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Managing customer engagement behavior (CEB) is a strategic priority for firms to build and sustain long-term
customer-firm relationships. This research examines the different types of customer engagement behavior (i.e.
augmenting CEB, co-developing CEB, influencing CEB and mobilizing CEB). The study also examines the re-
lationship between service fairness, different forms of trust (cognitive and affective), value-in-use (ViU) and CEB.
The research model was tested across two developed (USA and Australia) and two developing economies (India
and China). Results suggest that CEB is a higher-order construct and its structure is consistent across the de-

veloped and developing markets. In terms of cross-cultural differences, service fairness has a stronger influence
on affective trust in the developing economies as compared to developed economies. Findings indicate that to
motivate customers in developed and developing markets to engage, service providers need to treat them fairly,
build cognitive and affective trust and understand how they create value-in-use.

1. Introduction

Customer engagement (CE) is receiving increased attention, as en-
gaged customers are less price sensitive, resist switching, actively par-
ticipate in new product and service development and advocate for or-
ganizations (Hollebeek, Srivastava, & Chen, 2016). Further, new
technologies, such as social media platforms and connected technolo-
gies, have led to the adoption of customer-centric strategies that build
and sustain long-term organization-customer relationships (Verhoef,
Reinartz, & Krafft, 2010), increasing the importance of customer inter-
actions that co-create value (Ostrom et al., 2015), which can be termed
customer engagement behaviors (CEBs).

Given its importance, the Marketing Science Institute (2016) has
included customer engagement as a key research priority in recent
years. There has also been considerable effort to measure customer
engagement and identify its antecedents and consequences (Hollebeek
et al., 2016; Pansari & Kumar, 2016). However, there is little under-
standing of the types of CEBs customers display (Jaakkola & Alexander,
2014). These behavioral expressions are different manifestations of the
same underlying construct (i.e. CEB). Our understanding of these be-
haviors is important and can be improved by identifying and examining
their antecedents (Van Doorn et al., 2010), especially as organizations
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have limited understanding of the resources customers contribute to the
value creation process (Hoyer, Chandy, Dorotic, Krafft, & Singh, 2010).
Thus, the primary objective of this study was to examine the different
types of CEBs suggested by Jaakkola and Alexander (2014) (i.e. aug-
menting CEB, co-developing CEB, influencing CEB and mobilizing CEB)
and to identify their antecedents. Further, while most consumer studies
have been undertaken in developed economies (Dekimpe, 2009;
Maheswaran & Shavitt, 2000), Burgess and Steenkamp (2013) have
recently argued developing markets are likely to provide important
additional information. Consequently, this study was undertaken in
developed and developing markets to see if this was the case in a CEB
context.

Traditionally, service fairness and trust have been considered stra-
tegic levers that organizations can use to create positive customer re-
sponses, such as loyalty and positive word-of-mouth (a form of CEB).
While there is a connection between service fairness and trust (Roy,
Devlin, & Sekhon, 2015), the psychological mechanisms through which
fairness affects trust may be seen more clearly by using a two-dimen-
sional conceptualization of trust (i.e. cognitive and affective trust)
(Yang, Mossholder, & Peng, 2009). However, more research is needed
into the relationship between fairness and this two-dimensional view of
trust (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). In particular, firms need to understand the
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role service fairness and trust play in influencing in customers' extra
role behaviors, as these roles have evolved in recent years and are not
now limited to repurchase behavior or positive word-of-mouth. Today's
customers can also actively participate in co-production, co-creation
and service delivery (Gronroos & Voima, 2013), which means it is im-
portant to expand our understanding of the CEBs related to these ex-
panded roles. Further, as noted earlier, given the increasing importance
of developing markets, it was seen as desirable to examine the re-
lationship between service fairness and trust and their relationships
with customer engagement behavior in developed and developing
markets.

Before discussing the study undertaken to do this, a theoretical
background is provided and a research model and some suggested hy-
potheses are discussed. The research approach is then outlined, after
which the results obtained are discussed. Finally, the study's theoretical
contributions and managerial implications are discussed and future
research directions are suggested.

2. The theoretical background
2.1. Customer engagement behaviors

“Engagement” has received extensive attention across many dis-
ciplines, including marketing (Pansari & Kumar, 2016). Researchers
have suggested CE might be a process (Bowden, 2009), a psychological
state (cognitive, affective and behavioral) (Brodie, Hollebeek,
Juric, &Ilic, 2011) or a behavioral manifestation (Verleye,
Gemmel, & Rangarajan, 2016). CE has been seen as an aggregation of
the ways through which customers influence the value co-creation
process beyond mere purchase (Brodie et al, 2011;
Jaakkola & Alexander, 2014), which led van Doorn et al. (2010; p. 254)
to define CEBs as “customers' behavioral manifestations towards the
brand or firm, beyond purchase, resulting from motivational drivers.”
Such a focus has been widely adopted (Hollebeek et al., 2016), with
CEBs often defined as behavioral manifestations of customers' engage-
ment with an organization beyond the purchase process (Verleye et al.,
2016).

Consistent with van Doorn et al.'s (2010) and Brodie et al.'s (2011)
suggestions, Jaakkola and Alexander (2014) examined CEB through a
voluntary resource contribution lens. They suggested customers provide
many resources, including time, money and effort and actions, which
affect organizations and their customers directly and indirectly. Fol-
lowing Jaakkola and Alexander's (2014) suggestions, four types of CEBs
were considered, namely:

1. Augmenting CEBs, which occur when a customer's contributions
augment an offering. For example, customers might create content
on social media that supports an organization's offerings.

2. Co-developing CEBs, which occur when a customer's contributions
help a firm's development processes. For example, customers might
provide new product or service ideas.

3. Influencing CEBs, which occur when a customer's contributions af-
fect or change other customers' perceptions and/or behavior. For
example, customers' might recommend an offering online or offline.

4. Mobilizing CEBs, which occur when customers' contributions mo-
bilize other stakeholders' behaviors towards the organization. For
example, customers might convince other customers to buy an of-
fering.

