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Abstract
The goal of building a theory of customer brand engagement can be recognized in the sustained research efforts in this area. 
Three studies were conducted to highlight the significant negative implications of scale proliferation for theory building 
in the area of customer brand engagement. Each study employed multiple linear regression to investigate multiple distinct 
customer brand engagement scales. First, the discriminant validity of these scales was examined. Second, the studies exam-
ined the relationship between these customer brand engagement constructs and several constructs that previous studies had 
indicated as antecedents of customer brand engagement. Overall, the results have some worrisome theoretical implications. 
The measurement scales displayed adequate discriminant validity indicating that scholars have been using the same term 
(i.e., customer brand engagement) to label constructs that are, in fact, distinct. That is, the various customer brand engage-
ment scales measure different concepts. Moreover, the relationships that these distinct constructs share with their proposed 
antecedents vary across constructs. In essence, the relationship between customer brand engagement and its antecedents 
depends on the scale used. The findings raise a red flag regarding the state of theory building within the marketing discipline. 
Specifically, the results should prompt future studies to investigate whether the discriminant validity issues revealed in this 
study for customer brand engagement research might exist within other areas of marketing as well.

Keywords Customer brand engagement · Brand engagement · Customer engagement · Scale proliferation · Theory 
development · Validity

Introduction

Building discipline-specific, rigorous theory has long been 
a key objective within the field of marketing (Alderson and 
Cox 1948). This priority is well-ingrained in all reputable 
marketing journals, such that an important yardstick for 
evaluating a manuscript’s publication worth is represented 
by the novelty of the manuscript’s theoretical contributions. 

Manuscripts are expected to build on extant literature 
and link their findings to existing theories. Theory can be 
described as a “system of constructs…in which constructs 
are related to each other by propositions” (Bacharach 1989, 
p. 498).

Considering that “constructs are the building blocks of 
strong theory” (Suddaby 2010, p. 2010), it is imperative for 
constructs to be clearly defined and adequately measured 
(Suddaby 2010). When construct terms are used interchange-
ably and different measures exist for the same construct, the 
cohesiveness and rigor of the theory built are questionable. 
Despite the warranted criticism for such practice, “it is not 
unusual for new scales to be created in scholarly marketing 
research with little concern for their relationship with previ-
ous measures of the same construct and little justification 
provided for their development” (Bruner 2003, p. 362). Fur-
ther, the reliability and validity of each construct in a model 
is another key component of theory building.

Considering the requirements described earlier, what 
happens to the rigor and validity of theory building when 
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multiple studies refer to the same construct, say construct A, 
yet develop different measures? For example, one study finds 
that construct A leads to construct B, another that construct 
C leads to construct A, while a third one builds on the theory 
developed in the first two studies and examines the impact 
of construct C on Construct B through Construct A (media-
tion). Based on the first two studies, it would seem that the 
third study is building on the first two studies and helping 
develop a rigorous theory. However, what if each of the three 
studies uses a different measure for construct A, and, in fact, 
these measures adequately discriminate (i.e., statistically, 
they are different constructs)? That is, the measures capture 
different constructs, meaning what is described as construct 
A in the first study is different from what is described as con-
struct A in the second and third studies. If that were the case, 
the theoretical arguments made in the third study, along 
with the proposed theoretical contributions, have no solid 
foundation, and their validity is, at best, highly question-
able. Unfortunately, this is not just a hypothetical scenario 
but the reality of a lot of the theories developed within our 
field. This manuscript uses the context of customer brand 
engagement (our construct A) to raise a red flag regarding 
this significant problem that threatens to hurt the credibility 
of academic marketing research to outside stakeholders. A 
significant gap in extant customer engagement literature is 
that scholars have developed measures that claim to measure 
the same construct (i.e., customer engagement), but those 
measures might be distinct from one another and thus con-
stitute measures of different constructs. Another major gap 
is that scholars have interchangeably used terms such as 
customer brand engagement, customer engagement behav-
ior, and customer engagement behavior intentions without 
empirically ascertaining if these constructs measure the 
same construct (as assumed) or distinct constructs. The cur-
rent manuscript seeks to empirically address these gaps by 
examining whether marketing scholars are building rigorous, 
valid, and replicable theories, or theoretical sand castles.

