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Abstract
This study explores how customer-based corporate reputation (CBR) influences customer engagement behaviors (CEB). It 
incorporates customer identification and brand love as mediators between CBR and CEB, and the industry type as a modera-
tor, to investigate the direct and indirect effects of CBR on CEB through a moderated mediation analysis. The hypotheses 
were tested through PLS-SEM and PROCESS. Results confirmed the mediation effects of customer identification and brand 
love between CBR and CEB, and the positive direct impact of CBR on CEB. Furthermore, this study found that five aspects 
of CBR have different impacts on four dimensions of CEB. Lastly, the CBR–customer identification–CEB mechanism is 
stronger in the service than in the product industry, whereas there is no difference in the mediation mechanism of brand love 
between the product and service.

Keywords Customer-based corporate reputation · Customer engagement behaviors · Customer identification · Brand love · 
Industry type

Introduction

Customer engagement (CE) has been viewed as a strate-
gic imperative for a firm’s competitive advantage (Ostrom 
et al., 2015) and financial performance (Roy et al., 2018). 
Van Doorn et al. (2010) argue that marketers should con-
sider more than the quality and value of what they offer, 
focusing instead on consumer-based metrics in evaluating 
the company’s performance, such as customer commit-
ment (Bansal et al., 2004), brand experience (Brakus et al., 
2009), brand–customer connections (Fournier, 1998), and 
consumer identification (Ahearne et al., 2005). Paying closer 
attention to these customer-centric approaches, the concept 
of CE is suggested as a strategy for building long-term, sus-
tainable competitive advantages (Kumar and Pansari, 2016). 

For example, global companies such as Heineken and Tesla 
have made considerable investments in customer engage-
ment initiatives because highly engaged customers tend to 
be more loyal, cost less in terms of maintaining the relation-
ship, and refer more business, making them more profitable 
in the long run (Nyadzayo et al., 2020).

While CE has been defined in various ways as a broad 
concept, including affective, cognitive, and behavioral 
dimensions, there has been consensus among research-
ers regarding its nature as a multi-dimensional behavior 
construct. Defining CE as a “customer’s behavioral mani-
festations that have a brand or firm focus, beyond pur-
chase, resulting from motivational drivers” (Van Doorn 
et al., 2010, p. 254), the literature has been developed and 
validated a comprehensive scale to measure four dimen-
sions of CE’s behavioral aspects, called customer engage-
ment behaviors (CEB): purchases, referrals, influence, 
and knowledge (Kumar and Pansari, 2016; Prentice and 
Loureiro, 2018; Junaid et al., 2020). Barari et al. (2020) 
also argue that attitudinal CE acts as a driver of behavio-
ral outcomes, including purchases, while behavioral CE 
has the potential to influence firm performance directly. 
Put differently, compared to attitudinal or psychological 
aspects, behavioral aspects contribute more directly to a 
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firm, such as enhancing service quality through knowledge 
sharing and firm profitability through purchases. Thus, 
investigating the behavioral aspects of CE provides more 
insightful theoretical and managerial implications regard-
ing relative importance of CEB types to a firm and alloca-
tion of financial resources to different types of CEBs.

Highlighting the importance of CEB, engagement the-
ory argues that favorable experiences with or attributes of 
a brand or firm evoke customers’ emotions and attitudes, 
ultimately leading to CEB (Pansari and Kumar, 2017). The 
current study draws upon engagement theory to examine 
how corporate reputation based on customer perspectives 
influences customer identification and brand love, which 
result in CEB. Previous studies have found that CEB is 
stimulated by brand reputation (Choi and Burnham, 2020) 
and the social value of a reputable brand (Prentice and 
Loureiro, 2018). Van Doorn et al. (2010) conceptually 
propose that firm-based factors (e.g., brand characteris-
tics and firm reputation) can facilitate CEB. In addition, 
Walsh and Beatty (2007) insist that research on reputation 
should concentrate on end customers who primarily create 
revenue streams for the firm. Yet, very little research has 
empirically investigated the impact of corporate reputation 
on CEB. In light of this research void, this study contrib-
utes to the CEB literature by identifying customer-based 
corporate reputation (CBR) as an antecedent of CEB.

Furthermore, previous studies exploring the relation-
ship between corporate reputation and consumer voluntary 
behaviors have included only partial facets of CEB, such 
as spending and feedback (Walsh et al., 2014; Choi and 
Burnham, 2020), word of mouth (Jalilvand et al., 2017; 
Walsh et al., 2009), or helping the company (Bartikowski 
and Walsh, 2011). There is little empirical research that 
aggregates the four types of CEB as an outcome of corpo-
rate reputation. Table 1 summarizes the previous research 
on the impact of corporate reputation on customer behav-
iors that are similar to types of CEB. Thus, this study 
extends the current body of knowledge of CEB by inves-
tigating comprehensive types of CEB.

Additionally, this research uses industry type—product 
or service—to ascertain the difference in the indirect effect 
of CBR on CEB through customer identification and brand 
love. Given that service businesses are distinct from prod-
uct businesses, it is useful to understand whether the role 
of CBR in leading to CEB is more important in the former 
than the latter. Finally, the current study shows the rela-
tive impact of the five dimensions of CBR on the differ-
ent types of CEB. This finding not only makes insightful 
theoretical contributions but also sheds light on manage-
rial implications, suggesting that marketers should allocate 
their resources to factors that build reputation effectively 
and efficiently to elicit different forms of CEB.

Theoretical background and hypotheses 
development

Engagement theory

In the past, a firm’s relationship with customers had been 
limited to purchasing behaviors, but researchers have argued 
that the relationship should include long-term cooperation 
with the customers (Pansari and Kumar, 2017; Harmeling 
et al., 2017). Relationship marketing has also stressed the 
importance of the long-term relationships with customers 
because these relationships boost the firm’s productivity and 
efficiency (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Thus, firms should not 
only improve the quality of these relationships, but should 
also encourage customers to participate in marketing activi-
ties such as suggesting ideas for offering improvement and 
promoting their business to other customers.