2.2. Value-in-use

Service dominant logic suggests value is co-created with customers
as ‘value-in-use’ (ViU) rather than being embedded in tangible goods
(Ranjan & Read, 2016). However, there is no consensus as to how ViU
should be measured (Macdonald, Wilson, Martinez, & Toossi, 2011),
even though ViU is seen as the missing link between service quality and
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relationship outcomes (MacDonald et al., 2011). Edvardsson, Tronvoll,
and Gruber (2011) defined ViU as a customer's experiential evaluation
of a service and suggested it is based on customers' individual moti-
vations, competencies, actions and performance. The central element of
ViU is value creation over time as customers use an offering. Consistent
with this view, Gronroos and Voima (2013, p. 3) suggested “value
creation (is) an ongoing process which encompasses customers' ex-
periences, logic and ability to extract value out of products and other
resources used (create value-in-use)”. ViU measures the extent to which
customers feel better-off (i.e. positive value) or worse-off (i.e. negative
value) through their experiences. Thus, ViU is customer-driven and
accumulates over time, with customers being seen as value creators and
not merely as people who assess or determine value (Ranjan & Read,
2016).

2.3. Cognitive and affective trust

Trust is a multifaceted construct that is fundamental to building and
maintaining relationships. Customers' trust has cognitive and affective
aspects (McAllister, 1995). Dirks and Ferrin (2002) suggested more
research is needed to better understand the distinction between cog-
nitive and affective trust so as to allow a multi-faceted examination of
trust and its impact on outcomes. Bringing cognitive and affective forms
of trust into fairness research should strengthen trust and fairness re-
search (Lewicki, Wiethoff, & Tomlinson, 2005). The rational element
(cognitive trust) is rooted in a person's knowledge and understanding of
another party's capabilities (Castaldo, 2007; Sekhon, Roy,
Shergill, & Pritchard, 2013). In B2C service relationships, cognitive
trust is a customer's confidence or willingness to rely on service pro-
viders (Johnson & Grayson, 2005). Cognitive trust is based on shared
values, experiences and information cues between customers and ser-
vice providers that lessen the uncertainty in such relationships. Affec-
tive trust, on the other hand, develops over time as a result of custo-
mers' interactions, which can create deep emotional bonds (Harms,
Bai, & Han, 2016) if providers show care and concern
(Johnson & Grayson, 2005). Affective trust results from personality,
sensory cues and experiences when interacting with service providers.
Thus, affective trust is at a higher level than cognitive trust
(Johnson & Grayson, 2005; Kumar Ranganathan, Madupu, Sen,
Brooks, & J., 2013).

2.4. Perceived service fairness

Perceived fairness is an important aspect of organizations' re-
lationship marketing strategies (Roy et al., 2015). According to Oliver
(1997), fairness is the perceived ‘rightness’ that comes from customers'
evaluations of the inputs and outputs in their exchange relationships.
Similarly, Seiders and Berry (1998, p. 9) defined service fairness as “a
customer's perception of the degree of justice in a service firm's beha-
vior”. Fairness is the fundamental basis on which people evaluate their
relationship ~ with  other people and with institutions
(Clemmer & Schneider, 1996) and, because of their intangibility, fair-
ness is crucially important in service contexts (Zhu & Chen, 2012).
Consistent with prior research into the subjective nature of fairness,
service fairness can be defined as customers' subjective judgments
about the fairness of their relationships with a service provider.

2.5. Research model and hypotheses

2.5.1. Service fairness and trust

Trust plays a major role in the formation of service relationships
(Morgan & Hunt, 1994) and a lack of trust has negative outcomes
(Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009). Prior research has suggested people's trust
in other people and organizations develops through sustained fair
treatment, such as B2C service relationships (Lewicki & Bunker, 1995).
Indeed, trust is seen as an outcome of fairness (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen,
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2002; Khazanchi & Masterson, 2011), a view supported by social ex-
change theory (SET) (Blau, 1964). According to SET, the fair treatment
of one party by another party creates trust and there is empirical evi-
dence support for this view (Roy et al., 2015). However, little research
has examined the relationship between service fairness and different
forms of trust (i.e. cognitive and affective trust), which led Lewicki and
Bunker (1995) to suggest our understanding of this relationship would
be incomplete if we did not acknowledge the relationship between
fairness and different forms of trust, suggesting:

H;. Service fairness has a positive impact on cognitive and affective
trust.

2.5.2. Trust and value-in-use

As already noted, cognitive trust is rational thought about a provi-
der's knowledge and capabilities (Sekhon et al., 2013); while affective
trust comes from emotional bonds that develop over time (Harms et al.,
2016). Further, a core ViU proposition is that value is created over time
through a customer's cognitive and experiential interactions with a
provider (Gronroos & Voima, 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Thus, ViU is
about experience, relationship, and personalization and has cognitive
and affective elements (Ranjan & Read, 2016). A number of studies
have suggested the impact trust has on relationship outcomes is con-
tingent on the value created. Trust creates value, as it provides rela-
tional benefits from sustained interactions with a provider that is seen
as competent, benevolent and committed to solving problems
(Sirdeshmukh, Singh, & Sabol, 2002). Indeed, Sirdeshmukh et al.
(2002) found that, when customers trusted frontline employees and
management practices, they felt they obtained better value, suggesting:

H,. Cognitive and affective trust has positive impacts on value-in-use.

2.5.3. Trust, customer engagement behavior and ViU

Trust, which has cognitive and affective aspects, is a critical ante-
cedent to CEBs (Brodie et al., 2011; van Doorn et al., 2010). Greater
trust leads customers to engage in CEBs (De Matos & Rossi, 2008) and to
act as advocates for their providers (Gremler, Gwinner, & Brown, 2001).
As cognitive trust is based on customers' assessments of providers'
competence, integrity and reliability, customers are more confident of
their trusted providers, increasing their likelihood of engaging in CEBs
(Zhu, Newman, Miao, & Hooke, 2013). Further, as affective trust is
based on emotional bonds, customers are likely to reciprocate by en-
gaging in CEBs, suggesting:

Hj;. Cognitive and affective trust have positive impacts on CEB.

Perceived value plays an important role in exchange processes and
there is general agreement that perceived value is positively related to
commitment and recommendation behaviors (Wu, Chen,
Chen, & Cheng, 2014). Value-in-use suggests value is realized only
when an offering is used. Thus, value is ultimately determined by
customers' evaluations of their interactions with providers (MacDonald
et al., 2011). When value is realized during use, customers are likely to
participate in engagement behaviors (Brodie et al., 2011), suggesting:

H,4. Value-in-use has a positive impact on CEB.