The goal of building a theory of customer brand engage-
ment (CBE) can be recognized in the sustained research 
efforts in this area (Algharabat et al. 2019). Three stud-
ies were conducted to highlight the significant negative 
implications of scale proliferation for theory building in 
the area of CBE. In the first study, three CBE scales that 
use slightly different labels (i.e., customer brand engage-
ment (CBE-1), customer engagement behavior (CBE-2), 
and customer engagement behavior intentions (CBE-3)) 
were randomly selected. Importantly, while the labels of 
the scales used in Study 1 are slightly different, it is quite 
common (and problematic) for CBE studies to use these 
three different labels interchangeably. First, the discrimi-
nant validity of these three scales was examined. If discri-
minant validity does exist, then these three measurement 
scales measure distinct concepts. Second, we examined 

the relationship between these three CBE constructs and 
five constructs that previous studies have indicated as 
antecedents of CBE (i.e., perceived brand interactivity, 
brand involvement, brand satisfaction, brand commit-
ment, and brand loyalty). Because these various labels for 
CBE are used interchangeably in the literature, for extant 
CBE theory to be considered rigorous, the relationships 
between either one of these three CBE constructs and its 
antecedents should be the same (i.e., positive, negative, or 
insignificant). For example, if CBE-1 shares a direct and 
positive relationship with brand loyalty, then CBE-2 ought 
to share a direct and positive relationship with brand loy-
alty. If CBE-1 and CBE-2 are not found to share the same 
relationship with brand loyalty, the rigor, validity, and 
relevance of extant CBE theory would be questionable.

The second study tests three additional CBE scales and 
empirically explores their relationships to the five ante-
cedents described earlier. While Study 1 compares and 
contrasts (within a nomological network of relationships) 
three distinct CBE scales that use different labels (because 
variations of the term customer engagement are used inter-
changeably), Study 2 compares and contrasts three CBE 
scales (i.e., CBE-4; CBE-5; CBE-6) that use the same label 
(i.e., customer engagement). First, similar to Study 1, the 
discriminant validity of these three scales was examined. If 
discriminant validity does exist, then these three measure-
ment scalesmeasure distinct concepts. This would be highly 
problematic as it would indicate that, although they share 
the same label (i.e., customer engagement), they are not the 
same construct. Second, the relationship between these three 
CBE constructs and the five antecedents examined in Study 
1 was explored.

Finally, to offer further support for Study 2 findings, the 
third study tests two additional CBE scales, as well as their 
relationships with three distinct antecedents that are differ-
ent from the previous two studies. Similar to what was done 
in Study 2, Study 3 compares and contrasts two CBE scales 
(i.e., CBE-7; CBE-8) that use the same label (i.e., brand 
engagement) by examining their discriminant validity as 
well as their relationships with the three new antecedents 
(all of which, are conceptually different). In sum, the studies 
compare a total of eight CBE scales. The findings present 
several noteworthy theoretical and managerial implications.

The rest of the manuscript is organized as follows. First, 
the manuscript provides the theoretical background for CBE 
and theoretically links the construct to the five antecedents 
considered in this study. Second, the manuscript presents 
the methodology and results for the three studies. Third, the 
manuscript presents an analysis of the findings and presents 
the ensuing theoretical and managerial implications. Finally, 
the manuscript concludes by highlighting the studies’ limita-
tions and offers opportunities for future research.
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Theoretical background

While various perspectives exist, CBE has generally been 
conceptualized as behavioral or psychological (Fetscherin 
et al. 2019). It can be described as “activities engaged in 
by the customer that are not directly related to search, 
alternative evaluation, and decision-making involving 
brand choice” (Vivek et al. 2012, p. 128), such as lik-
ing a social media post put out by a brand thanking their 
employees for a job well done. Brodie et al. (2011) con-
sider a brand to be the focal agent or object the consumer 
is interacting with. Multiple conceptualizations of the con-
struct have emerged, and researchers have referred to the 
concept as customer engagement, consumer engagement, 
customer brand engagement, consumer brand engagement, 
or customer brand engagement behaviors, and scholars 
have often used the terms interchangeably within the same 
manuscript. Some scales operationalize CBE as a multi-
dimensional construct (e.g., Hollebeek et al. 2014; Kumar 
and Pansari 2016; Xu et al. 2021), while others as unidi-
mensional (Gligor and Bozkurt 2020).

