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Abstract
The aim of this research is to analyze links between customer-based brand equity 
and customer engagement in the field of experiential services (e.g., private health 
clinics)—taking an emerging economy context as our reference. The authors put 
forth a chain of effects—based in Social Capital Theory—to test the impact of cus-
tomer-based brand equity on customer engagement, mediated by satisfaction and 
customer reputation. Causal model estimation results suggest that customer-based 
brand equity has both a direct, positive impact on customer satisfaction and cus-
tomer reputation and an indirect impact on customer engagement. The final section 
of the paper presents theoretical discussion of the results and the main implications 
for business practice.
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1 Introduction

Given the increasingly competitive nature of business environments, service firms 
must find new ways to deliver value to their customers (Ostrom et  al. 2015). The 
broad range of products and services on offer—coupled with the proliferation of 
contact channels—make the overall customer experience key to understanding cus-
tomer-based brand equity (CBBE) and customer satisfaction. Hence, firms must pay 
close attention to all marketing activities aimed at providing customized experiences 
throughout the relationship (Cambra-Fierro et  al. 2020a; Hernández-Ortega and 
Franco 2019; Bolton et al. 2014) such as brand management. The Marketing Science 
Institute has recently highlighted brand differentiation through customer experience 
as a research priority for 2020–2022—especially with regard to experiential services 
and highly competitive markets (Kim and Lee 2017).

A number of authors (Stein and Ramasesshan 2020; Srivastava and Kaul 2014; 
Verhoef et al. 2009) suggest that previous experiences influence intangible resources 
such as brand equity and reputation, as well as future decisions and experiences. 
When experiences are properly provided and managed, firms will be in a position 
both to boost customer satisfaction and build and bolster market positioning based 
on a solid reputation (Roberts and Dowling 2002). Corporate reputation—linked to 
brand equity (Hollenbeck 2018)—is an intangible, hard-to-imitate strategic asset, 
providing an excellent opportunity to respond to stakeholder expectations and fos-
ter successful experiences (Veloutsou 2007; Hoeffler and Keller 2003). In this way, 
feelings, memories, and images can be effectively linked to the brand.

Despite the impact of experiential factors on corporate reputation, the literature 
on the topic remains scarce, especially in emerging economy contexts. Contributions 
by Kandampully et al. (2018) and Khan and Fatma (2017) are notable exceptions; 
however in both cases, analysis is limited to developed Western economies—and 
existing research clearly indicates that Western marketing strategies and approaches 
are not necessarily effective in emerging markets (Arditto et al. 2020; Herstein et al. 
2017).

Having identified this gap in the literature, the aim of the present research is 
twofold: on one hand, to analyze consumer perceptions regarding brand equity in 
highly experiential service contexts (e.g., private clinics) and on the other, to assess 
the impact on customer engagement. CBBE reflects how consumers think and feel 
about a brand (Datta et al. 2017); hence, in the present paper, we propose that CBBE 
drives a chain of effects impacting corporate reputation, customer satisfaction and 
customer engagement.

In many developed and developing countries, healthcare is a key public service 
industry (Hau 2019). In fact, the literature has identified healthcare contexts as a 
top service research priority (Ostrom et al. 2015). Our study is even more relevant 
in the current pandemic and post-pandemic world, where healthcare is an absolute 
priority for most people (Campbell et al. 2020). Public healthcare acts as a guarantor 
of universal access—even if some choose private sector services for general care, 
testing and diagnosis out of a belief that they will obtain better, more agile service 
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(perhaps because private healthcare facilities are often better equipped with modern 
infrastructures and technology). In this respect, factors like brand equity and reputa-
tion determine hospital/clinic positioning, potentially having a decisive impact on 
patient/user decision-making and short-term intent. The novelty and overall interest 
of this study is also enhanced by the fact that research was carried out in an emerg-
ing economy context. In many developing countries, the public healthcare system 
has collapsed due to the onslaught of COVID-19 and elements like use of new tech-
nologies or adoption of respectful, patient-centered care policies—cornerstones 
of private healthcare—are positively impacting patient/user opinions (Traiki et  al. 
2020).

With a view to reach our objectives, the paper is structured as follows: Concep-
tual framework presents key research variables: CBBE, corporate reputation, cus-
tomer satisfaction, and customer engagement. The third section illustrates our con-
ceptual model and hypotheses development. Methodological details are provided in 
Research methodology and results, in Model estimations and results. Our theoretical 
discussion, key recommendations for management and conclusions are presented in 
the final section of the paper.

2  Conceptual framework

2.1  Experiential services and branding

In line with Bolton et al. (2014) and Verhoef et al. (2009), customer experience is 
usually conceptualized as holistic in nature, involving customers’ cognitive, affec-
tive, emotional, social and sensory responses to stimuli from firms. The term covers 
experiences accumulated throughout the different phases of the customer-firm rela-
tionship: search, purchase, consumption and post-consumption—and includes all 
customer journey touch points (Neslin et al. 2006). This thinking is consistent with 
the notion that the customer’s service experience is inevitably a process rather than 
an outcome (Yang et al. 2012).