2.5.4. Relationships between perceived service fairness, trust, CEB and ViU

Scholars have suggested the role identity plays in determining when
fairness matters should be examined (Clayton & Opotow, 2003). Al-
though fairness research has implicitly considered identity's role, it has
largely ignored the fact that identity can be fluid, take multiple forms
and have evaluative connotations. According to the Accessible Identity
Model, people's likelihood of engaging in fairness reasoning is a func-
tion of the type of self (e.g. social versus personal) that dominates their
working self-concept (Skitka, 2003).

A number of fairness theorists have suggested people care about
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fairness because it serves their need to belong and validates their social
standing in groups they deem important (Lind & Tyler, 1988;
Tyler & Lind, 1992). For example, equity theorists claim people care
about fairness as it serves their long term personal interest (Adams,
1965; Skitka, 2003). Prior research has suggested people's perception of
fairness changes when they are directly affected (Mikula,
Scherer, & Athenstaedt, 1998). Indeed, research evidence shows that,
when interdependent (vs independent) self-construal is activated,
people react more favorably to decision outcomes following a fair
procedure (Holmvall & Bobocel, 2008). There is evidence that self-
identities can be culturally constructed and that cultural differences
influence fairness perceptions (Clayton & Opotow, 2003).

Early research found Indians placed a different emphasis on inter-
personal responsibilities and situational context while considering no-
tions of fairness than did North Americans (Miller, 1997). Thus, in
collectivist societies, people may perceive a need-based distribution of
resources as fairer than a merit driven resource allocation, while the
opposite may be true in individualistic countries (Murphy-
Berman & Berman, 2002). Further, past research has suggested people
may consider an outcome distribution as being fair to their personal self
but not to their group as a whole (Taylor, Wright,
Moghaddam, & Lalonde, 1990).

Indeed, in collectivist societies, people may care more about the
fairness of outcomes for relationship reasons (Fischer, 2013). In support
of this, evidence shows collective fairness perceptions are more mean-
ingful in group oriented cultures, like those in East Asia
(Hayashi & Sekiguchi, 2006). Similarly, collectivists show more moral
obligations towards group members (Chen, Peng, & Saparito, 2002) and
fairness can be affected by moral values (Brockner, De Cremer, van den
Bos, & Chen, 2005; Fischer, 2013). Finally, evidence shows that orga-
nizational commitment created by fairness perceptions is greater in
collectivist societies (Cohen & Avrahami, 2006). Fairness perceptions
are also positively related to work engagement, an effect mediated
through trust (Agarwal, 2014). Similarly, the positive effect that fair-
ness has on perceived value and satisfaction seem to be mediated
through trust (Zhu & Chen, 2012), suggesting:

Hs. Service fairness has a stronger influence on (a) cognitive and (b)
affective trust in countries with collectivist (rather than individualist)
values.

The relationship between trust and attitude or behavior is inter-
esting in individualistic and collectivist societies, as it can underlie
cooperative behavior. Individualistic societies tend to demonstrate
greater trust, as they cooperate with more transitory groups, while
collectivist cultures demonstrate higher trust towards group members
(Buchan, Croson, & Dawes, 2002; Chen et al., 2002). Thus, the notion of
trust itself can differ across nations. For example, Americans seem to be
more trusting than Japanese (Buchan et al., 2002; Yamagishi, 1988).
Similarly, the USA seems to have more spontaneous trust, while China
seems to have greater interpersonal distrust (Chen et al., 2002;
Fukuyama, 1995). Evidence suggests trust drives sustained interactions
with a service provider and leads to better value creation
(Ranjan & Read, 2016; Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002). Given these findings,
customers should feel better-off and extract more value out of a re-
lationship (create value-in-use), especially when the notion of trust it-
self is stronger, as in an individualistic society. Further, as customers
feel more confident of their trusted providers, they are more likely to
engage in CEB (Zhu et al., 2013), albeit such a relationship will be
stronger when the notion of trust is higher. However, the relationship
between value in use and CEB should be stronger in a collectivist so-
ciety, based on the following arguments. Firstly, past research shows
perceived value underlies commitment to an ongoing relationship (Wu
et al., 2014). Secondly, collectivist societies have greater relational
commitment than individualistic societies (Chen et al., 2002). As
greater value creation motivates enhanced customer interaction
(Ostrom et al., 2015), we would expect such a relationship to flourish in
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an environment that nurtures relational commitments (i.e., collecti-
vistic society). Thus, it can be suggested:

He. Cognitive and affective trust has a stronger influence on value-in-
use in countries with individualist (rather than collectivist) values.

H,. Cognitive and affective trust has a stronger influence on customer
engagement behavior in countries with individualist (rather than
collectivist) values.

Hg. Value-in-use has a stronger influence on customer engagement
behavior in countries with collectivist (rather than individualist)
values.

The study undertaken to examine these hypotheses drew on con-
sumers' experience with luxury hotels that place greater emphasis on
guests' experience and satisfaction. This is an increasingly important
sector that has seen an exponential growth and expansion in recent
years (Knox, 2008; Yang & Lau, 2015), growing by 17% in 2014-15
(D'Arpizio, Levato, Zito, & de Montgolfier, 2015). While the USA is the
leader in the luxury hotels sector, such hotels in emerging markets, such
as China and India, have attracted consumer attention in recent years
due to rising disposable incomes and an increase in the number of in-
ternational events. Indeed, these markets are estimated to make up
around 10% of the global luxury hotel sector (PRNewswire, 2016). The
increasing numbers of tourists coming to Australia has also led to a
boom in luxury hotels, with recent reports suggesting as many as 60
luxury hotels are planned across Australia (JLL Real Views, 2016).
Consequently, India, China, the USA and Australia were seen as ap-
propriate countries within which to undertake this study.

3. Method
3.1. The measures

Scales from prior research were used to measure most of the con-
structs. Distributive fairness, procedural fairness, interpersonal fairness
and informational fairness, which are sub-dimensions of fairness, were
measured using items suggested by Carr (2007) and Devlin, Kumar Roy,
and Sekhon (2014). Cognitive trust was measured using McAllister's
(1995) scale, while affective trust was measured using items suggested
by Mayer and Davis (1999) and Sekhon, Ennew, Kharouf, and Devlin
(2014). The value-in-use scale was adapted from Blocker (2011). The
customer engagement behavior scale was measured using 16 items
developed within this study and based on Jaakkola and Alexander's
(2014) earlier research, which had identified the four customer en-
gagement behavior types discussed earlier (i.e. co-developing, aug-
menting, influencing, and mobilizing behaviors). Table 1 provides in-
formation about the items.