Table 1 presents the definitions of the focal constructs 
used throughout the engagement literature. Each defini-
tion focuses on engagement with a brand outside of a 
purchase and is very similar to one another. Specifically, 
the definitions typically used for brand engagement and 
customer brand engagement have been adapted from the 
same original source (Hollebeek 2011), highlighting the 
fact that these terms share a common conceptual domain.

Table 2 provides a further review of some of the various 
contexts, antecedents, and consequences that have been 
associated with the focal construct in the engagement lit-
erature. As illustrated in this table, some of the most com-
mon contexts include those of social media, gamification, 
and service.

Next, the manuscript presents theoretical arguments 
linking CBE to the antecedents described earlier. These 
antecedents have been previously linked to CBE and have 
been selected for illustrative purposes. As such, the goal 
is not to provide extensive theoretical arguments for these 
links but rather to utilize the context of these relationships 
to uncover potential theory-building-related issues caused 
by the use of multiple CBE scales.

Customer brand engagement and brand 
interactivity

Research shows that when customers perceive brands to be 
interactive, they are more likely to engage with them (Gli-
gor and Bozkurt 2020; Shao et al. 2015). Brand interactiv-
ity can be described as “the customer’s perception of the 
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brand’s disposition and genuine desire for integration with 
the customer” (Gligor et al. 2019). Meaning, a brand that 
is interactive has been perceived by a consumer to show 
a genuine desire for connectedness and has taken steps 
to facilitate interaction with that consumer (France et al. 
2016). Some examples of this include the online eyewear 
company Warby Parker offering augmented reality “try-
ons” for their consumers to ease the purchasing process 
or Spotify offering extensive curated playlists based on 
the consumer’s previous daily listening habits (Valdellon 
2021).

Engagement inherently involves behavioral interactions 
(Lawrence et al. 2013). Therefore, it is no surprise that inter-
activity is fundamental to the consumer-brand engagement 
concept (De Vries and Carlson 2014). Brand interactivity 
has been considered to initiate and facilitate CBE (France 
et al. 2016). Customers are more willing to engage in a rela-
tionship with brands when a two-way information exchange 
occurs (Shao et al. 2015), highlighting a positive relation-
ship between these two constructs. Past empirical studies 
have also provided evidence linking brand interactivity to 
CBE (France et al. 2016; Gligor et al. 2019), specifically 
in a social media context (Samarah et al. 2022). Thus, the 
following is examined:

H1 Perceived brand interactivity has a positive impact on 
CBE.

Customer brand engagement and brand 
involvement

Brand involvement captures a customer’s level of interest 
in a brand as well as the personal relevance of the brand to 
the customer (Gomez et al. 2019). Since CBE has also been 
conceptualized as including elements of cognitive, emo-
tional, and social elements, as well as the behavioral ele-
ment already mentioned (Vivek et al. 2012), CBE has been 
considered a necessary antecedent to brand engagement as it 
triggers a psychological commitment to brands (Gligor and 
Bozkurt 2020); as a consumer becomes more involved with 
a brand, the consumer is likely to become more engaged 
with that brand through the emotional connection (positive 
relationship). Significant research has also been devoted to 
highlighting that, despite their similarities, CBE and brand 
involvement are conceptually distinct constructs (Gligor 
et al. 2019; Haverila et al. 2022).

In essence, CBE captures emotional, cognitive, and 
behavioral elements, while brand involvement is limited to 
a cognitive element (Hollebeek 2011; Xi and Hamari 2020). 
Several studies have highlighted the positive effect involve-
ment has on CBE (Hollebeek et al. 2014), specifically within 
a new technology context such as social media (Samarah 
et al. 2022) or mobile phone service providers (Leckie et al. Ta
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2016). Considering the past studies empirically linking 
brand involvement to CBE, the following is hypothesized:

H2 Brand involvement has a positive impact on CBE.

Customer brand engagement and brand satisfaction

Satisfaction has long been a key construct within marketing 
research and has been applied to a variety of contexts (For-
nell 1992). According to the disconfirmation paradigm, cus-
tomers are satisfied when the perceived performance exceeds 
their satisfaction (positive disconfirmation) and dissatisfied 
when the perceived performance does not meet their expec-
tations (negative disconfirmation) (Oliver 1980). Because of 
its relevance, brand satisfaction has been repeatedly recog-
nized as an important performance indicator (Iglesias et al. 
2019) and also heavily linked to CBE.