Highlighting the importance of engaging behaviors 
beyond purchases, engagement theory claims that customers 
contribute to brands when they perceive a close connection 
to those brands (Kumar and Pansari, 2016). Specifically, the 
level of the engagement can be determined by the customers’ 
positive attitudes toward the brands as well as the emotional 
connectedness they feel with the firm (Pansari and Kumar, 
2017). Furthermore, these attitudes and emotions are influ-
enced by experiences with the brands, including customers’ 
memories of product performance and brand associations 
such as reputation and personality, which ultimately result in 
customer engagement (Harmeling et al., 2017). Engagement 
theory, therefore, provides a basis for explaining the impact 
of CBR on CEB, as well as the role of customer percep-
tions (i.e., customer identification and brand love) mediating 
between CBR and CEB.

Customer‑based corporate reputation (CBR)

Researchers have conceptualized corporate reputation either 
from an economic perspective or through the lens of institu-
tional theory (de Leaniz and del Bosque Rodríguez, 2016). 
The economic perspective regards corporate reputation as 
insiders’ and outsiders’ appraisals and expectations of cer-
tain organizational attributes (Weigelt and Camerer, 1988). 
From this perspective, because corporate reputation is heav-
ily influenced by the firm’s previous financial performance 
(e.g., accounting profitability and risk), prior attempts to 
determine the relationship between corporate reputation and 
firm value (or performance) tended to “be victimized by a 
circularity—firm value improves reputation which improves 
firm value ad infinitum” (Black et al., 2000, p. 33).

On the other hand, the institutional view character-
izes corporate reputation as a comprehensive or global 
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impression that reflects perceptions of certain stakeholders 
(e.g., customers, employees, investors, etc.) (Fombrun and 
van Riel, 1997). Corporate reputation is interpreted as a 
collective representation of both the financial and non-
financial aspects of a firm’s past behaviors and outcomes, 
and provides valuable results to multiple stakeholders 
(Rindova et al., 2005). Adapting the institutional view, 
most previous research has investigated the consequences 
of corporate reputation, but has tended to include con-
structs that are not related to customers’ responses, such as 
firm sales, financial performance, and market share (Rob-
ert and Dowling, 2002; Wei et al., 2017).

However, a firm’s corporate reputation may not be 
consistent across all stakeholders (Nguyen and Leblanc, 
2001). Researchers argue that corporate reputation should 
be assessed as customers’ attitude-like judgments of a 
firm’s demeanor and actions because customers are a cru-
cial stakeholder group and a primary generator of a firm’s 
revenue (Walsh and Beatty, 2007; Bartikowski and Walsh, 
2011). Capturing the diverse facets of customer percep-
tions or opinions, Walsh and Beatty (2007) conceptual-
ize CBR as “the customer’s overall evaluation of a firm 
based on his or her reactions to the firm’s goods, services, 
communication activities, interactions with the firm and/
or its representatives or constituencies (such as employees, 
management, or other customers) and/or known corporate 
activities” (p. 129).

As mentioned earlier, existing empirical studies are 
limited by their lack of investigation of variables related 
to customers’ emotions, attitudes, and behaviors as conse-
quences of corporate reputation. Moreover, prior studies 
have used the reputation scores provided by a third party 
(i.e., the Fortune magazine  index1). Also, even if research 
includes the reputation based on customers’ attitudes and 
behaviors, their studies have adapted a short  version2 of 
scale items that measures customers’ broad perceptions of 
corporate reputation. Given the importance of corporate 
reputation from customers’ perspective, Walsh and Beatty, 
(2007) develop five dimensions of corporate reputation 
based on customers’ evaluations or perceptions, called 
CBR. Customer orientation is how customers perceive 
employees’ willingness to satisfy customer demands. 
Good employer refers to customers’ perceptions of how 
the company treats its employees and pays attention to 
their interests. Product and service quality reflects how 
customers perceive the quality, innovation, value, and reli-
ability of the firm’s offerings. The reliable and financially 
strong company dimension is concerned with customers’ 
perceptions of the company’s competence, solidity, and 
profitability. Lastly, the social and environmental respon-
sibility refers to customers’ beliefs about the company’s 
role in society and toward the environment.
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The impact of CBR on CEB

The management literature has identified a partner’s reputa-
tion as an important component of joint projects (Jemison 
and Sitkin, 1986). They imply that stakeholders’ perceptions 
of a good corporate reputation can lead to goodwill toward 
the company (Fombrun, 1996). Consistent with engagement 
theory, when customers have a feeling of emotional con-
nection to or favorable perceptions of a firm, they are more 
likely to contribute to that firm. Kumar and Pansari, (2016), 
focusing on the wider customer–firm relationship beyond 
just transactions, suggest four behavioral dimensions of CE, 
that is, CEB: purchases, referrals, influence, and knowledge. 
Customer purchases contribute directly to firm’s value over 
the long term as a crucial revenue source. Gatti et al. (2012) 
found that corporate reputation has been found to have a 
positive impact on purchase intentions through perceived 
product quality (Gatti et  al., 2012) and favorable emo-
tions (Kim and Lennon, 2013). Similarly, CBR positively 
influences customers’ share of wallet through commitment 
(Walsh et al., 2014) and recency–frequency–monetary value 
through perceived value and risk (Walsh et al., 2018).

Conceptualizing the three aspects of CEB as customers’ 
indirect contributions to firms, Pansari and Kumar, (2017) 
identify customer referrals as incentivized referrals that help 
attract customers. Because referred customers are more prof-
itable (Schmitt et al., 2011), referrals contribute indirectly to 
firm performance. Customer influence refers to their impact, 
especially through social media. Similarly, research demon-
strates that positive perceptions of corporate reputation lead 
customers to engage in word-of-mouth behaviors (Jalilvand 
et al., 2017). The final indirect contribution, knowledge, is 
customers’ active involvement in enhancing the firm’s offer-
ings through suggestions/feedback (Kumar and Pansari, 
2016). Choi and Burnham (2020) reveal that the positive 
impact of brand reputation, through self-expressive brand 
perceptions, leads to knowledge sharing with the brand.

