.934 .000 .676
2 (Constant) 25.388 .000 6.261
Tribalism .607 17.134 .000 .652
LEVELOFCO2 440 12.410 .000 418
3 (Constant) 12.553 .000 3.681
Tribalism .575 18.249 .000 .622
LEVELOFCO2 421 13.411 .000 .406
TwowayCommunication .299 9.491 .000 442
4 (Constant) 7.030 .000 1.798
Tribalism .610 22.066 .000 .675
LEVELOFCO2 412 15.057 .000 .405
TwowayCommunication .298 10.876 .000 .456
FIT2 276 10.077 .000 277
5 (Constant) 6.985 .000 1.682
Tribalism 541 19.161 .000 .589
LEVELOFCO2 411 15.950 .000 407
TwowayCommunication .282 10.873 .000 431
FIT2 .265 10.227 .000 .266
Engagement .180 6.445 .000 141
6 (Constant) 5.956 .000 1.358
Tribalism .547 19.718 .000 .598
LEVELOFCO2 413 16.348 .000 411
TwowayCommunication .245 8.899 .000 .355
FIT2 .256 10.012 .000 .256
Engagement 176 6.396 .000 137
PerceivedQuality .099 3.606 .000 .058
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Coefficients?®

95.0% Confidence
Interval for B Collinearity Statistics
Model Upper Bound Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 9.444
Tribalism .881 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) 7.313
Tribalism .821 .994 1.006
LEVELOFCO2 .576 .994 1.006
3 (Constant) 5.049
Tribalism 773 .982 1.018
LEVELOFCO2 .545 .990 1.010
TwowayCommunication 673 .983 1.017
4 (Constant) 3.196
Tribalism .807 .966 1.035
LEVELOFCO2 526 .989 1.011
TwowayCommunication .657 .983 1.017
FIT2 412 .983 1.017
5 (Constant) 3.002
Tribalism 723 .823 1.215
LEVELOFCO2 521 .989 1.011
TwowayCommunication .621 .974 1.027
FIT2 .393 .978 1.022
Engagement .265 .836 1.196
6 (Constant) 2.697
Tribalism .730 .820 1.220
LEVELOFCO2 523 .988 1.012
TwowayCommunication .557 .835 1.197
FIT2 .381 .968 1.033
Engagement .259 .834 1.199
PerceivedQuality 197 .844 1.185