From an experience management standpoint, cultivating proposals that enrich 
the customer journey and engage consumers before, during, and after purchase is 
essential to creating enjoyable experiences (Hernández-Ortega and Franco 2019; de 
Keyser et  al. 2015; Verhoef et  al. 2009), meeting customer expectations, building 
loyalty and shoring up commitment (de Lima et al. 2020; Pappu et al. 2005). This 
is especially relevant for highly experiential services (Fuentes-Blasco et al. 2017), 
where meeting expectations boosts credibility, brand equity and differential com-
petitive advantage (Krystallis and Chrysochou 2014; Berry 2000; Bharadwaj et al. 
1993) while nurturing brand-consumer emotional connectedness (Hunter-Jones 
et al. 2020; Ostrom et al. 2015).

In this sense, elements like brand equity and corporate reputation act as signals 
that facilitate consumer decision-making processes (Tournois 2015). Moreover, 
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successfully engaged customers are more likely to repurchase, recommend the brand 
and co-create, among other effects. This is the virtuous circle we seek to analyze 
here, assuming that—in the case of experiential services and depending on the 
nature of the particular service (e.g., private healthcare clinics)—there is a risk con-
tinuum associated with the purchase decision.

Hau (2019) has recently pointed out that healthcare patients usually experience 
stress due to pain, anxiety, fear, and outcome uncertainty. Hence, we believe factors 
like CBBE and brand reputation may act as ex-ante cues to alleviate such uncer-
tainty. Moreover, if we follow the classical construct of customer value (Zeithaml 
1988), elements like money, effort, time, opportunity, prestige, convenience and 
emotions all influence expectations—while factors like perceived quality, satisfac-
tion and prestige may emerge as outcomes of service provision (Babin and James 
2010). In the case of healthcare, problem solving and achieving wellness are key to 
attaining user satisfaction. From this perspective, customer value is understood from 
a consumer experience standpoint, impacting service provider image and reputation 
down the line (Helkkula and Kelleher 2010; Heinonen et al. 2010).

2.2  From customer‑based brand equity to customer engagement in experiential 
services: the case of emerging LATAM economies

Building a strong brand translates as significant competitive advantage (Keller 2003; 
Aaker 1991). In the case of experiential services, active consumer interaction and 
engagement is recommended (Boksberger and Melsen 2011). Leone et  al. (2006) 
and Keller (1993), among others, point out that CBBE encompasses, on one hand, 
consumer attitudes and actions towards the brand; and on the other, a set of asso-
ciations that evoke attributes stored in consumer memory including prestige, safety, 
trust, loyalty, honesty, profitability and security—boosting value and enhancing 
image and reputation. In this vein, the extensive corpus of CBBE literature has pro-
posed a range of dimensional conceptualizations for the construct based on seminal 
contributions by Aaker (1996) and Keller (1993). Aaker affirms that brand aware-
ness, brand associations or brand image, perceived quality and brand loyalty are 
the fundamental factors that generate added value for customers. Keller argues that 
CBBE occurs when consumers are familiar with a brand and make unique, favorable 
affective and cognitive associations—potentially impacting corporate reputation and 
customer satisfaction, among other elements.

Corporate reputation is a structural extension of brand concept—built over time 
from an accumulation of positive and/or negative perceptions regarding an organi-
zation’s actions, allowing for projections about future behavior (Janney and Gove 
2011; Walker 2010; Fombrun and Shanley 1990). A positive corporate reputa-
tion fosters favorable perceptions like prestige, honesty, responsibility, solidarity, 
empathy, and trust (Umasuthan et al. 2017), hence positive responses to the com-
pany (Kim et al. 2019; Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001). When managed effectively, 
reputation will become an intangible asset—nurturing a sustainable competitive 



471

1 3

Customer‑based brand equity and customer engagement in…

advantage by providing value, prestige, and recognition to the firm (Agarwal et al. 
2015). Wagner et al. (2009) suggest that a positive corporate reputation generates a 
favorable attitude towards company products/services (e.g., perceived quality, relia-
bility) and certain positive post-purchase behaviors (e.g., loyalty, recommendations).

In the case of experiential services, corporate reputation is a far more rele-
vant asset in the quest to shore up business sustainability over time (Lallement 
et al. 2020). Service delivery must be enriched with experiences that boost brand 
equity and nurture solid corporate reputation-building—a catalyst for customer 
engagement. To this end, generating synergistic actions is essential, across each 
and every dimension of brand equity: awareness, image, perceived quality and 
loyalty (Keller 1993), since the final objective is to satisfy consumers, encour-
age identification with the company and garner adequate levels of trust and com-
mitment (Prentice and Nguyen 2020; Moliner-Velázquez et al. 2019; Keiningham 
et al. 2017).