In sum, because highly reputed companies usually have 
favorable attributes that customers prefer, the customers may 
support the companies through various forms of CEB (Bar-
tikowski and Walsh, 2011). Focusing on an aggregation of 
CEB, the following hypothesis is proposed.

Hypothesis 1 CBR has a positive direct impact on CEB.

Customer identification and brand love 
as mediators between CBR and CEB

Customer identification

Individuals desire a relatively secure and stable sense of 
self-identity within specific situations in order to function 

effectively (Schwalbe and Mason-Schrock, 1996). Such 
self-identity helps individuals situate themselves in par-
ticular contexts and influences what they do, think, and 
even consume (Ashforth, 1998). This notion is consistent 
with cognitive consistency theory, which argues that indi-
viduals aim to sustain psychological harmony among their 
beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors. Along with this view, 
research on consumer behaviors has revealed that custom-
ers may identify with a specific brand when they view it 
as a reference group (Escalas and Bettman, 2005). They 
may also identify with a firm based on their perceptions of 
the firm’s characteristics (Dutton et al., 1994), or with the 
firm’s various attributes, such as products, services, and 
brands (Underwood et al., 2001).

Customer identification is a cognitive state of consumer 
connection and closeness to a firm (Dutton et al., 1994), 
occurring through customers’ subjective comparisons of 
their own identities to the firm (Martínez and Bosque, 
2013). Bhattacharya and Sen (2003) argue that self-
categorization into organizational characteristics can be 
fundamental to the process of self-identity construction. 
Corporate reputation can be an important driver in build-
ing customers’ identification with a firm. In line with this 
notion, studies have demonstrated how customer identifi-
cation is influenced by organizational characteristics, such 
as corporate reputation (Keh and Xie, 2009) and brand 
prestige and distinctiveness (Wolter et al., 2016).

Researchers have also suggested that customer iden-
tification with a brand or firm may impact brand-related 
buying behaviors (Algesheimer et al., 2005) as well as 
a strong customer–firm relationship (Bhattacharya and 
Sen, 2003), possibly leading to discretionary behaviors 
that benefit the firm. When customers perceive that brands 
or firms help their self-identity, they are more likely to 
endorse these brands or firms (Ruane and Wallace, 2015); 
share their knowledge or ideas with the brands or firms 
(Choi and Burnham, 2020); engage in extra-role behav-
iors (i.e., positive referrals, recruiting other customers, 
suggesting product improvements, and proactive com-
munication about anticipated problems) (Ahearne et al., 
2005); and perform customer voice behaviors, including 
promotive and prohibitive voices (Ran and Zhou, 2020). 
Keh and Xie, (2009) also argue that customer identifica-
tion can play a mediating role in the relationship between 
corporate reputation and purchase intention, implying that 
customer identification has a mediating effect between 
CBR and CEB.

Hypothesis 2 Customer identification mediates the positive 
relationship between CBR and CEB.
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Brand love

Brand love is defined as “the degree of passionate emotional 
attachment a satisfied customer has for a particular trade 
name” (Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006, p. 81). Shaver et al., 
(1987) assert that a driver of the love emotion can be an 
assessment that the loved one has something the individual 
desires, likes, or needs. Batra et al., (2012) find that high 
quality is an antecedent of brand love because customers are 
attracted to the brands or firms that provide benefits. Cus-
tomers may view and feel emotional attachment to highly 
reputable brands or firms due to the latter’s superiority. In 
other words, when customers believe a firm has a favorable 
reputation, they are more likely to have emotional connect-
edness with that firm, such as brand love, and in turn, engage 
in various forms of goodwill toward the firm (Bartikowski 
and Walsh, 2011; Kim and Lennon, 2013). This view fits 
with engagement theory, which claims that CEB is influ-
enced by perceptions of emotional connectedness with a 
firm, which are derived from positive experiences with or 
attributes of the firm (e.g., reputation).

Prior research has identified the behavioral outcomes of 
brand love. Customers with strong brand love tend to engage 
in positive word of mouth (Amaro et al., 2020), talking about 
the brand or firm to others (Coelho et al. 2019; Rodrigues 
and Brandão, 2020), and brand advocacy, promoting or 
defending it to other consumers (Coelho et al., 2019). Simi-
larly, Junaid et al. (2020) find that brand love has a posi-
tive impact on the four dimensions of CEB—buying, refer-
rals, influence, and feedback—which reflects the theory of 
engagement (Pansari and Kumar, 2017). Furthermore, brand 
love not only makes customers more loyal but also leads 
them to perform behaviors such as investing their resources 
in the brand or firm (Bagozzi et al., 2017; Batra et al., 2012), 
having a long-term relationship and paying premium prices 
(Bairrada et al., 2018). Although prior studies have investi-
gated various behavioral outcomes that reflect the character-
istics of CEB, most do not investigate the overall framework 
that integrates the four dimensions of CEB: purchase, refer-
rals, influence, and knowledge.

Hypothesis 3 Brand love mediates the positive relationship 
between CBR and CEB.

Industry types as moderators: Product vs. service

The effect of cognitive and emotional responses on cus-
tomer behaviors or contributions may be evident across all 
industries, but the magnitude of the effect varies (Pansari 
and Kumar, 2017). This implies that the mediating effect 

of customer identification and brand love between CBR 
and CEB varies depending on industry type (product vs. 
service). According to Bettencourt and Brown, (1997), 
frontline employees in the service industry can induce 
favorable emotions by providing customers with excep-
tional service. Specifically, heterogeneity in all the service 
transactions is more likely to influence customer emotions, 
as service employees interact with customers by concern-
ing themselves with how to satisfy customers’ needs and 
improve their attitudes toward the company. Furthermore, 
in the case of experience services, whereby customers can 
evaluate quality and outcomes only after consumption, 
they can use corporate reputation as a reliable indicator of 
the firm’s competencies (Nguyen and Leblanc, 2001). Due 
to a lack of tangible customer assessments, customers in 
the service industry may rely more on intangible sources 
to evaluate a firm and determine their future behaviors 
toward it (Jackson et al., 1995). Thus, the role of reputa-
tion in developing perceptions of identification and brand 
love may be more important in the service than in the 
product industry.