3.2. Survey procedure and participants

The questionnaire, which asked about respondents' hotel experi-
ences (a typical service interaction), was pre-tested on a convenience
sample of 50 university students to see whether there were potential
issues with flow, clarity or comprehension. This led to some minor
changes. The revised questionnaire was administered in each country
by qSample (www.gsample.com), an international marketing research
company, through its online panel system. This firm was selected pri-
marily because of its access to the populations of interest and the rig-
orous procedure it uses when selecting representative samples. A
sample was drawn that was a reasonable representation of the relevant
target population (people who were older than 18 years and had stayed
in a luxury hotel in the 12 months prior to responding), with responses
being obtained in four countries (Australia, the USA, India and China).
A quota-based approach was used to ensure respondents represented
the population of interest in each country as closely as possible.

The same questionnaire and data collection methods were used in
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each country, although, while the USA, Australian and Indian ques-
tionnaires were in English, the Chinese questionnaire was translated
into Mandarin and back translated into English by bilingual experts, as
recommended by Malhotra, Agarwal, and Peterson (1996), to ensure
accuracy and consistency with the original questionnaire. Following
this, the original and translated questionnaires were reviewed by an-
other bilingual expert for language (grammar, spelling, and vocabulary)
and cultural appropriateness and administered by the research firm in
each country. A total of 1259 usable responses were collected (435 from
Australia, 396 from the USA, 204 from China, and 224 from India).
Based on Soper's (2014) sample size calculator, the total number of
responses required for model structure was found to be sufficient (the
minimum sample recommended for structural equation modeling with
9 latent variables, 43 observed variables, a p-level of 0.05 and an an-
ticipated size effect of 0.03 is 184).

More American respondents were females (53%); most were > 35
years (76%) and employed (57%). Approximately 51% had visited a
luxury hotel six or more times in the previous year and, on average,
stayed between three and five nights. More Australian respondents
were female (52%); most were > 26 years (89%) and employed (61%).
Almost 67% had visited a luxury hotel six or more time and many
stayed three or more days, perhaps reflecting geographic distance from
Australia to many tourist destinations. Indian and Chinese respondents
were different. Most were male (India: 67%; China: 64%), younger
(between 26 and 35 years) (India: 56%; China: 55%) and were em-
ployed (India: 78%; China: 83%). A majority of the Indian respondents
(94%) had stayed more than three nights during their stay.
Approximately 39% of the Chinese respondents had stayed between
five and six days (39%).

3.3. Data analysis

A partial least squares (PLS) approach to structural equation mod-
eling (SEM) was used to test the various relationships. PLS-SEM is a
component-based approach that can be used to predict key target
variables (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011). Unlike the covariance-based
SEM approach, PLS-SEM does not rely on normality assumptions and
does not require large sample sizes (Hair et al., 2011). In this case, the
SmartPLS 3.0 program was used to estimate the model's parameters
(Ringle, Wende, & Becker, 2015).

3.4. Common method bias

As common method bias (CMB) can be problematic in cross-sec-
tional surveys, procedural and statistical methods were used to examine
this issue (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Procedu-
rally, respondents were informed there was no right or wrong answers,
asked to answer as honestly as possible and assured of anonymity
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Statistically, after the data collection, Harman's
single-factor test was used, which showed the first factor explained 33%
of the total variance, well below the suggested 50% threshold. The
marker variable approach recommended by Lindell and Whitney
(2001) was also used. This did not show significant differences, sug-
gesting CMB was not a major issue in this study.

4. Results

The two-step modeling approach recommended by Anderson and
Gerbing (1988) was used to empirically assess the constructs' mea-
surement properties (the outer model) and the structural (the inner)
model. Consistent with this two-step approach, the measurement
properties were examined first to assess reliability and validity, after
which the structural model was estimated. The structural model was
used to test hypotheses H1-H4 and a multigroup analysis approach
using the Welch-Satterthwaite approach (Sarstedt,
Henseler, & Christian, 2011) was used to assess cross-cultural
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Table 1
Construct loadings across countries.

Australia (n = 435) USA (n = 396) India (n = 224) China (n = 204)