For all these reasons, strategies designed to generate positive consumer experi-
ences must be implemented from the understanding that satisfaction is objective to a 
degree but fundamentally subjective and emotional in nature. The literature suggests 
that satisfaction surfaces when consumer experiences are rewarding and expecta-
tions exceeded (de Lima et  al. 2020; Gustafsson et  al. 2005). Satisfaction powers 
positive relationships, yielding outcomes like loyalty, repurchase and brand recom-
mendation (Shankar et al. 2003). Reliable brands that fulfill the value proposition, 
foresee and respond to consumer concerns and reinforce perceived quality in pre-
sent/past consumer experiences are key to achieving satisfaction (Hernández-Ortega 
and Franco 2019; Meesala and Paul 2018; Kumar et al. 2013)—the topsoil for grow-
ing a solid corporate reputation. All of this together grows strong customer relation-
ships, which in turn, have a positive impact on customer intentions and behaviors 
(Punyatoya 2019; Su et al. 2016).

Creating lasting consumer-bonds, then, is of the essence—becoming an indis-
pensable aspiration for service providers. Today’s consumers play a much more 
active role in information/recommendation-seeking and decision-making pro-
cesses (Cambra-Fierro et  al. 2018a). Many are even willing to co-create through-
out design and service delivery processes (Lee 2019; Cambra-Fierro et al. 2018b). 
These actions are grouped under the umbrella term, customer engagement, defined 
by van Doorn et al. (2010) as a set of non-transactional behaviors springing from 
consumer motivational aspects, which have a deferred impact on the commercial 
outcome of the relationship. In such an interconnected context—in which the Inter-
net and social media play a decisive role—the goal is no longer limited to achiev-
ing consumer satisfaction and repurchase; it also involves building an active value 
link to the company through behaviors such as recommendations or co-creation, 
reinforcing the perceived value of the experience on the part of consumers (Obilo 
et  al. 2020; Hernández-Ortega and Franco 2019; Álvarez-Milán et  al. 2018; Har-
rigan et al. 2017). An active, engaged consumer, for instance, feels motivated to post 
positive comments online and share their satisfaction via social media. Testimonials 
of this sort are considered more reliable and hence are more easily remembered and 
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more convincing than company-controlled messages (Huerta-Álvarez et al. 2020; de 
Matos and Rossi 2008). This, in turn, contributes to boosting brand equity and build-
ing positive corporate reputation. This virtuous circle has been discussed earlier in 
this section and analyzed further in this paper. In the case of experiential services, 
every effort should be made to maximize hedonic value and strengthen satisfactory 
memories (An and Han 2020)—with a view to reinforce brand equity and ensure 
that consumers not only come back for more (repurchase), but also talk about and 
recommend the service on social media and elsewhere online (Pansari and Kumar 
2017).

Notably, however, most emerging LATAM economies are characterized by low 
scores in the long-term orientation dimension (Hofstede, 2021): Colombia, 13; 
Argentina, 20; Paraguay, 20; Bolivia, 25; Uruguay, 26; Peru, 25; Chile, 31. These 
scores reveal a relatively small propensity to save for the future and a focus on 
achieving quick results. They also suggest that perhaps the antecedents proposed in 
the literature for long-term outcomes—e.g., customer engagement—do not apply to 
the extent that they do in more long-term oriented cultures; hence, we could expect 
variations in the virtuous circle described earlier.
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Fig. 1  Theoretical model
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3  Hypothesis development

This research aims to analyze the relationship between CBBE, reputation, customer 
satisfaction, and engagement in the context of experiential services. Social Capital 
Theory (SCT) allows us to integrate the set of hypotheses shown in Fig. 1 and devel-
oped below.

SCT considers aspects linked to trust, transparency and reciprocity—together 
with relational elements that act as a signal, enabling us to anticipate future 
behaviors (Putnam 1993,2000; Ostrom 1991). Social capital springs from the 
interaction between different agents; hence, social networks based on norms of 
reciprocity and trust enhance societal efficiency. For all parties involved, mutu-
ally satisfactory relationships are built on the basis of social capital (Sen and 
Cowley 2013). Moreover, corporate reputation legitimizes company activity—
becoming an essential intangible asset for understanding interactions with a key 
stakeholder: the customer. In our model, CBBE—via a chain of effects—posi-
tively impacts both corporate reputation and perceived satisfaction. These factors, 
in turn, determine the degree of customer engagement in the form of reciprocal 
customer behavior.