Customers are more likely to share their experiences 
with services than products (Perry and Hamm, 1969), 
making them to more engage in referral behaviors and 
suggest ideas to service firms. Service firms focus on 
building customer relationships because they know that 
the strong firm–customer relationship may be an impor-
tant intangible source of customers’ evaluations of them 
(Pansari and Kumar, 2017). Hur et al. (2018) have found 
that customer identification has a positive impact on CEB 
in various service industries, such as banking. Although 
no studies have investigated the differences in the rela-
tionships between service and product firms, the former 
are more likely to benefit from customer identification 
because customers rely more on company attributes in 
contexts that have difficulty differentiating their offerings 
from those of their competitors (i.e., the service industry) 
(Bhattacharya and Sen, 2003). Drawing upon the engage-
ment theory and referring to high customer satisfaction 
and highly positive emotions such as “true love,” Pansari 
and Kumar (2017) argue that customers in this stage are 
“engagement focused,” and that positive emotions may 
enhance customer engagement in the service industry but 
not the product industry. Additionally, Van Doorn et al. 
(2010) argue that firm-based attributes, such as size, char-
acteristics, and industry nature, should be considered in 
light of moderators between customer-based factors (e.g., 
satisfaction, trust/commitment, identity) and CEB. Hence, 
strong customer identification and brand love may play a 
more important role in shaping CEB in the service indus-
try than in the product industry.
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Hypothesis 4 Industry type moderates the mediation mecha-
nisms, such that the mediation effect of (a) customer identifi-
cation and (b) brand love between CBR and CEB is stronger 
for service firms than for product firms.

Customer identification and brand love

Bhattacharya and Sen (2003) note that customer–firm iden-
tification leads customers to feel a psychological attachment 
to the firm. According to the self-inclusion theory of love 
(Aron and Aron, 1986), individuals want to be part of the 
other. Adapting this theory to the brand marketing litera-
ture, Albert et al. (2008) claim that just as individuals share 
similar values and humor with their partners, image or iden-
tity congruity between a customer and a brand enhance the 
feeling of love toward the brand. Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) 

argue that brand love is a more intense emotional attach-
ment than liking because it integrates the brand into the 
customer’s identity. Similarly, Coelho et al. (2019) find that 
identification, one of the dimensions of brand community, 
positively influences brand love as it relates to individuals’ 
assessments of belonging to a brand community (Dhola-
kia et al., 2004). Kim and Lee (2020) also demonstrate that 
customer identification with a brand has a direct and posi-
tive impact on brand love. Thus, this study postulates that 
customer identification directly and positively influences 
brand love.

Hypothesis 5 Customer identification has a positive impact 
on brand love. 
The conceptual framework of this study is portrayed in 
Fig. 1.

Fig. 1  Conceptual model
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Table 2  Measures and confirmatory factor analysis

Constructs and items Loading α CR AVE

Customer-based corporate reputation
Customer orientation (CO) .88 .93 .80
This brand has employees who treat customers courteously .89
This brand has employees who are concerned about customer needs .91
This brand is concerned about its customers .89
Good employer (GE) .84 .90 .76
This brand looks like a good company to work for .88
This brand seems to treat its people well .88
This brand seems to have excellent leadership .84
Product and service quality (P&SQ) .86 .91 .78
The products and services of this brand seem to be better than those of its competitors .90
This brand offers high-quality products and services .89
This brand develops innovative services .86
Reliable and financially strong company (R&FSC) .81 .89 .73
This brand tends to outperform competitors .86
This brand seems to recognize and take advantage of market opportunities .86
This brand looks like it has strong prospects for future growth .84
Social and environmental responsibility (S&ER) .80 .88 .72
This brand seems to be environmentally responsible .85
This brand would reduce its profits to ensure a clean environment .88
This brand seems to make an effort to create new jobs .81
Customer identification .88 .93 .81
I feel that my personality and the personality of this brand are very similar .91
I have a lot in common with other people using this brand .87
I feel that my values and the values of this brand are very similar .92
Brand love .94 .96 .78
This brand is a wonderful brand .86
This brand makes me feel good .87
This brand is totally awesome .92
This brand makes me very happy .89
I love this brand! .89
This brand is a pure delight .87
Customer engagement behaviors (CEB)
Purchase .90 .94 .83
I will continue buying the products/services of this brand in the near future .90
My purchases with this brand make me content .93
Owning the products/services of this brand makes me happy .92
Referrals .95 .96 .87
I will promote the brand because of the monetary referral benefits provided by the brand .92
In addition to the value derived from the product, the monetary referral incentives also encourage me to refer this 

brand to my friends and relatives
.95

I enjoy referring this brand to my friends and relatives because of the monetary referral incentives .94
Given that I use this brand, I will refer my friends and relatives to this brand because of the monetary referral incen-

tives
.92

Influence .89 .93 .82
I love talking about my brand experience .90
I will discuss the benefits that I get from this brand with others .91
I will be a part of this brand and mention it in my conversations .91
Knowledge .94 .96 .89
I will provide feedback about my experiences with the brand to the firm .95



158 L. Choi et al.

Research method

Data collection and sampling

As this study investigates corporate reputation based on cus-
tomer perceptions (i.e., CBR), customers’ opinions of cor-
porate reputation should be measured. We adapted the 88 
companies in the B2C industry from Fortune 500, including 
banking, airlines, hospitality, telecommunication, grocery/
department stores, and consumer goods manufacturers/retail-
ers. As a preliminary study, we surveyed 22 MBA students 
on their awareness of companies/brands. The 20 companies, 
which have more than a “6” on a seven-point Likert scale for 
company/brand awareness, were selected for further analysis 
(10 in the product industry; 10 in the service industry). Based 
on the preliminary study, we developed 20 survey question-
naires that differed only in the given company, with identi-
cal questions in the subsequent sections. Respondents were 
randomly assigned to one of the 20 questionnaires.