A t A t A t A t
Perceived service fairness (PF) (Carr, 2007; Devlin et al., 2014)
Distributive fairness (DF)
Fully met my needs 0.85 50.17 0.87 51.72 0.77 14.21 0.77 21.79
Served without any bias 0.76 25.21 0.81 34.79 0.81 23.83 0.84 39.63
Provided me with what I asked 0.58 16.05 0.59 12.44 0.65 10.58 0.88 62.32
Price was reasonable for the services I received 0.81 40.71 0.86 53.54 0.73 12.00 0.86 44.38
Procedural fairness (PF)
Received service in a very timely manner 0.85 49.32 0.85 41.68 0.83 23.85 0.89 56.33
The service procedures were reasonable 0.83 30.58 0.87 47.38 0.74 16.28 0.88 57.97
Provided me with information that was clear and understandable 0.85 41.65 0.88 65.16 0.75 15.91 0.79 27.03
Employees seemed very knowledgeable about any of my questions or concerns 0.80 29.12 0.81 30.21 0.74 14.29 0.78 20.93
Treated me flexibly according to my needs 0.81 29.53 0.82 29.59 0.72 11.54 0.86 46.73
Interpersonal fairness (IF)
Are polite 0.84 38.66 0.83 30.47 0.81 23.78 0.89 64.94
Are respectable to customers 0.83 38.40 0.87 45.28 0.78 22.88 0.87 46.89
Treat customers with dignity 0.84 34.59 0.86 44.48 0.76 17.83 0.82 29.56
Are courteous 0.81 35.83 0.84 29.58 0.72 17.56 0.75 16.16
Informational fairness (MF)
Provides timely and specific explanation 0.84 36.11 0.89 73.70 0.80 23.95 0.86 41.87
Provides thorough explanations 0.85 48.80 0.85 53.07 0.79 22.24 0.87 42.05
Makes sure I understand the information it provides 0.82 30.38 0.85 43.72 0.76 20.33 0.85 40.64
Are ready to answer my questions 0.73 18.18 0.76 21.76 0.77 16.57 0.84 23.56
Cognitive trust (CT) (McAllister, 1995)
I have good reasons to doubt the competence of the hotel® 0.87 51.49 0.90 72.50 0.68 9.86 0.71 11.79
I can rely on the hotel not to make my stay at the hotel more difficult 0.71 15.43 0.79 18.41 0.66 8.56 0.84 21.71
Delivers its service with professionalism and dedication 0.86 59.54 0.90 90.03 0.88 34.19 0.89 68.18
Affective trust (AT) (Mayer & Davis, 1999; Sekhon et al., 2014)
Feel a sense of personal loss if I could no longer stay at this hotel 0.77 26.60 0.84 49.16 0.62 8.15 0.80 22.17
I can freely share my ideas and feelings with the hotel 0.78 29.72 0.76 21.49 0.86 41.04 0.89 49.25
If I shared my problems with hotel staff, they would respond angrily® 0.80 37.94 0.80 39.97 0.81 21.60 0.90 54.40
Value-in-use (ViU) (Blocker, 2011)
1 get significant value from being in relationship with this hotel 0.86 55.91 0.85 49.31 0.82 21.88 0.90 61.91
This hotel creates superior value for me when comparing all the costs versus benefits in  0.86 35.73 0.87 55.38 0.85 32.44 0.88 59.04
the relationship
The benefits I gain from being in relationship with this hotel far outweigh the costs 0.91 70.59 0.88 54.34 0.82 26.54 0.90 61.11
Considering the cost of doing business with this hotel, I gain a lot in our overall 0.60 14.38 0.61 14.51 0.73 17.41 0.88 44.04
relationship with the hotel
It was a memorable experience for me 0.91 85.02 0.89 69.50 0.82 20.30 0.90 48.33
Customer engagement behavior (CEB) (based on Jaakkola & Alexander, 2014)
Co-developing behavior (CO)
I proactively communicate with the hotel about potential service-related problems 0.81 31.48 0.84 39.97 0.76 13.27 0.92 69.65
I make constructive suggestions to the hotel about how to improve its services 0.92 97.44 0.93 96.96 0.86 43.07 0.92 62.00
I let the hotel know of ways that can better serve my needs 0.88 70.36 0.92 88.60 0.85 36.55 0.90 70.31
Influencing behavior (IN)
I said positive things about this hotel and its employees to others 0.92 95.27 0.92 72.00 0.86 40.36 0.89 57.15
I recommend this hotel and its employees to others 0.94 108.73 0.96 169.64 0.86 29.09 0.92 75.17
I encourage friends and relatives to use this hotel in future 0.91 69.44 0.95 116.40 0.86 33.50 0.88 51.42
Augmenting behavior (AG)
I post photographs of my stay at this hotel on social media 0.86 49.44 0.89 50.55 0.75 19.16 0.89 53.44
I would write blogs about my positive experience at this hotel 0.87 57.04 0.88 46.97 0.85 36.34 0.90 58.39
The hotel provides opportunities to share my experience with others via social media 0.89 59.01 0.92 82.45 0.86 38.51 0.89 53.46
I engage in forwarding the promotions offered by this hotel to others 0.82 41.04 0.83 45.01 0.79 26.39 0.88 57.78
Mobilizing behavior (MB)
1 assist other customers if they need my help 0.82 38.84 0.85 40.33 0.82 32.27 0.82 24.01
I give advice to other customers regarding the services of the hotel 0.81 36.20 0.86 53.77 0.81 24.73 0.88 48.57
I teach other customers to use services correctly 0.83 38.76 0.86 40.27 0.82 27.88 0.89 55.43
I help other customers if they seem to have problems 0.88 66.58 0.86 35.73 0.82 28.21 0.89 56.16
I am willing to stand to protect the reputation of the hotel 0.82 34.22 0.83 38.51 0.83 35.13 0.87 50.76
I am willing to clarify other customers or outsiders misunderstanding regarding the  0.86 50.93 0.89 68.09 0.78 15.62 0.88 41.01
hotel

Notes: A — first order factor loadings, DF — distributive fairness, PF — procedural fairness, IF — interactional fairness, MF — informational fairness. All t-values > 1.96 are significant at
p < 0.05. R - reverse coded.

differences (H5-H8). We drew on Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt's 4.1. The constructs' measurement properties

(2016) measurement invariance of composite models (MICOM) proce-

dure to test measurement invariance before testing differences in the Reliability was assessed and convergent validity determined
structural paths across the four countries. through the strength and significance of the factor loadings and by

computing average variance extracted (AVE) scores (Fornell & Larcker,
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1981). As can be seen in Table 1, all of the loadings were satisfactory
(> 0.50) and statistically significant (p < 0.01) (Hair, Black, Babin,
Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). Further, discriminant validity was estab-
lished, as the average variance extracted for each construct was greater
than its shared variance with the model's other constructs
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

The construct reliability coefficients for all of the constructs
were > 0.70 and all of the AVE scores were > 0.50 (Hair et al., 2006),
suggesting reliability and convergent validity. However, the four-sug-
gested service fairness sub-dimensions did not seem to have dis-
criminant validity, as their correlations ranged from 0.84 to 0.91, some
of which were higher than the square roots of their AVE scores. Con-
sequently, an exploratory factor analysis was undertaken to better un-
derstand this construct's dimensionality. A parallel analysis suggested
there was only a single factor, as did the eigenvalue test, as there was
only one eigenvalue greater than one (11.84) that explained 70% of the
variation in the data. This result is in line with Térnblom and Vermunt's
(1999) and DeWitt, Nguyen, and Marshall's (2008) suggestion that
people judge fairness in an overall way. Thus, service fairness was in-
cluded as a single overall construct in the subsequent analysis.

4.2. The structural model

A bootstrapping procedure with 5000 resamples was used to esti-
mate the paths' significance (Hair et al., 2011) in the structural model.
The estimated model was evaluated using a number of indices, in-
cluding R? values, average variance accounted for (AVA) scores, path
coefficients, bootstrapping critical ratios and a redundancy analysis.

The usefulness of the model was established by combining pre-
dictive relevance and the strength of the path coefficients. As can be
seen in Fig. 1, all of the R? values were > 0.10 (Falk & Miller, 1992).
Similarly, the average variance accounted for (AVA) scores exceeded
the suggested 0.10 cut-off (Falk & Miller, 1992) (Australia: 0.48; USA:
0.43, India: 0.57; China: 0.75), suggesting the model had good pre-
dictive power.

In addition, the cross-validated communalities (H?) for all of the
constructs were greater than zero and the cross-validated redundancy
coefficients (F%) were greater than the recommended 0.10 level
(Fornell & Cha, 1994). The goodness of fit (GoF) index also exceeded

Journal of Business Research xxx (xxxx) XXX—xxx

Table 2
Model fit, redundancy and communality results.