Seminal works by Aaker (1996) and Keller (1993) highlight the importance 
of brand equity to understanding better positioning with respect to competitors 
and consumer perceptions of company products, and purchasing decisions. Brand 
equity represents the usefulness or added value that the brand brings to a product 
or service (Hur et  al. 2014)—thus becoming an asset that bolsters measurable 
and tangible benefits and contributing to growing a knowledge/value differential 
for both the company and the customer. CBBE guides consumers and, to some 
extent, equips them to anticipate quality and satisfaction (Sürücü et  al. 2019). 
Consumers perceive that the brand itself adds value—connecting to one-of-a-kind 
positive associations and memories, and increasing familiarity with company 
products/services (Keller 1993). Higher perceived brand equity leads to higher 
levels of satisfaction (Brady et al. 2008; Esch et al. 2006; Zeithaml 1988). Moreo-
ver, brand equity is a catalyst for building robust, positive corporate reputations 
(Argenti and Druckenmiller 2004). In the case of services, in general, and experi-
ential services, in particular, brand equity generates satisfaction and is decisive in 
reducing risk of adverse selection associated with purchasing decisions (Kim and 
Park 2017; Nassar 2017; Radojevic et  al. 2015). Foroudi (2019) highlights the 
consistency of brand equity as an antecedent to brand reputation. Take the case 
of healthcare services, for instance: hospital brand recognition is associated with 
quality of care, medical staff expertise and availability of state-of-the-art equip-
ment to meet patient needs (Khosravizadeh et al. 2020). Based on the above argu-
ments, we put forth the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 CBBE has a positive impact on customer satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2 CBBE has a positive impact on corporate reputation.
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With regard to service provision, authors like Walsh and Beatty (2007) pro-
mote building corporate reputation by way of customer satisfaction. Such authors 
also conclude that a good reputation positively impacts customer responses, 
growing satisfaction-fueled value and credibility. Likewise, customer engage-
ment involves a high degree of linkage and commitment (Brodie et al. 2011; van 
Doorn et  al. 2010); consolidating relationships that go beyond a mere succes-
sion of transactions (Kumar and Nayak 2018). Hence, engagement becomes the 
catalyst for robust long-term relationships involving repeat purchase and other 
high-value behaviors like posting of ‘likes’, online reviews and co-creation of 
products and services (Lee 2019; Brodie et al. 2011; Calder et al. 2009). From 
a relationship marketing perspective, the consensus is that satisfaction is a fun-
damental premise underpinning consumer willingness to co-create close bonds 
of this sort (Cambra-Fierro et al. 2016). Moreover, from the standpoint of social 
capital theory, we can assume that consumers will react reciprocally when their 
expectations are fulfilled (Olavarría-Jaraba et  al. 2018)—a reality which firms 
signal via corporate reputation (a sign of confidence and promise). Hence, we 
propose that:

Hypothesis 3 Customer satisfaction has a positive impact on corporate reputation.

Hypothesis 4 Customer satisfaction has a positive impact on customer engagement.

Hypothesis 5 Corporate reputation has a positive impact on customer engagement.

4  Research methodology

4.1  Data collection and sample

Emerging economies can be defined as countries showing speedy economic 
development, where government policies favor economic liberalization and 
free markets. Peru has been classified as an emerging economy, according to 
the annual Morgan Stanley Capital International (MSCI) ranking based on major 
world stock indexes (2019). The MSCI numbers highlight Peru’s pull and vast 
international trade potential: among Latin America’s fastest growing econo-
mies in recent years—3rd in the 2018 Institute for Management Development’s 
LATAM overall competitiveness ranking (just behind Chile and Mexico)—in 
just over 15  years, Peru’s GNI per capita has tripled from $2,010, in 2000, to 
$5,970 in 2017 (The World Bank, 2019). Most recently, the literature has con-
sidered Peru as an emerging economy of reference as well (e.g., Arditto et  al. 
2020; Cambra-Fierro et al. 2020b; Flores-Hernández et al. 2020).

Data were collected by means of a self-administered, face-to-face ques-
tionnaire by trained interviewers. Simple random sampling was used to select 
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respondents from among private health clinic clients. Managers at several pri-
vate clinics in the Lima metropolitan area were asked to approach patients in a 
number of specialist treatment waiting rooms to explain the questionnaire and 
purpose of the study. Nineteen clinics authorized our research. Similar meth-
ods involving approaching potential respondents at reference sites have been 
used in previous studies to reduce sampling bias and obtain a good respond-
ent mix (Yani-de-Soriano et  al. 2019; Kok and Fon 2014; Keillor et  al. 2007). 
The interception method was deemed appropriate for our purposes as it enabled 
interviewers to screen potential respondents for eligibility and seek clarification 
where needed.

Field work was carried out between June and September 2018, achieving 300 
complete, valid surveys with a sampling error of 5.66% (p = q = 0.5) assuming 
an infinite population. The overall sample shows a slightly higher presence of 
women (53%). Table 1 lists the main characteristics of our sample.

4.2  Measurement scales

To measure research model constructs, our questionnaire includes previously 
validated scales and was adapted to the private healthcare context (see Appendix 
Table 6). In line with Keller (1993) and Aaker (1991), we consider the multi-item 
dimensions of CBBE—awareness: 3 items adapted from Ferns and Walls (2012) and 
Arnett et al. (2003); image: 4 items adapted from Netemeyer et al. (2004); service 
quality: 5 items adapted from Aaker (1996) and Dodds et al. (1991); and loyalty: 4 

Table 1  Sample profile Characteristic Categories N %

Gender Male 141 47.0
Female 159 53.0

Age 18–24 years old 59 19.7
25–35 years old 97 32.3
36–50 years old 83 27.7
 > 50 years old 61 20.3

Occupation Student 52 17.3
Employed 42 14.0
Self-employed 172 57.3
Home-maker 19 6.3
Unemployed/retired 15 5.1

Monthly personal 
income ($ US)

 < 250 66 22.0
250–1250 113 37.7
1250–2500 74 24.7
2500–4000 36 12.0
 ≥ 4000 11 3.6
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items adapted from Yoo and Donthu (2001) and Yoo et al. (2000). Satisfaction was 
measured using a 6-item scale adapted from Fuentes-Blasco et al. (2017), Gelbrich 
(2011), and Nesset et al. (2011). Our corporate reputation scale comprised 5 items 
adapted from López-Pérez et  al. (2017) and Martínez and Rodríguez del Bosque 
(2016). Finally, customer engagement was measured using a 6-item scale adapted 
from Cambra-Fierro et al. (2016), van Doorn et al. (2010), and Sprott et al. (2009). 
All items were measured using a 7-point Likert scale (from 1, “strongly disagree” to 
7, “strongly agree”). Respondent gender and age were included as control variables.