The data were gathered from MTurk using an online sur-
vey, which helps to minimize potential interviewer-related 
bias (Hair et al., 2009). Because customers’ evaluations of 
corporate reputation, customer identification, and brand love 
should be based on their consumption experiences, respond-
ents who had not had a transaction with the given company 

did not participate in the survey. After removing eight incom-
plete data, a total of 335 usable data (product firm: n = 144; 
service firm: n = 191) were collected for hypothesis testing. The 
participants were mainly Caucasian (61.7%) and 52.6% were 
female. Their ages ranged from 18 to 65 (59.2% were 35 years 
or older) and 35.4% had household income of more than 
$70,000. In addition, differences in the demographic profiles 
between two groups (product vs. service) were tested through 
a Chi-square comparison analysis. The results confirmed that 
there are no differences in demographic information (p > 0.05).

Measurement

Scale items to measure CBR were selected from those devel-
oped by Walsh et al., (2009). They suggest five dimensions 
that represent CBR—customer orientation, good employer, 
product and service quality, reliable and financially strong 
company, and social and environmental responsibility—
and conceptualized it as a reflective second-order construct. 
Three items were adapted from Tuškej et al., (2013) to meas-
ure customer identification. The measures of brand love were 
adapted from Carroll and Ahuvia, (2006). Lastly, the scale 
items developed by Kumar and Pansari, (2016) were used 
to measure the following dimensions of CEB: purchase, 
referrals, influence, and knowledge. All responses were 

CR = composite reliability; AVE   = average variance extracted

Table 2  (continued)

Constructs and items Loading α CR AVE

I will provide suggestions/feedback about the new product/services of the brand .94
I will provide feedback/suggestions for developing new products/services for this brand .95

Table 3  Discriminant validity 
testing

SD = standard deviation; CO = Customer orientation; GE =  good employer; P&SQ = product and service 
quality; R&FSC   = reliable and financially strong company; S&ER = social and environmental responsibility
The numbers in the diagonal line are the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) by each con-
struct
The numbers below the diagonal are the correlation values among the constructs

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. CO 5.57 .95 .90
2. GE 5.42 .99 .75 .87
3. P&SQ 5.19 1.06 .63 .69 .88
4. R&FSC 5.30 1.01 .60 .62 .76 .85
5. S&ER 4.73 1.16 .51 .60 .53 .47 .85
6. Customer identification 4.05 1.23 .47 .65 .55 .51 .51 .90
7. Brand love 4.50 1.31 .57 .60 .70 .63 .56 .77 .88
8. Purchase 4.60 1.36 .75 .75 .63 .63 .47 .64 .75 .91
9. Referrals 4.12 1.40 .40 .40 .30 .20 .49 .51 .40 .34 .93
10. Influence 4.11 1.43 .69 .69 .50 .49 .53 .69 .69 .67 .58 .90
11. Knowledge 4.29 1.52 .58 .58 .46 .43 .46 .59 .58 .58 .78 .78 .95
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measured with a seven-point Likert scale (e.g., 1 = Strongly 
disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). The scale items of the constructs 
are presented in Table 2.

Data analysis and results

Common method variance (CMV) testing

The results of the factor loading analysis, which extracts all 
measures into one factor (Harman, 1967), showed 0.462 of 
the total variance extracted (< 0.50). Common latent analysis 
loading all measures of each construct onto a single factor 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003) also revealed that the value of com-
mon variance was 0.397, which was satisfactory (< 0.50). 
A Chi-square difference test confirmed no significant differ-
ence between an unconstrained and a zero-constrained model 
(Δχ2 = 22.42, Δdf = 36, p > 0.05). Taken together, the results 
confirmed that CMV was not problematic for this study.

Measurement model testing

The dimensionality and psychometric properties of the 
constructs were assessed via standard partial least squares 
structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM), which enables 
to test complex models including second-order constructs 
(Henseler et  al., 2009). The measurement model was 
examined including composite reliability (CR) to assess 
internal consistency and average variance extracted (AVE) 
to evaluate the convergent and discriminant validity. 
Because the constructs had Cronbach's alphas of above 
0.70, convergence or internal consistency was adequately 
confirmed (Hair et al., 2009). Each construct had AVE of 
above 0.50 and CR values of above 0.70, indicating sat-
isfactory convergent validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) 
(see Table 2). Discriminant validity was also supported as 

the square root of AVE of each construct was greater than the esti-
mated correlation values among other constructs (Hair et al., 2017) 
(see Table 3). Additionally, the heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT) 
ratio of correlations confirmed discriminant validity of constructs 
involved in the measurement model as all values of HTMT did not 
exceed the threshold level of 0.85 (Hair et al., 2017).

The model’s explanatory power can be assessed through 
R2 values (Henseler et al., 2016). The Goodness of Fit 
(GoF) index for PLS-SEM was measured by calculating the 
geometric mean value of AVE values and the average R2 
values for endogenous constructs (Tenenhaus et al., 2005). 
The following equation is used to assess the model fit:

Wetzels et al. (2009) suggest that 0.1, 0.25, and 0.36 
are cutoff values that represents small, medium, and large, 
respectively. Generating a GoF index value of 0.71, the 
research model provides an acceptable large model fit.

Hypotheses testing

The results of PLS-SEM, a bootstrapping procedure with 
5,000 samples, showed that CBR is positively related to 
CEB (β = 0.21, p < 0.01) and customer identification posi-
tively influences brand love (β = 0.52, p < 0.001). Thus, the 
two hypotheses regarding the direct relationship, H1 and H5, 
were supported. The indirect effects between CBR and CEB 
through customer identification and brand love were also 
significant (β = 0.24, p < 0.001; β = 0.11, p < 0.01, respec-
tively), supporting H2 and H3. Because our study focuses 
on the mediation as well as moderated mediation effects, we 
adapted a more rigorous analytical technique, PROCESS 
developed by Hayes, (2017). First, we performed mediation 
model analysis using the bootstrapping method in the PRO-
CESS module (Model 6). As shown in Table 4, customer 

GoF =

√�

AVE × R
2
�

Table 4  Testing of mediation 
effect

CBR = Customer-based corporate reputation; SE  = standardized error; bootstrapping based on N =  5000 
subsamples; 95% biased-corrected confidence intervals (CI)