Australia USA India China
(n = 435) (n = 396) (n = 224) (n = 204)
Communality
Perceived service  0.61 0.55 0.54 0.56
fairness
Cognitive trust 0.35 0.31 0.23 0.29
Affective trust 0.22 0.23 0.27 0.40
Value-in-use 0.56 0.38 0.40 0.56
Customer 0.39 0.37 0.43 0.54
engagement
behavior
Redundancy
Cognitive trust 0.33 0.28 0.21 0.47
Affective trust 0.16 0.15 0.32 0.54
Value-in-use 0.41 0.40 0.37 0.65
Customer 0.25 0.22 0.28 0.60
engagement
behavior
R2
Cognitive trust 0.51 0.39 0.51 0.69
Affective trust 0.27 0.24 0.57 0.61
Value-in-use 0.60 0.59 0.59 0.83
Customer 0.55 0.50 0.62 0.89
engagement
behavior
Average variance 0.48 0.43 0.57 0.75
accounted
(AVA)
Goodness of fit 0.51 0.40 0.43 0.59
(GoF)
the “large” threshold level of 0.36 (Wetzels, Odekerken-

Schroder, & Van Oppen, 2009) (Australia: 0.51; USA: 0.40; China: 0.59;
India: 0.43). The summary results presented in Table 2 suggest the
model was a good fit to the data in each of the four countries.

The estimated paths in each country are shown in Table 3. The re-
sults provide substantial support for H1, and H1;, which suggested a
positive relationship between perceived service fairness and cognitive
and affective forms of trust. Specifically, service fairness significantly
increased cognitive trust (Australia: B = 0.71, p < 0.01; USA:

R2= 049" R? =0.63" Fig. 1. Structural model results.
R%Z=0.51 R? = 0.55%
Structural Model Results R? = 0.39Y R2 = 0,509
R? = 0.69° R? = 0.89¢
R?=0.51 0.14**? R?=0.62'
0.17**A
Cognitive 0.06nsY Customer
Trust 0.21**¢ Engagement
0.70**? 0.32* Behavior
0.71::: 0.14**P 0.34*+P
0.62“C 0.08nsA 0.32**A
0.85"I 0.22**v .39
. 0.72 0.40°*C 0.19**C 0.37*P
Per.celved 021 026 0.36%A
Fairness 0.31**V
- 0.57**¢
L R
0.49**V
0.85*¢
0.76*" ) 0.71**°
o g 72— Value-in-Use
otes: 0‘63“U
P - Pooled Sample 0.54**C
A - Australia R2=0.33° 0.61** R? = 0.64P
U~ USA R2=0.27A R2 = 0.60A
C~China R2 = 0.24Y R2 = 0.59Y
I - India R2=0.61¢ R? = 0.83¢
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ns-not significant R2=057 R2 =0.59'
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Table 3
Structural model results.
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Australia (n = 435) USA (n = 396) India (n = 224) China (n = 204)

B t B t B t B t
Control relationships
Age — CEB —-0.08 2.38 0.01 0.19 0.02 0.36 —0.04 1.36
Gender — CEB 0.04 1.24 0.08 1.99 —0.03 0.50 —0.02 0.86
Occupation — CEB 0.02 0.50 —-0.03 0.59 0.03 0.67 0.05 1.72
Average hotel stay — CEB —-0.01 0.22 —-0.01 0.31 0.06 1.01 0.07 2.35
Visit type — CEB - 0.05 1.33 0.06 1.71 0.07 1.68 0.03 1.11
Hotel category — CEB 0.01 0.34 —0.02 0.41 0.00 0.02 0.03 1.19
Direct paths
PF — CT 0.71 21.03 0.62 12.62 0.72 17.84 0.85 32.87
PF — AT 0.52 11.52 0.49 12.44 0.76 19.62 0.85 28.89
CT — ViU 0.08 1.63 0.22 5.50 0.21 3.37 0.40 6.15
AT — ViU 0.72 17.74 0.63 18.43 0.61 9.64 0.54 9.04
CT — CEB 0.17 3.29 0.06 1.25 0.32 4.44 0.21 4.08
AT — CEB 0.32 4.81 0.39 5.71 0.26 3.16 0.19 3.22
ViU — CEB 0.36 5.50 0.31 4.72 0.30 3.13 0.57 8.36

Note: All t-values > 1.96 are significant at p < 0.05. PF — perceived service fairness, CT — cognitive trust, AT — affective trust, ViU — value-in-use, CEB — customer engagement behaviors.

B =0.62, p < 0.01; India: § = 0.72, p < 0.01; China: B = 0.85,
p < 0.01) and affective trust (Australia: § = 0.52, p < 0.01; USA:
B =0.49, p < 0.01; India: 3 = 0.76, p < 0.01; China: B = 0.85,
p < 0.01). This suggests that customers who perceived high levels of
service fairness were more likely to develop cognitive and affective
trust in their provider.

H2, which suggested there was a positive relationship between
cognitive trust and value-in-use, was not supported in Australia
(B = 0.08, p = 0.10), but was supported in the other countries (USA:
B =0.22, p < 0.05; India: f = 0.21, p < 0.01; China: = 0.40,
p < 0.01). However, support was found for the suggested positive
relationship between affective trust and value-in-use in all countries
(Australia: f = 0.72, p < 0.01; USA: B = 0.63, p < 0.01; India:
B = 0.61,p < 0.01; China: f = 0.54,p < 0.01). Thus, value-in-use is
influenced by customers' affective trust in their provider. H3, which
suggested a positive relationship between cognitive trust and customer
engagement behaviors was supported in Australia (f = 0.17,
p < 0.01), India (p =0.32, p < 0.01), and China ( = 0.21,
p < 0.01), but was not significant in the USA (B = 0.06, p = 0.21).
However, the suggested relationship between affective trust and cus-
tomer engagement behaviors was supported in each of the countries
(Australia: $ = 0.32, p < 0.01; USA: B = 0.39, p < 0.01; India:
B =0.26, p < 0.01; China: p = 0.19, p < 0.01). This result suggests
that affective trust plays a key role in customers' engagement behaviors.
Customers' perceptions of value-in-use had a significant positive impact
on customer engagement behaviors in each country, thereby supporting
H4 (Australia: f = 0.36, p < 0.01; USA: B = 0.31, p < 0.01; India:
B =0.30, p < 0.01; China: B = 0.57, p < 0.01).