To ensure translation equivalence, we adopted the strategy put forth in Yani-
de-Soriano et  al. (2019): first translating the questionnaire into Spanish for use in 
Peru via an iterative process of translation/back-translation by a team of bilingual 
speakers (Brislin et al. 1973). A concept-driven rather than a language or transla-
tion-driven, approach was used to check for linguistic nuances (Erkut et  al. 1999; 
Barnard 1982).

Questionnaires were pre-tested (Douglas and Craig 2007) to detect potential 
ambiguity, improve item sequencing and wording and ensure that all items worked 
well in an actual-use scenario (Brislin 1986). The pre-test was conducted with 5 
academic experts and 6 private healthcare patients to verify clarity of all items with 
a view to avoid any ambiguity in the wording. Pre-test respondents were asked 
whether they understood all instructions for completing the survey and if question 
wording was clear; they were also asked if response sheet format was appropriate, 
how long it took to complete and if they could provide any ideas for improving the 
questionnaire. Hence, our final questionnaire was the result of a rather exhaustive 
refining process.

4.3  Common bias method

Questionnaires were completed anonymously with a view to avoid common method 
variation problems; respondents were informed that there were no right or wrong 
answers. Once the information had been collected and purged, we checked for com-
mon bias problems using Harman’s one-factor technique. Our results show that the 
dominant factor explains 18.65% of the variance, well below the recommended 
maximum threshold of 50%. Likewise, none of the latent construct correlations 
shown in Table 3 were above 0.9 (Bagozzi et al. 1991), and VIF values associated 
with the latent constructs listed in Table 5  were below the maximum threshold of 
3.3 (Kock and Lynn 2012). Hence, our data indicate that common method bias is not 
a problem in our study.

5  Model estimations and results

Partial least squares (PLS) path modeling using Smart PLS 3.2.9 software was our 
choice for model hypothesis verification (Ringle et al. 2015). This choice is justified 
given that our objective was to predict customer engagement in experiential service 
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contexts via ordinary least squares estimation—a variable on which there is only a 
limited body of research (Roldán and Sánchez-Franco 2012). Moreover, this type of 
modeling is suitable when the measurement scales contain a small number of items 

Table 2  First-order 
measurement model estimation

St. loading standardized loading; α Cronbach’s Alpha; CR composite 
Reliability; AVE average variance extracted
**p < 0.01

1st-order construct Items St. loading (t-Stat)

Awareness
α = 0.888; CR = 0.931; AVE = 0.817

AW1 0.892** (45.30)
AW2 0.922** (62.03)
AW3 0.898** (63.91)

Image
α = 0.915; CR = 0.941; AVE = 0.798

IM1 0.891** (60.45)
IM2 0.921** (92.83)
IM3 0.910** (76.84)
IM4 0.850** (38.55)

Service quality
α = 0.918; CR = 0.938; AVE = 0.753

SQ1 0.889** (54.85)
SQ2 0.906** (71.79)
SQ3 0.854** (37.51)
SQ4 0.855** (46.83)
SQ5 0.833** (36.89)

Loyalty
α = 0.859; CR = 0.902; AVE = 0.699

LO1 0.880** (48.98)
LO2 0.870** (39.02)
LO3 0.702** (16.20)
LO4 0.878** (49.06)

Corporate reputation
α = 0.940; CR = 0.954; AVE = 0.806

CR1 0.894** (55.21)
CR2 0.850** (32.96)
CR3 0.899** (67.96)
CR4 0.916** (73.77)
CR5 0.929** (90.30)

Customer satisfaction
α = 0.957; CR = 0.966; AVE = 0.824

S1 0.905** (65.95)
S2 0.891** (55.06)
S3 0.933** (102.72)
S4 0.901** (52.39)
S5 0.908** (74.08)
S6 0.909** (68.12)

Engagement
α = 0.901; CR = 0.923; AVE = 0.666

CEN1 0.865** (56.79)
CEN2 0.799** (22.95)
CEN3 0.783** (21.36)
CEN4 0.840** (27.95)
CEN5 0.848** (51.29)
CEN6 0.758** (19.13)
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(Barclay et  al. 1995), and does not impose restrictions on data distribution (Chin 
1998).

5.1  Measurement model estimates: scale validity and reliability

First, we opted for a principle component-based estimation approach using PLS to 
estimate a first-order measurement model considering all reflective items towards 
their latent construct (Chin et al. 2013). We then assessed measurement scale reli-
ability and internal consistency using Cronbach’s Alpha and composite reliability 
indicators. All first-order constructs show values for both indices above the recom-
mended minimum threshold of 0.7 (Hair et al. 2017), as seen in Table 2.