Path β SE t CI [Lower, Upper] Result

Direct effect
 CBR CEB .28 .07 4.28*** [.15, .41] H1: supported
 CBR customer identification .87 .06 13.79*** [.74, .99]
 CBR brand love .52 .05 10.04*** [.42, .62]
 Customer identification CEB .32 .05 6.09*** [.22, .42]
 Brand love CEB .31 .06 5.11*** [.19, .43]
 Customer identification brand love .57 .04 15.88*** [.50, .64] H5: supported

Indirect effect
 CBR customer identification CEB .28 .06 – [.16, .40] H2: supported
 CBR brand love CEB .16 .05 – [.08, .26] H3: supported
 CBR customer identification brand love CEB .15 .04 – [.07, .24]
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identification mediates the impact of CBR on CEB: Zero 
is not included between 95% lower CI and upper CI [0.16, 
0.40]. Similarly, brand love mediates the relationship 
between CBR and CEB, and the 95% CI does not contain 
zero [0.08, 0.26]. Thus, H2 and H3 were also supported.

We also conducted PROCESS Model 58 to test the 
moderated mediation effect of an industry type. As given 
in Table 5, the effect of CBR on CEB through customer 
identification was significantly positive for service (β = 0.42, 
CI = [0.27, 0.58]), but not product (β = 0.12, CI = [-0.04, 
0.28]) industries. The index of moderated mediation, indi-
cating differences between the two groups, showed positive 
value, not containing zero between the lower CI and upper 
CI (β = 0.29, CI = [0.08, 0.52]). This revealed that there is a 
difference between the two industries, confirming that the 
CBR–customer identification–CEB mechanism is stronger in 
the service industry than in the product industry. Thus, H4a 
was supported. Additionally, the mediation effect of brand 
love was significantly positive for both product (β = 0.44) 
and service industries (β = 0.28). However, there is no dif-
ference in the CBR–brand love–CEB relationship across the 
industry type (β = -0.25, CI = [-0.54, 0.02]). Thus, H4b is 
not supported.

Post hoc analysis

To test the proposed structural model, we used the exog-
enous (i.e., CBR) and endogenous variables (i.e., CEB) as 
the reflective second-order constructs, as the developers of 
each construct suggest (Kumar and Pansari, 2016; Walsh and 
Beatty, 2007). However, each dimension of CBR represents 
a firm’s distinct aspect or activity. Likewise, each dimen-
sion of CEB indicates a different type of customer behavior. 
Thus, additional analysis was conducted to ascertain how 
differently each dimension of CBR influences each dimen-
sion of CEB. As shown in Table 6, customer orientation had 
a positive impact on the direct contributions (i.e., purchases) 
(βco-purchase = 0.17, p < 0.05), but did not influence indirect 
contributions (i.e., referrals, influence, and knowledge). 
The good employer dimension was not related to any type 
of CEB. The results also revealed that product and service 
quality dimensions had significant impacts on purchas-
ing behavior (βP&SQ-purchase = 0.24, p < 0.01) and influence 
(βP&SQ-influence = 0.14, p < 0.05). The reliable and financially 
strong company dimension had the most positive influence 
on purchases (βR&FSC-purchase = 0.29, p < 0.001) and was sig-
nificantly associated with influence (βR&FSC-influence = 0.18, 
p < 0.05). Interestingly, it had a negative impact on referring 
behavior (βR&FSC-referrals = -0.14, p < 0.05). Finally, social 
and environmental responsibility had a significant positive 
influence on all dimensions of CEB (βS&ER-purchase = 0.13, 
p < 0.05; βS&ER-referrals = 0.47, p < 0.001; βS&ER-influence = 0.32, 
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p < 0.001; βS&ER-knowledge = 0.27, p < 0.001), but its impact on 
the direct contribution was the weakest.

Taken together, the three dimensions of CBR—customer 
orientation, product and service quality, and reliable and 
financially strong company—demonstrated greater impacts 
on the direct contributions (i.e., purchases) than on the indi-
rect contributions. This finding is consistent with Pansari 
and Kumar, (2017), namely that a customer who is satisfied 
with the relationship with a firm tends to engage more in 
direct contributions (purchases) than indirect contributions, 
such as advocating for the firm’s offerings and/or sharing 
knowledge with the firm (referrals, influence, and knowl-
edge). However, being good employer and socially and envi-
ronmentally responsible had no or a weak impact on the 
direct contribution, respectively.

Furthermore, the results indicated that customer orienta-
tion had no impact on referrals in the product industry, but a 
significant negative impact in the service industry (β = -0.16, 
p < 0.05). This may be because referrals are based on incen-
tives or rewards. When customers perceive the reputation of 
a service firm from its customer-oriented service provision, 
they are less likely to engage in referral behaviors for self-
benefits such as receiving incentives or rewards. Rather, their 
referrals may be voluntary and focus on benefits for the firm, 
which is the nature of CE (Van Doorn et al., 2010). Product 

Table 6  Testing of the direct 
impact of CBR on CEB (PLS-
SEM)

 CO  = customer orientation; GE  = good employer; P&SQ  = product and service quality; R&FSC= reli-
able and financially strong company;S&ER =social and environmental responsibility
* p < .05; ** p < .01; ***p < .001

Overall Product Service

Β t β t β t

CO Purchases .17 2.46* .20 1.74* .13 1.73*
Referrals –.11 1.64 –.14 1.37 –.16 1.76*
Influence .07 1.12 .04 .40 .08 1.06
Knowledge .05 .76 –.09 .84 .15 1.53

GE Purchases –.02 .21 .01 .06 –.03 .36
Referrals .13 1.57 .17 1.45 .16 1.54
Influence .03 .39 .06 .48 .00 .01
Knowledge .04 .43 .10 .74 .01 .07

P&SQ Purchases .24 3.05** .17 1.30 .32 3.10**
Referrals .15 1.63 .24 1.67* .04 .39
Influence .14 1.66* .08 .57 .19 1.94*
Knowledge .16 1.52 .27 1.90* .03 .17