4.2.1. Post-hoc mediation analysis

Post-hoc analysis was used to test the mediating effects of cognitive
trust, affective trust, and value-in-use in service fairness and customer
engagement behavior relationship. We used Preacher and Hayes's
(2004) PROCESS method with 5000 bootstrapping resamples. Affective
trust (Australia: indirect f = 0.17, LCI = 0.09, UCI = 0.27; USA: in-
direct f = 0.18, LCI = 0.10, UCI = 0.28) and value-in-use (Australia:
indirect B = 0.18, LCI = 0.10, UCI = 0.27; USA: indirect = 0.19,
LCI = 0.11, UCI = 0.29) mediated the relationship between service
fairness and customer engagement behaviors in Australia (direct effect:
B = 0.18,p < 0.01) and the USA (direct effect: § = 0.24, p < 0.01).
For the Indian sample, only value-in-use (indirect (3 = 0.19,
LCI = 0.05, UCI = 0.35) mediated the relationship between service
fairness and customer engagement behaviors (direct effect: B = 0.41,
p < 0.01). In China, cognitive trust (indirect f = 0.10, LCI = 0.04,

UCI = 0.18), affective trust (indirect f = 0.10, LCI = 0.02,
UCI = 0.18), and value-in-use (indirect f( = 0.20, LCI = 0.10,
UCI = 0.32) mediated the relationship between service fairness and
customer engagement behaviors (direct effect: B = 0.50, p < 0.01).

4.3. Results of cross-country differences

A multigroup analysis was also used to examine the moderating role
culture had on these relationships. After establishing measurement in-
variance across the four countries using the MICOM procedure
(Henseler et al., 2016), the relevant path coefficients were compared
using multigroup analysis through the Welch-Satterthwaite approach
(Sarstedt et al., 2011). Table 4 and Table 5 show the results of the
multigroup analyses.

H5, which suggested service fairness would have a greater influence
on cognitive trust in collectivist countries, was partially supported, as
the relationship was significantly stronger in China than in the USA or
Australia. However, this was not true for the difference between India
and the USA and Australia. Service fairness had a stronger influence on
affective trust in the two collectivist countries (India and China) than it
did in the two individualistic countries (Australia and the USA), pro-
viding support for H5y.

Hypothesis H6,, which suggested cognitive trust would have a
stronger influence on value-in-use for individualistic countries was not
supported. Indeed, cognitive trust had a significantly greater influence
on value-in-use in China than in either Australia or the USA. However,
H6y, was partially supported, as affective trust had a stronger influence
on value-in-use in Australia than in China. H7, was not supported, as
cognitive trust had a significantly greater influence on CEB in the

Table 4
Welch-Satterthwaite test results for cross-country differences between Australia, India
and China.

Hypothesized Comparing Australia with  Comparing Australia with
paths India China

AB t P AB t p
PF — CT 0.01 0.43 0.93 0.14 2.27 < 0.05
PF — AT 0.24 4.15 < 0.01 0.33 4.22 < 0.01
CT — ViU 0.13 1.64 0.10 0.32 3.93 < 0.01
AT — ViU 0.11 1.50 0.14 0.18 2.46 < 0.05
CT — CEB 0.15 1.57 0.12 0.05 0.67 0.50
AT — CEB 0.06 0.56 0.58 0.10 1.09 0.28
ViU — CEB 0.06 0.43 0.66 0.21 2.25 < 0.05
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Table 5

Welch-Satterthwaite test results for cross-country differences between USA, India, and China.
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Hypothesized paths

Comparing USA with India

Comparing USA with China

AR t P AR t p

PF — CT 0.10 1.47 0.14 0.23 3.23 < 0.01
PF — AT 0.27 4.72 < 0.01 0.36 4.15 < 0.01
CT — ViU 0.01 0.09 0.93 0.18 2.33 < 0.05
AT — ViU 0.02 0.28 0.78 0.09 1.22 0.22

CT — CEB 0.24 2.67 < 0.01 0.15 2.07 < 0.05
AT — CEB 0.14 1.31 0.19 0.18 1.98 < 0.05
ViU — CEB 0.01 0.03 0.98 0.26 2.83 < 0.01

collectivistic countries (China and India) than it did in one of the in-
dividualistic countries (USA). Affective trust had a stronger influence
on CEBs in the USA than in China, providing partial support for H7y,.
Finally, H8 was also partially supported as value-in-use had a stronger
influence on CEBs in China than in the USA or Australia.

The post-hoc multigroup analysis was carried out by combining
respondents from Australia and USA (individualist countries) into one
group and respondents from India and China (collectivist countries)
into another group. Table 6 presents the results of the path coefficients.
The findings support H5, as service fairness had a stronger influence on
cognitive trust and affective trust in collectivist countries than in in-
dividualist countries. H6 was not supported, as cognitive trust had
significantly greater influence on value-in-use for collectivist countries
than in individualist countries. No significant difference was observed
in the effect affective trust had on value-in-use for collectivist and in-
dividualist countries. H7 was partially supported, as affective trust had
a significantly greater influence on customer engagement behaviors in
individualist countries than in collectivist countries. However, contrary
to expectations, cognitive trust had a stronger influence on customer
engagement behaviors in collectivist countries than in individualist
countries. H8 was supported, as value-in-use had a stronger influence
on customer engagement behavior in collectivist countries than in in-
dividualist countries.

5. Discussion and implications

The study was undertaken to examine the relationships between
service fairness and different forms of trust, value-in-use, and CEBs in
two developed and two developing nations. Table 7 provides a sum-
mary of the hypotheses that were tested and the contributions made are
discussed in subsequent sections.

5.1. Theoretical contributions
Our research contributes to the fairness and trust literature by

Table 6
Welch-Satterthwaite test results for differences in Individualist countries (Australia and
USA) and Collectivist countries (India and China).