a. Dependent Variable: vg2acc
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics
Partial Toleranc Minimum
Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation e VIE Tolerance
1 LOVE -.044% | -1.014 312 -.057 .998 1.002 .998
TwowayCommunicati .325% 8.290 .000 422 .987 1.013 .987
on
Interdependenc .000% .001 1.000 .000 .997 1.003 .997
Commitment 0178 .394 .694 .022 .998 1.002 .998
Intimacy -.056%| -1.300 195 -.073 .999 1.001 .999
IntentiontoCo .115° 2.705 .007 .150 .997 1.004 .997
PerceivedQuality .229° 5.5682 .000 .299 1.000 1.000 1.000
Identification .214% 4.776 .000 .259 .862 1.160 .862
Engagement .237° 5.287 .000 .284 .848 1.179 .848
Norms .202° 4.331 .000 .236 .801 1.248 .801
FIT2 .291° 7.242 .000 376 .984 1.016 .984
LEVELOFCO2 440%| 12.410 .000 571 .994 1.006 .994
2 LOVE -.023" -.650 516 -.037 .996 1.004 991
TwowayCommunicati 299" 9.491 .000 470 .983 1.017 .982
on
Interdependenc .001° .032 974 .002 .997 1.003 .991
Commitment .028° .799 425 .045 .998 1.002 .992
Intimacy -.025° -.703 482 -.039 .994 1.006 .989
IntentiontoCo 129° 3.704 .000 .204 .996 1.004 .990
PerceivedQuality 229° 6.942 .000 .363 1.000 1.000 .993
Identification 235" 6.560 .000 .346 .860 1.163 .855
Engagement 230° 6.350 .000 .336 .848 1.179 .844
Norms 197° 5.199 .000 .280 .801 1.248 .798
FIT2 277° 8.625 .000 436 .983 1.017 977
3 LOVE .000° .007 .995 .000 .990 1.011 977
Interdependenc -.024° -.750 454 -.042 .990( 1.010 .977
Commitment .011° .340 734 .019 .994 1.006 .980
Intimacy -.018° -.563 574 -.032 .993 1.007 .980
IntentiontoCo .016° 461 .645 .026 .846 1.183 .835
PerceivedQuality .136° 4.120 .000 .226 .855 1.170 .841
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Identification .160° 4.738 .000 .258 .798 1.254 .798
Engagement .200° 6.228 .000 331 .840 1.190 .840
Norms .188° 5.634 .000 .302 .801 1.249 792
FIT2 .276°| 10.077 .000 493 .983 1.017 .966
LOVE -.018° -.645 519 -.036 .985 1.015 .962
Interdependenc -041%| -1.506 133 -.085 .986 1.014 .963
Commitment -.007° -.269 .788 -.015 .990 1.010 .964
Intimacy -.020° -.719 A72 -.040 .993 1.007 .964
IntentiontoCo .047° 1.579 115 .089 .837 1.195 .834
PerceivedQuality .107¢ 3.673 .000 .203 .846 1.182 .840
Identification 124° 4.149 .000 .228 .785 1.273 .785
Engagement .180° 6.445 .000 341 .836 1.196 .823
Norms .131¢ 4.342 .000 .238 .768 1.302 .759
LOVE -.008° -.308 .758 -.017 .982 1.018 .818
Interdependenc -.033°%| -1.279 .202 -.072 .984 1.017 .819
Commitment .003° 114 .909 .006 .986 1.014 .820
Intimacy -.023° -.885 377 -.050 .993 1.007 .822
IntentiontoCo .021° 732 465 .041 .819 1.222 .818
PerceivedQuality .099° 3.606 .000 .199 .844 1.185 .820
Identification .057° 1.820 .070 .102 .653 1531 .653
Norms .041° 1.167 244 .066 .540 1.851 .540
LOVE -.004' -.146 .884 -.008 .980 1.020 .815
Interdependenc -.025' -.999 .318 -.056 977 1.024 .816
Commitment -.001' -.050 .960 -.003 .984 1.016 .816
Intimacy -030"| -1.193 234 -.067 .986 1.014 .818
IntentiontoCo 024 .875 .382 .049 .818 1.223 723
Identification 034" 1.066 .287 .060 .620 1.612 .620
Norms 041 1.209 .228 .068 .540 1.851 .540

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication, FIT2

e. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication, FIT2, Engagement
f. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Tribalism, LEVELOFCO2, TwowayCommunication, FIT2, Engagement,
PerceivedQuality

g. Dependent Variable: vg2acc
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Acceptance Extension Model Three

Variables Entered/Removed?®

Model

Variables Entered

Variables Removed

Method

LEVELOFCO3

Tribalism

TwowayCommunication

Engagement

FIT3

PerceivedQuality

Stepwise (Criteria:
Probability-of-F-to-enter <=
.050, Probability-of-F-to-
remove >= 100

Stepwise (Criteria:
Probability-of-F-to-enter <=
.050, Probability-of-F-to-
remove >= .100).

Stepwise (Criteria:
Probability-of-F-to-enter <=
.050, Probability-of-F-to-
remove >= .100).

Stepwise (Criteria:
Probability-of-F-to-enter <=
.050, Probability-of-F-to-
remove >=.100).

Stepwise (Criteria:
Probability-of-F-to-enter <=
.050, Probability-of-F-to-
remove >=.100).

Stepwise (Criteria:
Probability-of-F-to-enter <=
.050, Probability-of-F-to-

remove >=.100).

a. Dependent Variable: VG3ACC
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Model Summary®

Std. Error of the

Model R Square Adjusted R Square Estimate Durbin-Watson

1 .631°% .398 .396 1.40067

2 T777° .604 .602 1.13749

3 .842° .709 .706 .97687

4 .864" 747 744 91197

5 .872° .760 .756 .89041

6 876 767 762 .87880 2.054

a. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3
b. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism
c. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication

d. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication, Engagement

e. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication, Engagement, FIT3

f. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication, Engagement, FIT3,

PerceivedQuality

g. Dependent Variable: VG3ACC
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ANOVA®

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 413.280 1 413.280 210.656 .000%
Residual 625.836 319 1.962
Total 1039.116 320