Brand satisfaction is one of the key drivers of CBE, 
wherein a consumer who is satisfied with a product or ser-
vice is likely to engage with that same brand by providing 
feedback or talking about the brand on social media. This 
has been seen specifically in new technology products (such 
as smartphones), where previous studies suggest once users 
are satisfied with their particular brand of smartphone, they 
tend to express higher engagement toward that same brand 
(Khang et al. 2013). Past research has also offered empiri-
cal evidence linking the two constructs (Pansari and Kumar 
2017; Kim and Wang 2019). Satisfaction’s positive effect 
on CBE has been shown to be particularly strong within the 
context of new technology compared to other related con-
structs, such as brand trust (Nyadzayo et al. 2020). Thus, the 
following argument is investigated:

H3 Brand satisfaction has a positive impact on CBE.

Customer brand engagement and brand 
commitment

Brand commitment plays a central role in the success of 
brands (Das et al. 2019) and has been recognized as one of 
the key constructs within relationship-marketing research 
(Dwyer et al. 1987). It can be described as an attitude that 
captures the willingness to continue a relationship (Schivin-
ski 2019). Different conceptualizations of the concept have 
emerged, but most consider brand commitment to be a uni-
dimensional construct (Piehler et al. 2019) that is customer-
based (Van Doorn et al. 2010).

Brand commitment stems from customers’ psychological 
and emotional attachment to a brand, where a consumer who 
is highly and emotionally committed to a brand like Apple, 
will tend to become highly engaged with that same brand 
through the emotional component (Bozkurt et al. 2021). 
Similarly, high-equity brands such as Apple can also induce 

strong brand commitment as well as brand attachment which 
has been shown to evoke engagement from consumers (Van 
Doorn et al. 2010). Several empirical studies suggested that 
brand commitment is a driver of CBE (Dessart 2017; Gligor 
et al. 2019). For example, Schau et al. (2009) found that 
the more committed consumers were to a brand, the more 
likely they were to engage in brandspecific initiatives such 
as connecting with other users in brandspecific communi-
ties; this example highlights a positive association between 
brand commitment and several different types of engage-
ment behaviors. Based on previous literature, the following 
is proposed:

H4 Brand commitment has a positive impact on CBE.

Customer brand engagement and brand loyalty

Brand loyalty has been associated with a plethora of desir-
able performance outcomes (Lin et al. 2019). The concept 
has been examined in terms of both behavioral and attitudi-
nal elements (Dick and Basu 1994). Thus, a comprehensive 
description would capture both approaches. Brand loyalty 
can be defined as a biased, behavioral response, manifested 
over time toward certain brand(s) out of a set of alterna-
tive brands. For example, a consumer who buys and loves a 
brand like Nike will also pursue other behaviors where their 
positive attitude toward Nike can manifest itself, such as 
through engaging with the brand on social media.

Extant literature identifies loyalty and engagement as 
playing a central role in service relationships in general 
(Brodie et al. 2011), as well as identifying brand loyalty 
specifically as a necessary ingredient when trying to exam-
ine recipes for CBE (Gligor et al. 2019). Conceptual research 
has consistently linked the two concepts together (Bowden 
2009; Hollebeek 2011). Loyalty and engagement have also 
been linked empirically such as within the contexts of online 
brand communities on social networking sites (Chan et al. 
2014) and functional or emotional consumer-brand relation-
ships online (Fernandes and Moreira 2019). Thus, consistent 
with past studies, the following is explored:

H5 Brand loyalty has a positive impact on CBE.

Study 1

The purpose of this study is to test the proposed research 
hypotheses in three different models with a separate CBE 
scale. In this regard, an online survey was conducted to 
measure the constructs of interest. At the beginning of the 
survey, participants were told that they had to be a social 
media user and had to have interacted with a brand through 
social media. Then, participants were asked to “think about 
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a brand that you interact with using social media” and “keep 
these interactions in mind while answering the survey ques-
tions.” Then, participants were asked to name the brand 
they interact with and the social media platform where this 
interaction takes place. This was done to ensure that their 
concept of what a brand was also coincided with the earlier 
definition given by Brodie et al. (2011). The context of social 
media was chosen for several reasons. First, the interactive 
nature of social media creates the opportunity for brands/
firms to enhance CBE (Gligor et al. 2019), which is the focal 
construct of this study. Second, CBE on social media has 
received considerable attention from researchers in recent 
years (e.g., Hollebeek et al. 2014; Carlson et al. 2018; Gligor 
et al. 2019) because of the aforementioned reason. Third, 
both Hollebeek et al.’s (2014) and Carlson et al.’s (2018) 
studies, where two of the engagement scales were adopted 
from, examined CBE in a social media context. For consist-
ency with those studies, the research hypotheses were tested 
in a social media context in Study 1.