As shown in Table  2, we were able to verify the convergent validity of meas-
urement scales: all standardized loadings associated with observable items are sig-
nificant at 99%; all average variance extracted values are greater than 0.5 (Hair et al. 
2017). Likewise, discriminate validity was verified using the Fornell and Larcker 
criterion (1981). All correlations between pairs of latent factors are lower than the 
square root of the AVE for each construct (see Table 3). Moreover, the largest heter-
otrait-monotrait correlations ratio (HTMT) is 0.86, falling within the recommended 
threshold of 0.9 (Henseler et al. 2015).

The SRMR fit index is 0.062, below the 0.08 cut-off (Hu and Bentler 1999), 
allowing us to conclude that our modeling is appropriate. Moreover, we consider 

Table 3  Discriminant validity assessment (Fornell-Locker criterion)

Numbers along the diagonal axis (in bold) are the square roots of AVE. The remaining elements show 
correlations between latent constructs

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Awareness 0.904
2. Image 0.542 0.893
3. Serv. Qual 0.678 0.825 0.868
4. Loyalty 0.556 0.763 0.734 0.836
5. Corp. Reput 0.595 0.732 0.817 0.657 0.898
6. Satisfaction 0.555 0.764 0.787 0.778 0.799 0.908
7. Cust. Engag 0.542 0.640 0.598 0.541 0.610 0.635 0.816
8. Sex (control) 0.040 −0.013 −0.015 −0.045 0.044 0.001 0.076 –
9. Age (control) −0.049 −0.066 −0.103 −0.116 −0.071 −0.127 −0.040 0.029 –

Table 4  Second-order construct 
(reflective-formative)

**p < 0.01

Higher-order construct Construct Weights (t-Stat) VIF

CBBE Awareness 0.228** (4.21) 1.90
Image 0.196** (2.64) 2.16
Service Quality 0.567** (8.42) 2.68
Loyalty 0.271** (4.23) 2.62
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CBBE to be a second-order construct, comprising the dimensions of image, aware-
ness, perceived quality, and loyalty—in line with recent studies (e.g., Frías et  al. 
2018; Gómez et  al. 2015; Wong and Teoh 2015)—using latent variable scores as 
formative higher-order construct estimation indicators (see Table 4).

As seen in Table  4, our weights are significant at 1% (p < 0.01). Moreover, 
absence of multicollinearity issues was verified following procedure proposed by 
Sarstedt et  al. (2019): our variance inflation factor (VIF) values are between 1.90 
and 2.68—clearly below the 3.3 benchmark (Kock and Lynn 2012).

5.2  Structural model estimation

With a view to verify our research hypotheses, we proceeded to estimate the causal 
relationships between constructs and their significance, using the bootstrapping 
method with a resampling of 5000. This level of bootstrapping provides standard 
error and t-statistics for evaluating structural coefficient significance (Henseler et al. 
2009). Results for path coefficients/direct effects are provided in Table 5, along with 
a number of fit indexes.

Results shown in Table 5 indicate that CBBE has a significant and positive effect 
both on customer satisfaction (β = 0.834, p < 0.01) and corporate reputation (β = 0.382, 
p < 0.01)—confirming research hypotheses  H1 and  H2. We can also affirm that cus-
tomer satisfaction has a significant, positive impact on corporate reputation (β = 0.382, 
p < 0.01) and customer engagement (β = 0.499, p < 0.01), confirming hypotheses 
 H3 and  H4. Finally, our data show corporate reputation to have a significant, positive 
impact on customer engagement (β = 0.255, p < 0.01); hence,  H5 is confirmed.

Table 5  Structural model estimation (direct effects)

Std. Beta standardized beta; BCa 95% CI bias-corrected and accelerated bootstrap confidence interval; 
VIF variance inflation factor; f2 effect size; Adj.R2 adjusted coefficient of determination; Q2 Stone-Geiss-
er’s Q² value
**p < 0.01

RELATIONSHIP STD. BETA
(t-Stat)

BCa 95% CI VIF f2 Adj.  R2 Q2

H1. CBBE → Satis 0.834** (41.83) (0.789; 0.868) Supported 1.000 2.278 0.694 0.563
H2. CBBE → Corp. 

Reput
0.500** (6.65) (0.358; 0.652) Supported 3.278 0.268 0.713 0.567

H3. Cust. Satis. → Corp. 
Reput

0.382** (4.71) (0.211;0.525) Supported 3.278 0.156

H4. Cust. Satis. → Cust. 
Engag

0.449** (4.56) (0.239; 0.623) Supported 2.812 0.131 0.443 0.278

H5. Corp. 
Reput. → Cust. Engag

0.255** (2.63) (0.063; 0.290) Supported 2.783 0.042

Sex (control) → Cust. 
Engag

0.078 (1.79) (−0.012; 0.157) 1.004 0.011

Age (control) → Cust. 
Engag

0.037 (0.87) (−0.046; 0.123) 1.020 0.003
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With regard to overall model assessment, the adjusted coefficients of determination 
 (R2) are greater than 0.4 (see Table 5)—providing sufficient support for concluding that 
endogenous constructs have moderate explanatory power (Hair et al. 2017). The CBBE 
construct, specifically, helps explain satisfaction to a large extent, as effect size  (f2) is 
greater than 0.35 (Cohen 1988). Finally, satisfaction moderately explains corporate rep-
utation and customer engagement—with  f2 values between 0.02 and 0.15 (see Table 5).