2 Regression 627.664 2 313.832 242.552 .000°
Residual 411.452 318 1.294
Total 1039.116 320

3 Regression 736.610 3 245,537 257.301 .000°
Residual 302.506 317 .954
Total 1039.116 320

4 Regression 776.299 4 194.075 233.348 .000¢
Residual 262.816 316 .832
Total 1039.116 320

5 Regression 789.376 5 157.875 199.130 .000°
Residual 249.740 315 793
Total 1039.116 320

6 Regression 796.619 6 132.770 171.919 .000'
Residual 242.496 314 772
Total 1039.116 320

a. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3

b. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism

c. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCOS3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication

d. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication, Engagement

e. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCQ3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication, Engagement, FIT3

f. Predictors: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication, Engagement, FIT3,

PerceivedQuality
g. Dependent Variable: VG3ACC
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Coefficients®

Unstandardized Coefficients
Model B Std. Error
1 (Constant) 9.677 .261
LEVELOFCO3 .677 .047
2 (Constant) 7.198 .287
LEVELOFCO3 .694 .038
Tribalism .536 .042
3 (Constant) 4.646 .343
LEVELOFCO3 .673 .033
Tribalism 491 .036
TwowayCommunication 591 .055
4 (Constant) 4.356 .323
LEVELOFCO3 .676 .030
Tribalism .396 .036
TwowayCommunication .556 .052
Engagement .233 .034
5 (Constant) 3.786 .345
LEVELOFCO3 .681 .030
Tribalism .400 .035
TwowayCommunication .559 .051
Engagement .248 .033
FIT3 .307 .076
6 (Constant) 3.451 .358
LEVELOFCO3 .682 .029
Tribalism 409 .035
TwowayCommunication 497 .054
Engagement .243 .033
FIT3 .309 .075
PerceivedQuality 113 .037
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Coefficients®

Standardized 95.0% Confidence
Coefficients Interval for B
Model Beta t Sig. Lower Bound
1 (Constant) 37.016 .000 9.163
LEVELOFCO3 .631 14.514 .000 .585
2 (Constant) 25.111 .000 6.634
LEVELOFCO3 .647 18.312 .000 .619
Tribalism 454 12.872 .000 454
3 (Constant) 13.545 .000 3.971
LEVELOFCO3 .627 20.635 .000 .609
Tribalism 417 13.659 .000 421
TwowayCommunication .326 10.685 .000 482
4 (Constant) 13.490 .000 3.721
LEVELOFCO3 .629 22.192 .000 .616
Tribalism .336 10.912 .000 .325
TwowayCommunication .307 10.712 .000 454
Engagement 213 6.908 .000 167
5 (Constant) 10.971 .000 3.107
LEVELOFCO3 .635 22.890 .000 .623
Tribalism .340 11.294 .000 331
TwowayCommunication .309 11.026 .000 .459
Engagement .227 7.489 .000 .183
FIT3 113 4.061 .000 .158
6 (Constant) 9.647 .000 2.747
LEVELOFCO3 .636 23.235 .000 .625
Tribalism .347 11.658 .000 .340
TwowayCommunication 274 9.211 .000 391
Engagement .223 7.424 .000 179
FIT3 114 4.143 .000 .162
PerceivedQuality .090 3.063 .002 .041
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Coefficients®