R&FSC Purchases .29 4.28*** .36 3.23** .24 2.47*
Referrals –.14 1.74* .03 .23 –.22 2.52*
Influence .18 2.28* .27 2.21* .10 1.00
Knowledge .13 1.27 .23 1.58 .06 .42

S&ER Purchases .13 2.28* .04 .42 .20 2.40*
Referrals .47 8.24*** .37 4.50*** .55 6.37***
Influence .32 5.33*** .25 2.49* .38 4.96***
Knowledge .27 4.15*** .12 1.21 .38 3.85***

Table 7  Importance–performance map analysis for CEB

 CO  = customer orientation; GE  = good employer; P&SQ  = product 
and service quality; R&FSC  = reliable and financially strong com-
pany; S&ER = social and environmental responsibility

Perfor-
mance

Importance

Purchases Referrals Influence Knowledge

Overall
 CO 75.68 .22 .19 .10 .15
 GE 74.73 .03 .43 .05 .14
 P&SQ 73.13 .29 .45 .18 .26
 R&FSC 73.74 .34 .16 .25 .23
 S&ER 64.75 .18 .77 .41 .37

Product
 CO 72.93 .25 .16 .05 .01
 GE 71.21 .06 .47 .07 .20
 P&SQ 68.11 .22 .54 .09 .37
 R&FSC 69.07 .41 .33 .28 .33
 S&ER 61.73 .09 .68 .26 .22

Service
 CO 77.75 .18 .14 .09 .25
 GE 77.36 .02 .46 .01 .11
 P&SQ 76.90 .37 .34 .03 .13
 R&FSC 77.18 .29 .08 .11 .16
 S&ER 67.09 .25 .85 .39 .48
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and service quality are important drivers of purchases and 
influence in the service industry, whereas they are important 
for referrals and knowledge in the product industry. Lastly, 
social and environmental responsibility is a significant pre-
dictor of all types of CEB for service companies, but leads 
to only referrals and influence in product-based companies. 
This implies that such marketing activities are more crucial 
in assessing intangible businesses than tangible ones.

Importance–performance map analysis

An importance–performance map analysis (IPMA) was con-
ducted to identify antecedents with high importance but low 
performance for the target constructs (Ringle and Sarstedt, 
2016). A one-unit increase in the performance of an ante-
cedent variable will increase the performance of the target 
construct by the total effect size (i.e., importance) of the 
antecedent variable (Schloderer et al., 2014). As shown in 
Table 7 and Fig. 2, in the case of the target construct, that 
is, purchases, the importance of being a reliable and finan-
cially strong company was higher than other dimensions of 
CBR. This means that a one-unit point increase in the per-
formance of a reliable and financially strong company (73.74 
to 74.74) will increase the performance of purchases by 0.34 
points. For the indirect contributions, referrals, influence, 
and knowledge, social and environmental responsibility had 

the highest importance scores (0.77, 0.41, and 0.37, respec-
tively), but the performance was the lowest (64.75). This 
implies that if a company improves its social and environ-
mental responsibility performance from 64.75 to 65.75, its 
performance in referrals, influence, and knowledge would 
increase by 0.77, 0.41, and 0.37 points, respectively. Thus, 
these findings of high importance and low performance 
show major areas that marketers could enhance (Schloderer 
et al., 2014).

Furthermore, for purchasing behaviors, customer percep-
tions of companies as reliable and financially strong were 
more significant in the product industry (0.41), whereas 
product and service quality had the highest importance score 
in the service industry (0.37). Thus, if product firms improve 
their performance as reliable and financially strong compa-
nies, from 69.07 to 70.07, their purchase performance would 
improve by 0.41. In the service industry, a one-unit increase 
in product and service quality performance, from 76.90 to 
77.90, would increase purchases performance by 0.37 points. 
For influence performance, social and environmental respon-
sibility was the most important factor in the service industry 
(0.39), while being a reliable and financially strong company 
was most important in the product industry (0.28). Similarly, 
for knowledge performance, product and service quality had 
the highest importance score in the product industry (0.37), 
but social and environmental responsibility was the most 

Fig. 2  Importance–performance map analysis for the four dimensions 
of CEBs CO  = customer orientation; GE  = good employer; P&SQ  = 
product and service quality; R&FSC= reliable and financially strong 

company;S&ER =social and environmental responsibility.  = Over-
all  = Product  = service
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important factor in the service industry (0.48). These find-
ings provide significant managerial insights regarding differ-
entiated marketing activities as well as resource allocations 
across industry types.

Discussion and conclusion

Theoretical implications

Viewing CEB as customers’ behavioral manifestations 
(see Van Doorn et al., 2010), the current study tested an 
empirical model that introduces a firm-related antecedent 
of CEB, CBR. The research on CEB has focused mostly on 
customer-related determinants, such as customer satisfaction 
(Palmatier et al., 2006) and brand commitment (Garbarino 
and Johnson, 1999). Yet, the firm-related factors influencing 
CEB have received less attention. By measuring five dimen-
sions of CBR, this study provides insights into how customer 
perceptions of corporate reputation based on diverse aspects 
of business activities influences CEB.

This study also incorporates customer-related factors, 
namely customer identification and brand love, as media-
tors. Drawing on engagement theory, it is confirmed that 
CBR positively influences customer identification and brand 
love, leading to CEB. This finding contributes insights to the 
body of knowledge regarding how customers’ attitudes built 
on CBR influence CEB. Specifically, customer identification 
and brand love have been less examined in the CEB litera-
ture. Van Doorn et al., (2010) also argue that the interplay 
among customer-based, firm-based, and context-based fac-
tors, such as moderators and mediators, can facilitate CEB. 
Junaid et al., (2020) suggest that the CEB research focused 
on customer factors (i.e., the brand love-CEB-customer well-
being relationship) should be conducted in multiple product 
categories so as to compare the relationship across the differ-
ent contexts. Along with this notion, this research establishes 
not only the mediating effect of customer identification and 
brand love but also the moderating effect of the firm type in 
an integrated empirical model for CEB research.