A total of 195 undergraduate students (105 males and 90 
females, Mage=23.35) participated in this study in exchange 
for partial course credit. Types of brands participants interact 
with a range from Lulu Lemon to Adidas to Tide. Platforms 
where they interact varied and included Instagram (37.4%), 
Facebook (16.4%), Twitter (12.3%), and others (33.9%) 
(brands’ website, blogs, and other social media platforms 
(e.g., Pinterest, Snapchat)).

Measures

All scales were adopted from previous studies. Specifically, 
perceived brand interactivity was adopted from Gligor et al. 
(2019) and Labrecque (2014), brand involvement from 
France et al. (2016) and Gligor et al. (2019), brand satis-
faction from Gligor et al. (2019) and Zboja and Voorhees 
(2006), brand commitment from Dessart (2017), and brand 
loyalty from France et al. (2016) and Gligor et al. (2019). 
Also, a second-order construct of CBE was adopted from 
Hollebeek et al. (2014), a second-order construct of CBE 
behaviors from Roy et al. (2018), and a second-order con-
struct of CBE behavior intentions from Carlson et al. (2018). 
These variables were measured using a 7-point Likert type 
scale anchored by 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly 
agree). The reliabilities of these constructs exceeded the 
accepted threshold for Cronbach’s alpha (0.7). Also, the 
AVE for each construct exceeded the minimum recom-
mended cutoff (0.50) (see Table 3 for the loadings).

In this study, a separate confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) was conducted for each model consisting of five 
predictor variables and one of CBE constructs. First, the 
model consisting of five predictor variables and the construct 
of CBE (CBE-1 hereafter) was tested. This engagement 
construct is a second-order construct, and its dimensions 

are cognitive, affection, and activation. Second, the study 
assessed the model consisting of the same predictor vari-
ables and the construct of CBE behaviors (CBE-2 hereafter). 
This engagement construct is a second-order construct, and 
its dimensions are word-of-mouth (WOM), customer help-
ing customers, and customer helping company. Lastly, the 
study evaluated the model comprising the same independent 
factors and the construct of CBE behavior intentions (CBE-3 
hereafter), which is also a second-order construct, and its 
reflective dimensions are feedback intentions and collabora-
tion intentions.

Results for the model with CBE‑1

The measurement results for the model with CBE‑1

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was implemented 
in Stata 15.1 to assess additional psychometrics of this 
model measures. The CFA results indicated that the model 
had acceptable fit, as demonstrated in the fit indices: �2

(378) = 900.516, p <  = 0.000, RMSEA = 0.084, CFI = 0.911, 
and TLI = 0.900. Convergent validity was assessed based 
on the average variance extracted (AVE hereafter) of each 
measure. Each measure’s AVE exceeded the accepted thresh-
old (> 0.5), providing evidence of convergent validity (see 
Table 3 for the standardized factor loadings). Discriminant 
validity was evaluated based on the AVE approach. The CFA 
results showed that AVE for each pair of constructs was 
higher than their squared correlation, providing evidence of 
discriminant validity (Table 4).

Hypothesis testing results for the model with CBE‑1

Multiple linear regression was employed to explore the rela-
tionship between CBE-1 and the proposed predictors. The 
results showed that perceived brand interactivity (b = 0.009, 
p = 0.75) and brand satisfaction (b = 0.033, p = 0.63) did 
not have a significant impact on CBE-1. Thus, H1 and H3 
were not supported. As expected, however, brand involve-
ment (b = 0.216, p < 0.001), brand commitment (b = 0.240, 
p < 0.001), and brand loyalty (b = 0.318, p < 0.001) had a 
significant positive impact on CBE-1, providing support for 
H2, H4, and H5, respectively.
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Table 3  Measurement properties