95.0% Confidence Collinearity Statistics

Model Upper Bound Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 10.191

LEVELOFCO3 .769 1.000] 1.000
2 (Constant) 7.762

LEVELOFCO3 .769 999 | 1.001

Tribalism .617 999 | 1.001
3 (Constant) 5.321

LEVELOFCO3 737 .995] 1.005

Tribalism .562 986 | 1.015

TwowayCommunication .700 .984| 1.017
4 (Constant) 4,992

LEVELOFCO3 .736 .995] 1.005

Tribalism 467 .843| 1.186

TwowayCommunication .658 .974| 1.027

Engagement .300 .840| 1.191
5 (Constant) 4.465

LEVELOFCO3 .740 .993| 1.007

Tribalism 470 .843| 1.187

TwowayCommunication .659 974| 1.027

Engagement 314 .829| 1.206

FIT3 455 978 | 1.022
6 (Constant) 4.155

LEVELOFCO3 .740 .993| 1.007

Tribalism 478 .837] 1.195

TwowayCommunication .603 .837| 1.194

Engagement .308 8271 1.209

FIT3 456 978 | 1.022

PerceivedQuality .186 853] 1.173

a. Dependent Variable: VG3ACC
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics
Partial Toleranc Minimum
Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation e VIE Tolerance
1 LOVE -.062%| -1.438 151 -.080 .997 1.003 .997
TwowayCommunicati .375% 9.805 .000 482 .997 1.003 .997
on
Interdependenc .007% 167 .867 .009 .999 1.001 .999
Commitment -.006° -.134 .894 -.007 .999 1.001 .999
Intimacy .041° 951 .342 .053 .999 1.001 .999
IntentiontoCo 1278 2.949 .003 163 .998 1.002 .998
PerceivedQuality .199° 4.743 .000 .257 1.000 1.000 1.000
Identification .327° 8.289 .000 422 1.000 1.000 1.000
Tribalism 454°%| 12.872 .000 .585 .999 1.001 .999
Engagement .385%| 10.198 .000 496 1.000 1.000 1.000
Norms .332° 8.430 .000 427 .999 1.001 .999
FIT3 .044° 1.008 314 .056 .998 1.002 .998
2 LOVE -083°| -2.350 .019 -131 .995 1.005 .995
TwowayCommunicati .326°| 10.685 .000 .515 .984 1.017 .984
on
Interdependenc -.018° -.496 621 -.028 .996 1.004 .996
Commitment -.024° -.676 .500 -.038 .998 1.002 .997
Intimacy .024° .687 493 .039 .998 1.002 .997
IntentiontoCo .099° 2.842 .005 .158 .994 1.006 .994
PerceivedQuality 209° 6.254 .000 331 1.000 1.000 .998
Identification 183° 5.005 .000 271 .861 1.161 .860
Engagement 246" 6.862 .000 .360 .848 1.179 .847
Norms 162° 4.204 .000 .230 .801 1.248 .801
FIT3 .082° 2.319 .021 129 .992 1.009 .992
3 LOVE -.058°| -1.898 .059 -.106 .989 1.011 .978
Interdependenc -045°| -1.484 139 -.083 .989 1.011 977
Commitment -.043°| -1.425 .155 -.080 .994 1.006 .980
Intimacy .034° 1.132 .258 .064 .997 1.003 .983
IntentiontoCo -.029¢ -.894 372 -.050 .848 1.179 .839
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PerceivedQuality .100° 3.091 .002 71 .855 1.169 .842
Identification .098° 2.921 .004 .162 .801 1.249 .801
Engagement .213° 6.908 .000 .362 .840 1.191 .840
Norms .151° 4.585 .000 .250 .801 1.249 .794
FIT3 .090° 2.987 .003 .166 991 1.009 .979
4 LOVE -047%| -1.653 .099 -.093 .986 1.014 .837
Interdependenc -036%| -1.274 204 -.072 .987 1.013 .838
Commitment -032%| -1.127 .261 -.063 991 1.009 .837
Intimacy .031° 1.082 .280 .061 .996 1.004 .840
IntentiontoCo -060%| -1.941 .053 -.109 .832 1.202 .824
PerceivedQuality .089° 2.950 .003 .164 .853 1.172 .837
Identification .009° .258 797 .015 .664 1.507 .664
Norms .045¢ 1.185 .237 .067 .562 1.779 .562
FIT3 113¢ 4.061 .000 223 .978 1.022 .829
5 LOVE -.052°| -1.887 .060 -.106 .984 1.017 .827
Interdependenc -.037°| -1.338 .182 -.075 .987 1.013 .828
Commitment -031°| -1.111 .267 -.063 991 1.009 .826
Intimacy .037° 1.324 .187 .074 .994 1.007 .829
IntentiontoCo -.045°% | -1.475 141 -.083 .818 1.222 .816
PerceivedQuality .090° 3.063 .002 170 .853 1.173 .827
Identification .015° 438 .662 .025 .663 1.509 .663
Norms .036° .969 .333 .055 .560 1.786 .560
6 LOVE 049" -1.793 .074 -.101 .982 1.018 .825
Interdependenc -031"| -1.119 .264 -.063 .981 1.019 .826
Commitment -035"| -1.201 .198 -.073 .988 1.012 .824
Intimacy .030' 1.095 274 .062 .987 1.013 .827
IntentiontoCo -041"| -1.354 A77 -.076 .816 1.225 725
Identification -.010' -.278 .781 -.016 .626 1.596 .626
Norms .034' .937 .350 .053 .560 1.786 .560

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), LEVELOFCOS3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication, Engagement

e. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication, Engagement, FIT3
f. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), LEVELOFCO3, Tribalism, TwowayCommunication, Engagement, FIT3,
PerceivedQuality

g. Dependent Variable: VG3ACC
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