Additionally, the CBR–customer identification–CEB 
mechanism is stronger for the service industry than the 
product industry. Customers have more opportunities to 
engage in tasks that benefit the firm in the service industry 
than product industry (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2003; Pansari 
and Kumar, 2017). This study provides a more compelling 
explanation: when customers identify with a reputable ser-
vice firm, they are more likely to engage with that firm. 
Even if the CBR–brand love–CEB link is significantly posi-
tive for both the product and service industries, there is no 
difference. Thus, regardless of industry types, brand love 
is an important customer attitudinal factor to connect their 

perception of corporate reputation to their prosocial behav-
iors for the firms. As few studies have empirically investi-
gated the mediation effects of customer identification and 
brand love between CBR and CEB, the present study fills 
some of the gaps identified by other researchers (e.g., Van 
Doorn et al., 2010; Walsh et al., 2018).

Lastly, by addressing their multiple dimensions as dis-
tinct individual factors, the current study contributes to the 
literature on corporate reputation and CEB, and does so 
by showing that each aspect of corporate reputation may 
play a distinctive role in leading to different forms of CEB. 
All aspects of CBR, except being a good employer, have 
significant impacts on purchases. Specifically, the impacts 
of customer orientation, product and service quality, and 
being a reliable and financially strong company on purchases 
are greater than on other CEB types. This finding provides 
empirical evidence for Pansari and Kumar’s (2017) concep-
tual research, which claims that direct contributions such as 
purchasing are more strongly influenced by cognitive evalu-
ations (e.g., satisfaction, perception of reputation) than by 
emotional responses. In terms of the finding that being a 
good employer has no impact, it may be difficult for cus-
tomers to evaluate the human resource management style 
of a certain company. Interestingly, the impacts of social 
and environmental responsibility are significant for all CEB 
types, and are stronger for the indirect contributions (refer-
rals, influence, and knowledge) than the direct contributions 
(purchases). This implies that social and environmental 
responsibility is an effective marketing strategy for provok-
ing various indirect types of CEB.

Managerial implications

Corporate reputation has received attention from practi-
tioners because it benefits firms in multiple ways, such as 
improving their financial performance, allowing them to 
raise prices, and supporting the introduction of new prod-
ucts. In addition, marketers should understand that corpo-
rate reputation is a crucial resource that leads to customers’ 
favorable attitudes, resulting in CEB and possibly helping 
firms distinguish themselves from their competitors. For 
example, when customers share their knowledge with a firm 
to develop new offerings, the firm may be able to use the 
information to design unique offerings that better satisfy cus-
tomers’ needs, which ultimately results in sustainable com-
petitive advantages. In reality, many reputable firms utilize 
forums for customers to share ideas, e.g., Delta’s Ideas in 
Flight, Best Buy’s Blue Label Strategy, and BMW’s Innova-
tion Lab (see Pansari and Kumar, 2017). Increased referrals 
and influence will be also marketing strategies to obtain new 
customers who are difficult to attract through typical com-
munication channels.
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Other than customer identification and brand love, prac-
titioners should consider other factors derived from CBR. 
For instance, perceptions of a company and salesperson 
characteristics, self-expressive brand, and hedonic product 
positively influence customer identification and brand love 
(Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Keh and Xie, 2009). As a result, 
firms can increase CEB by enhancing customer identifica-
tion and brand love through various characteristics. For 
instance, Harley Davidson customers who identify with the 
brand are more likely not only to consume the product but 
also to participate in fan clubs and share their experiences 
and knowledge with the firm. Thus, it is necessary for brand 
managers to establish reputable brand characteristics with 
which their customers can identify.

The findings of the post hoc analysis provide important 
managerial insights into effective resource allocation to each 
aspect of CBR. To increase customer purchases, the firms 
should primarily aim to be reliable and financially strong, 
followed by providing a high quality of product and service. 
Specifically, product firms should invest more in being reli-
able and strong companies, whereas the service providers 
should improve the quality of their offerings. To encourage 
influence behaviors, in the product industries, being a reli-
able and financially strong company is especially important 
to induce customer influence, and as such, product marketers 
should devote more resources to improving this aspect. We 
also find that while social and environmental responsibility 
is the most important dimension in CBR, the current mar-
ket has under-performed in this regard. This finding implies 
that improvement of social and environmental responsibility 
should be a top priority to be a reputable firm. This type of 
marketing activity, moreover, is more crucial in the service 
industry than the product industry.

Limitations and future directions

Although this research sheds light on important issues, it 
has several limitations. Future research with larger samples 
and more diverse demographic profiles may increase gener-
alizability. Also, this study uses 20 firms in the product and 
service industries, selected from Fortune 500. Although the 
study’s context is a B2C area that has a high possibility of 
CEB, the firms could be selected by considering various 
characteristics (e.g., level of customization). Studies with 
more firms could also increase generalizability.

In this study, customer identification and brand love 
are considered mediators linking CBR and CEB. As men-
tioned earlier, other constructs such as trust, commitment, 
and loyalty also can be considered as mediators. As Van 
Doorn et al., (2010) suggest, these factors can be considered 
as playing different roles in the research models, such as 
moderators between CBR and CEB. Future studies can also 

incorporate additional constructs as potential moderators, 
including customer-based factors (e.g., relationship length, 
satisfaction, and trust/commitment) and firm-based factors 
(e.g., firm size/diversification and brand characteristics). 
Lastly, future studies of other global markets could provide 
comparative analysis of different cultures.

Note

1. As a subjective evaluation of a company’s overall qual-
ity, prior studies have widely used the Fortune rating 
to measure corporate reputation (see Love et al., 2017; 
Roberts and Dowling, 2002). Fortune conducts annual 
“Most Admired Companies” surveys to assess eight 
attributes of the 10 largest companies in various indus-
tries (rating on a scale of 0 to 10). The attributes include 
management quality; product/service quality; financial 
soundness; innovativeness; long-term investment value; 
social responsibility to the community and the environ-
ment; use of corporate assets; and ability to attract, 
develop, and retain talented personnel. CBR encom-
passes factors that can be evaluated by customers.

2. Most studies that measure corporate reputation based on 
customer perceptions adapt the scales consisting of three 
or four items. For example, the four items that measure 
corporate reputation include whether the firm is: highly 
regarded, successful, well-established, and stable.
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