Predictive relevance was evaluated by means of the Stone-Geisser test  (Q2) using 
the resampling blindfolding technique. Our results for all bases show  Q2 values greater 
than 0, as seen in Table 5; hence, we confirm that our model has predictive relevance 
(Fornell and Cha 1994).

Finally, we ensured there were no multicollinearity issues that could skew regression 
results for our model. As seen in Table 5, our VIF values are below the 5.0 threshold 
proposed by Kock and Lynn (2012), allowing us to discard this potential problem.

6  Discussion and conclusions

6.1  Theoretical discussion

Experiential content is becoming increasingly relevant as an element of differentia-
tion and positioning. From a consumer behavior standpoint, the way in which the 
purchase and/or user experience is perceived is crucial to understanding the degree 
of customer satisfaction (e.g., Hernández-Ortega and Franco 2019). Rooted in this 
fundamental premise, our research assumes the challenge of assessing the extent to 
which CBBE impacts customer satisfaction, corporate reputation and—via a virtu-
ous circle—consumer engagement. Moreover, having chosen an emerging economy 
as our reference for empirical study enhances the interest of our results.

The results of this study have remained relevant and robust throughout the 
COVID-19 pandemic and into the post-pandemic period. Factors like CBBE and 
healthcare provider reputation can determine patient choice via expectations and 
service provision perceptions. Hau (2019) and Babin and James (2010), among oth-
ers, indicate that antecedents to service provision help explain both patient decisions 
and perceived outcomes—having an impact, as well, on the future of service pro-
vider-user relationships and provider positioning.

Our results—derived from empirical analysis of a sample of customer opinions 
regarding highly experiential services (private health clinics)—demonstrate that 
CBBE has a decisive impact on both the degree of perceived satisfaction  (H1) and 
corporate reputation  (H2). Insofar as brand equity contributes to building a robust 
corporate reputation, which acts as a guarantor for company performance—and, 
in the case of experiential services, is key to reducing the risk of adverse selection 
(e.g., Radojevic et  al. 2015)—our data are in line with ideas put forth by authors 
like as Sürücü et al. (2019) and Brady et al. (2008). Our study also highlights the 
consistency of consumer satisfaction as an antecedent to corporate reputation  (H3), 
as Foroudi (2019) indicates. Moreover, for the context under scrutiny, the data reveal 
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that satisfaction drives a decisive degree of customer engagement  (H4). Finally, our 
results confirm that corporate reputation does indeed have a significant impact on 
engagement  (H5).

As mentioned earlier in this paper, such results are in line with the main ideas 
underpinning Social Capital Theory (Sen and Cowley 2013). Positive company-
customer interactions weave social networks based on trust and reciprocity. More 
specifically—in the context of this study—customer satisfaction and corporate repu-
tation legitimize company actions, becoming intangible assets explaining successful 
interactions and engaged customers.

The results obtained can be explained by the risk associated with the decision in 
question: consumers tend to be much more engaged when facing decisions regard-
ing personal health and healthcare. Hence, it would be highly advisable to enhance 
service delivery with enriched experiences—with a view to positively impact cus-
tomer satisfaction and corporate reputation, and encourage consumer engagement. 
A practical example of this is increased availability of wearable healthcare devices, 
for instance—one of the latest trends in private healthcare, aimed at improving user 
experiences (Lee and Lee 2020). At the end of the day, all interactions and touch-
points are opportunities to boost brand equity, build reputation, and bolster customer 
connections.

Strikingly, the data support all proposed hypotheses. Given Peru’s low score of 
25 in the long-term orientation dimension (Hofstede, 2021), we had presumed that 
the virtuous circle from CBBE to customer engagement would vary vis-a-vis more 
long-term oriented cultures. Yet, our results confirm all links put forth in the chain 
of effects. Given that we are analyzing a highly experiential, risky, hedonic and 
often expensive service, high degrees of consumer engagement and income level 
may explain the unexpected similarity to results for more long-term oriented, devel-
oped Western economies.

6.2  Recommendations for best practices

In situations of great risk and uncertainty, consumers tend to choose established, 
well-known firms, capable of managing complex situations effectively—often firms 
with which they have had previous experience or which have been recommended 
by other users. In such a context, building robust, lasting relationships with users 
is absolutely essential. This is the case of private health clinics, where highly expe-
riential service profiles call for actions designed to shore up CBBE, with a view to 
engage customers.