Hypothesized Individualist Collectivist Comparing developed
paths countries countries vs developing

(n = 831) (n = 428) countries

B t B t AR t p
PF — CT 0.66 21.55 0.79 37.64 0.13 227 < 0.05
PF — AT 0.50 16.97 0.82 35.38 0.32 840 < 0.01
CT — ViU 0.15 4.79 0.28 5.73 0.13 227 <0.05
AT — ViU 0.69 26.84 0.63 13.41 0.06 1.16 0.25
CT — CEB 0.11 3.14 0.28 6.05 0.17 294 < 0.01
AT — CEB 0.36 7.47 0.21 3.75 0.15 194 < 0.05
ViU — CEB 0.35 7.40 0.46 7.19 0.11 1.34 0.18

Note: All t-values > 1.96 are significant at p < 0.05.

examining the impact service fairness had on cognitive and affective
trust. This is a welcome addition to the literature given the lack of re-
search into these trust dimensions (Zhu et al., 2013). This extends re-
search on both service fairness and trust (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). We also
contribute to the emerging CEB management literature by investigating
types of CEBs (van Doorn et al., 2010). An important contribution is the
use of multiple-item scales to measure and test Jaakkola and
Alexander's (2014) four CEB types. The results suggest CEB is a higher-
order construct and provide a more nuanced understanding of CEBs.
The CEB structure was consistent across the individualist and collecti-
vist countries included in this study. Consistent with Jaakkola and
Alexander (2014), it seems customers who are engaged with their
providers do contribute a wide range of resources. As a result, this re-
search improved our understanding of CEBs and how firms can manage
such CEBs effectively and efficiently. We also addressed the call for
more research by identifying some customer-level psychological ante-
cedents of CEB (van Doorn et al., 2010).

This study contributes to the value co-creation literature by iden-
tifying some immediate antecedents to value-in-use and testing their
relationships across developed and developing markets, responding to a
key research priority (Ostrom et al., 2015). More specifically, the ex-
amination of the relationships between forms of trust and ViU and CEB
is a welcome addition to the growing literature on value co-creation.
Strong support was found for the impact affective trust had on ViU and
CEB in the developed and developing markets. This is consistent with
suggestions that affective trust has more impact on CEBs than does
cognitive trust (Zhu et al., 2013). The positive impact ViU had on CEB
contributes to the suggestions that there is a need to identify the out-
comes of ViU (Gronroos & Voima, 2013).

Answering the call for more research in emerging markets
(Burgess & Steenkamp, 2013; Dekimpe, 2009), this study examined the
various relationships in developed and developing markets and found
there were stronger relationship between fairness and affective trust in
developing markets, which was consistent with earlier suggestions
(Aryee et al., 2002).

5.2. Managerial implications

The present study has several important managerial implications.
An overarching implication is that CEBs are influenced by a number of
factors, including service fairness, cognitive and affective trust and
value-in-use. Consequently, attention should be paid to each of these
constructs. More generally the model suggests ways to increase CEBs. In
order to motivate customers in developed and developing markets to
engage, service providers need to treat them fairly, build cognitive and
affective trust and understand how they create value-in-use.

Managers should encourage actions that promote perceptions of
service fairness in collectivist societies. Understanding sub dimensions
of service fairness, e.g. interactional or procedural may highlight the
emphasis for proper training and recruitment, especially when the
service is delivered in the collectivist society. This may also include
marketing strategies like deciding appropriate price points so that
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Table 7
Summary of results.
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Hypothesis Inference

H1, Perceived service fairness has a positive impact on cognitive trust Supported

H1y, Perceived service fairness has a positive impact on affective trust Supported

H2, Cognitive trust has a positive impact on value-in-use Partially supported
H2y Affective trust has a positive impact on value-in-use Supported

H3, Cognitive trust has a positive impact on customer engagement behaviors Partially supported
H3, Affective trust has a positive impact on customer engagement behaviors Supported

H4 Value-in-use has a positive impact on customer engagement behaviors Supported

H5, Perceived service fairness has a stronger influence on cognitive trust in countries with collectivist (vs individualist) values Partially supported
H5; Perceived service fairness has a stronger influence on affective trust in countries with collectivist (vs individualist) values Supported

H6, Cognitive trust has a stronger influence on value-in-use in countries with individualist (vs collectivist) values Not supported

H6y Affective trust has a stronger influence on value-in-use in countries with individualist (vs collectivist) values Partially supported
H7, Cognitive trust has a stronger influence on customer engagement behaviors in countries with individualist (vs collectivist) values Not supported

H7p Affective trust has a stronger influence on value-in-use in countries with individualist (vs collectivist) values Partially supported
H8 Value-in-use has a stronger influence on customer engagement behavior in countries with collectivist (vs individualist) values. Partially supported

customers perceive them to be reasonable and commensurate with the
level of service provided. Promoting fairness would in turn foster trust
in the service provider. In the collectivist society, managers of a service
firm should also focus on integrity and reliability (underlying cognitive
trust) as they seem to motivate customers to engage in meaningful re-
lations with the organization, which in turn shapes value co-creation.
Customer engagement behavior as conceptualized in our work also
incorporates advocacy for the service firm (e.g., social media, word-of-
mouth), all of which should enhance brand reputation for the service
provider. To achieve similar results (e.g., advocacy) in individualist
societies, managers should focus on affective trust which seems to be
driving customer engagement and value co-creation.

The CEB scale created in the study and used here provides practi-
tioners with a tool to evaluate and assess customers' propensity to un-
dertake CEBs. Given the consistency of the scale across two developed
markets and two developing markets, it is likely to be generally useful.
The CEB scale could also be used to segment customers based on their
propensity to engage in different types of CEBs.

5.3. Limitations and future research

While this study provided useful theoretical and managerial in-
sights, it is not free from limitations. First, while the sample was drawn
to be representative, all online panels are non-probability samples,
suggesting some caution in making generalizations. Second, although
the model was assessed in two developed and two developing markets,
it would be advisable to replicate the study in other service settings. It
seems that, since cognitive trust is based on shared values, its effect is
more pronounced in collectivist cultures, where relational norms are
more prominent, which is consistent with Chen et al.'s (2002) sugges-
tion. The service setting (e.g., hotel) used in the study might also have
encouraged such a mindset. Past research also supports distinct path-
ways (e.g., cognitive vs affective) to persuasion for marketing com-
munications in developing countries (Zarantonello, Jedidi, & Schmitt,
2013). Further, it is possible that some of the responses were motivated
by people's personal culture orientation rather than national culture.
For example, Sharma (2010) argued individuals from a collectivist so-
ciety can demonstrate personal individualism. Some of our findings,
like similar patterns of results for the USA and India support this. It is
possible that, despite being a collectivist country, some Indian re-
spondents were driven by personal individualism. Hence, future re-
search might examine the impact customers' personal values, age,
gender and personal cultural orientations have on their perceptions of
service fairness, trust, and customer engagement behavior relation-
ships. Finally, a limitation of the current study was the use of cross-
sectional design. A longitudinal design could be used to assess CEBs at
different touch points to see if this provides additional insights (Bijmolt
et al., 2010).
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