Constructs and items Loading 
CBE-1/CBE-2/
CBE-3

Perceived brand interactivity
The brand talks back to me if I post a message 0.93/0.93/0.93
The brand would respond to me quickly and efficiently 0.87/0.87/0.87
The brand would allow me to communicate directly with it 0.67/0.67/0.67
The brand listens to what I have to say 0.76/0.76/0.76
Brand involvement
The brand means a lot to me 0.93/0.93/0.93
The brand is significant to me 0.94/0.94/0.95
For me personally, the brand is important 0.94/0.94/0.94
I am interested in the brand 0.66/0.66/0.67
I am involved with the brand 0.52/0.52/0.53
Brand satisfaction
I am satisfied with my decision to purchase this brand's product/services 0.87/0.87/0.88
My choice to buy this brand's product/services was a wise one 0.89/0.89/0.89
I think that I did the right thing when I bought this brand's product/services 0.94/0.94/0.94
I am happy that I bought this brand's product/services 0.94/0.94/0.95
I truly enjoyed my purchase of this brand's product/service 0.95/0.95/0.95
Brand commitment
I have grown to like this brand more than others offering the same product/service 0.81/0.81/0.81
I like the product/services offered by this brand 0.78/0.82/0.81
To me, this brand is the one whose product/services I enjoy using most 0.87/0.83/0.85
Brand loyalty
I will recommend the brand to others 0.87/0.88/0.88
I will praise the brand to others 0.83/0.82/0.82
I will share information about the brand with friends and family 0.76/0.78/0.77
Customer brand engagement (CEB-1) (Hollebeek et al. 2014)
Cognitive processing
Using this brand gets me to think about the brand 0.81
I think about this brand a lot when I use it 0.82
Using this brand stimulates my interest to learn more about the brand 0.78
Affection
I feel very positive when I use this brand 0.80
Using this brand makes me happy 0.90
I feel good when I use this brand 0.88
I am proud to use this brand 0.91
Activation
I spend a lot of time using this brand, compared to other brands in the same category 0.80
Whenever I am using products/services belonging to the same brand category, I usually use this brand 0.94
This brand is one of the brands I usually use when I use products/services belonging to the same category 0.96
Customer engagement behaviors (CEB-2) (Roy et al. 2018)
Word of mouth
I say positive things about this brand to others 0.90
I recommend this brand to my peers 0.91
I encourage friends and relatives to purchase the products of this brand 0.84
Customer helping customers
I teach other customers how to use the products/services of this brand correctly 0.79
I help other customers when they don’t know how to use the products/services of this brand 0.93
I explain to other customers how to use the products/services of this brand correctly 0.98
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Results for the model with CBE‑2

The measurement results for the model with CBE‑2

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was implemented 
in Stata 15.1 to assess additional psychometrics of this 
model’s constructs. The CFA results showed that the 
model had acceptable fit, as reflected in the fit indices: �2

(350) = 756.054, p <  = 0.000, RMSEA = 0.077, CFI = 0.925, 
and TLI = 0.913. Convergent validity was assessed based on 
the AVE of each measure. Each measure’s AVE exceeded 
the accepted threshold (0.5), providing evidence of conver-
gent validity (see Table 3 for the standardized factor load-
ings). Discriminant validity was evaluated based on the AVE 
approach. The CFA results showed that AVE for each pair of 
constructs was higher than their squared correlation, provid-
ing evidence for discriminant validity (Table 4).

Hypothesis testing results for the model with CBE‑2

Multiple linear regression was utilized to investigate the 
relationship between CBE-2 and the predictor variables. 
The results revealed that there was a moderately significant 
positive relationship between perceived brand interactivity 
and CBE-2 (b = 0.077, p = 0.06), providing partial support 
for H1. The results also showed that brand involvement 
(b = 0.190, p < 0.01) and brand loyalty (b = 0.445, p < 0.001) 
had a positive impact on CBE-2. Thus, H2 and H5 were 
supported. Contrary to our expectation, however, brand 
satisfaction (b = − 0.035, p = 0.72) and brand commitment 
(b = − 0.039, p = 0.66) did not have a positive influence on 
CBE-2. Thus, H3 and H4 were not supported.

Results for the model with CBE‑3

The measurement results for the model with CBE‑3

A CFA was implemented on the model consisting of predic-
tor variables and CBE-3. The CFA results showed that the 
model had acceptable fit, as presented in the fit indices: �2

(278) = 646.091, p <  = 0.000, RMSEA = 0.083, CFI = 0.921, 
and TLI = 0.908. The same AVE approaches were used to 
test convergent validity and discriminant validity. As can be 
seen in Tables 3 and Table 4, the results provided evidence 
for both convergent and discriminant validity.