From a business practice standpoint, customer experience strategic management 
analysis recommends growing customer-based brand equity aimed at sparking emo-
tional connections capable of supporting successful business-customer relationships. 
It is essential, then, for companies to behave proactively and act effectively to enrich 
customer experiences. Business model innovation shapes customer experiences in 
the hopes of boosting competitiveness in changing environments and contexts dis-
playing high degrees of intangibility and decision-associated risk.
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Opportunities for positive, interactive experiences across all brand equity dimen-
sions enhance consumer perceptions and increase the chances of satisfying custom-
ers. Experience-based economies involve changes in consumption patterns, where 
the search for positive interactive experiences reinforces the value of CBBE. Interest 
in CBBE exceeds interest in quality of service—prioritizing emotions above all else. 
Technology can be harnessed to personalize consumer experiences, thus enhancing 
customer perceptions and boosting satisfaction.

Consumers not only expect to have their needs met; expectations must be 
exceeded and satisfaction increased with every purchasing experience (e.g., de Lima 
et al. 2020). Hence, we recommend designing strategies and actions aimed at gar-
nering consumer loyalty and building long-term emotional bonds by way of satisfy-
ing, memorable experiences.

Another strategy is for firms to strive to place each individual customer at the 
forefront of their focus and align actions with consumer expectations in the quest 
for “tailored” services. We suggest starting with a detailed study of the characteris-
tics, needs, tastes and expectations of each customer with a view to personalize their 
experience, boost brand image, and build company credibility—especially in firms 
that deliver highly experiential services. This approach will be more advisable in 
sectors like healthcare where decision-associated risk is greater; hence, the degree of 
customer involvement in analysis and decision-making processes is greater as well. 
That said, we must recognize that a disconnection may occur between what compa-
nies aim to generate in terms of experiences and what consumers actually perceive. 
Understanding and supporting customers better throughout analysis, decision-mak-
ing, use and post-purchase processes will help bring expectations and perceived real 
value into closer alignment—reinforcing CBBE and creating the chain of positive 
effects that we put forth in our causal model.

New technologies, social and digital media, and the plethora of available chan-
nels and platforms allow for greater connectedness and interaction with consum-
ers—providing firms numerous opportunities to support customers throughout their 
journey. Companies in general—and experiential service providers in particular—
cannot afford to turn their backs on technology; especially so in the case of emerg-
ing economies. In the specific case of private health clinics, technology plays a very 
relevant role in creating and communicating CBBE. Technology is associated with 
innovation, efficiency and competence—images that may not only reinforce CBBE 
but also create multiple channels and touchpoints for interacting with customers as 
well.

Finally, in this age of pandemic more than ever, firms are being given the oppor-
tunity to grow their brand’s differential value through empathic action and solidar-
ity—i.e. developing a set of experiences that nurture an emotional connection and 
project the company’s role as a committed stakeholder who prioritizes service voca-
tion in benefit of the common good. Strict, speedy compliance with biosafety pro-
tocols and smooth transition and commitment to addressing customer queries via 
remote communication tools/digital media are two ways healthcare providers can 
shore up brand image and build corporate reputation—essentially showing they are 
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on board when it comes to putting patient health and safety first. Such actions can 
drive changes in consumer perceptions, attitudes and warmth of the relationship, 
all of which are valued by many users (Curioso and Galán-Rhodes 2020). Golinelli 
et al. (2020) note that COVID-19 is favoring the digital transition and many private 
clinics have been quick to provide effective tech solutions—bolstering the reputation 
of healthcare providers already enjoying a strong position by transmitting a greater 
sense of security to customers in this uncertain environment.

6.3  Conclusions

This study was carried out in the context of an emerging economy—Peru—where 
there is still a long way to go in terms of brand equity, in general, and experiential 
services in particular. Our research shows the existence of a virtuous circle from 
CBBE to customer engagement in a highly experiential service context—probably 
due to a high degree of customer engagement in analysis, decision-making and per-
ceived outcomes. Specific customer profiles of this sort seem to explain why our 
findings for an emerging, short-term orientated economy are analogous to existing 
results for more developed Western economies.

This pioneering study allowed the authors to deepen analysis of a number of 
key concepts and contribute results and recommendations of interest—not only for 
academia but also for business practice as well. However, despite the relevance of 
our paper and the rigor with which our empirical research was carried out, we must 
acknowledge certain limitations. First, since the study is based on personal opinions, 
some bias may be present in the data. In anticipation—following recommendations 
by Podsakoff et al. (2003) and Podsakoff and Organ (1986)—we adopted a series of 
strategies aimed at minimizing any potential bias: guaranteeing respondent anonym-
ity, clarifying the inexistence of correct/incorrect answers and adapting previously 
validated scales to the context of analysis. Secondly, our sample size is around 300 
responses. While initially this might seem small, the fact that it is a random sample 
has allowed us to effectively achieve our research objectives. Finally, our model is 
likely to include additional variables. Although admittedly this was not our initial 
objective, we believe these variables provide a solid basis for future research: repli-
cating our study in other service industries displaying different degrees of experien-
tial intensity would contribute to assessing the impact of customer engagement and 
experiential perception on the chain of effects we propose in our model. Addition-
ally, replicating the study in other emerging economies would strengthen conclu-
sions and contribute to identifying additional cross-cultural patterns of interest in the 
field of experiential services from both a theoretical and a management perspective.

Appendix

see Table 6.
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