Hypothesis testing results for the model with CBE‑3

Multiple linear regression was employed to explore the 
relationship between CBE-3 and the proposed predictors. 
The results revealed that both perceived brand interactivity 
(b = 0.297, p < 0.001) and brand involvement (b = 0.247, 
p < 0.02) had a positive impact on CBE-3, providing sup-
port for H1 and H2. Contrary to our expectation, brand 
satisfaction had a significant negative impact on CBE-3 
(b = −  0.421, p < 0.01). Thus, H3 was not supported. 
The results also displayed that there was not a signifi-
cant relationship between brand commitment and CBE-3 
(b = 0.158, p = 0.25). Lastly, this study’s findings revealed 
that brand loyalty did not have a positive impact on CBE-3 
(b = 0.164, p = 0.28). As a result, while H1 and H2 were 
supported, H3, H4, and H5 were not supported.

Table 3  (continued)

Constructs and items Loading 
CBE-1/CBE-2/
CBE-3

Customer helping company
I provide information when surveyed by this brand 0.72
I would provide helpful feedback to customer service 0.91
I would inform this brand about the service provided by their employees 0.76
Customer engagement behavior intentions (CEB-3) (Carlson et al. 2018)
Feedback Intentions
When I experience a problem with the brand I intend to notify the brand 0.51
When I have a useful idea on how to improve the brand, I intend to communicate it via its social media platform(s) 0.93
I intend to provide constructive suggestions to the brand via its social media platform(s) on how to improve it 0.90
I’m willing to complete a survey/provide feedback on its social media platform(s). (dropped) n/a
Collaboration Intentions
I intend to share my ideas about the brand with other social media users 0.78
I intend to help other social media users with brand issues 0.93
I intend to get help from other social media users 0.80
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Study 1 discussion

The results of this study showed that three CBE scales that 
use slightly different labels (i.e., customer brand engage-
ment (CBE-1), customer engagement behavior (CBE-2), 
and customer engagement behavior intentions (CBE-3)) 
result in different relationships with constructs that pre-
vious studies have indicated to be antecedents of CBE. 
Perceived brand interactivity had a significant impact on 
CBE-2 and CBE-3, but not on CBE-1. While all three 
analyses revealed a significant relationship between brand 
involvement and CBE, none of them revealed a significant 
positive relationship between brand satisfaction and CBE. 
When it comes to brand commitment, the results revealed 
a significant relationship only with CBE-1. Lastly, brand 
loyalty had a positive impact on CBE according to CBE-1 
and CBE-2, but not to CBE-3. Of these factors, only brand 
involvement had a positive impact on CBE across three 
analyses.

Study 2

In Study 1, the research hypotheses were examined in three 
different models with three separate CBE constructs in a 
social media context. Study 1 findings showed that each 
model yielded different results. One could argue that such 
differences occurred because those constructs have been 
labeled differently. That is, one could argue that the same 
results could not have been found if the authors had used 
the constructs labeled similarly. In addition, one could ask 
if results would differ if the models had been evaluated in 
an offline context rather than an online context. To eliminate 
alternative explanations of our findings and provide more 
evidence indicating that existing CBE constructs produce 

different results, regardless of how they have been labeled, 
another online survey was conducted.

In this study, three different engagement scales that have 
been labeled the same were selected (CBE, in this case). To 
increase the generalizability of the first study findings, the 
research hypotheses were tested in an offline context. Par-
ticipants were asked, “think about a brand which you have 
patronized in the past 3 months and consider your experi-
ence with this brand when answering the survey questions.” 
Then, participants were instructed to name the brand and 
describe their experience with that brand. To eliminate 
careless responses and increase data quality, some atten-
tion-check questions were included throughout the survey 
administration. A total of 239 undergraduate students (127 
males and 112 females, Mage=21.71) participated in our 
study in the first place to receive partial course credit. A 
number of 24 careless respondents were removed from the 
survey, resulting in 215 usable observations (111 males and 
104 females, Mage=21.69). The types of brands participants 
have patronized in the past three months ranged from United 
Airlines to Victoria’s Secret to Papa John's.

Measures

The three CBE scales were adopted from Islam et al. (2019) 
and Hollebeek et al. (2014), Blasco-Arcas et al. (2016), and 
Kumar and Pansari (2016). For consistency with the first 
study, the same predictor variables were also utilized in this 
study. All constructs used 7-point Likert-type scales with 
endpoints of 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). 
The reliabilities of these constructs surpassed the recom-
mended cutoff for Cronbach’s alpha (0.7) (see Table 5 for 
the factor loadings).

Table 4  Correlation matrix and discriminant validity

The diagonal values (values in bold) refers to the AVE of each construct

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. Perceived brand interactivity 4.50 1.42 0.66
2. Brand Involvement 5.12 1.13 0.35 0.67
3. Brand satisfaction 5.74 1.00 0.30 0.60 0.84
4. Brand commitment 5.61 1.03 0.27 0.64 0.74 0.67
5. Brand loyalty 5.72 1.06 0.29 0.65 0.81 0.77 0.68
6. Cognitive 5.10 1.13 0.27 0.51 0.39 0.45 0.51 0.65
7. Affective 5.54 1.01 0.27 0.66 0.71 0.72 0.80 0.63 0.76
8. Activation 5.38 1.18 0.20 0.58 0.61 0.69 0.62 0.45 0.60 0.82
9. WOM 5.63 1.03 0.23 0.59 0.73 0.69 0.79 0.51 0.75 0.62 0.78
10. Customer helping customers 4.42 1.51 0.15 0.33 0.18 0.17 0.27 0.45 0.30 0.29 0.35 0.82
11. Customer helping brand 5.09 1.19 0.37 0.36 0.34 0.36 0.45 0.50 0.51 0.35 0.39 0.43 0.64
12. Feedback intentions 4.09 1.39 0.41 0.23 0.09 0.19 0.18 0.34 0.20 0.28 0.17 0.46 0.48 0.65
13. Collaboration intention 4.24 1.41 0.28 0.33 0.10 0.20 0.19 0.41 0.28 0.26 0.22 0.65 0.49 0.64 0.70
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As in Study 1, a separate CFA was run for each model 
consisting of focal predictors and one of the engagement 
variables. First, the study tested the model consisting of 
five predictors and the construct of CBE (CBE-4 hereafter) 
adapted from Islam et al. (2019) and Hollebeek et al. (2014). 
This engagement measure is a second-order measure, and its 
dimensions are cognitive, affection, and activation. Second, 
the study evaluated the same model with the CBE construct 
(CBE-5 hereafter) adapted from Blasco-Arcas et al. (2016). 
This construct is a first-order construct and consists of four 
items. Lastly, the study assessed the same model with the 
CBE construct (CBE-6 hereafter) adapted from Kumar and 
Pansari (2016), encompassing four reflective dimensions; 
namely customer purchases, customer referrals, customer 
influence, and customer knowledge.

Results for the model with CBE‑4

The measurement results for the model with CBE‑4

A CFA was conducted in Stata 15.1 to evaluate additional 
psychometrics of this model’s constructs. The results dis-
played that the model had adequate fit within acceptable 
limits ( �2(377) = 768.020, p <  = 0.000, RMSEA = 0.069, 
CFI = 0.946, and TLI = 0.937). Also, the results showed that 
the AVE of each construct surpassed the acceptable thresh-
old (> 0.5), displaying evidence of convergent validity. In 
addition, the CFA results indicated that the AVE of each 
pair of measures was greater than their squared correlation, 
indicating evidence of discriminant validity (Table 6).

Hypothesis testing results for the model with CBE‑4

Multiple linear regression was employed to test the relation-
ship between predictors and CBE-4. The results revealed 
that perceived brand interactivity (b = 0.046, p = 0.20) and 
brand satisfaction (b = 0.067, p = 0.28) did not have a signifi-
cant effect on CBE-4. Thus, H1 and H3 were not supported. 
As expected, brand involvement (b = 0.292, p < 0.001), 
brand commitment (b = 0.234, p < 0.01), and brand loyalty 
(b = 0.133, p = 0.02) had a significant impact on CBE-4, pro-
viding support for H2, H4, and H5, respectively.

Results for CBE‑5

The measurement results for the model with CBE‑5

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was run in Stata 
15.1 to assess additional psychometrics of this model’s 
constructs. The CFA results showed that the model had 

adequate fit, as reflected in the fit indices: �2(237) = 608.074, 
p <  = 0.000, RMSEA = 0.085, CFI = 0.936, and TLI = 0.926. 
Also, the results showed that the AVE of each construct 
exceeded the acceptable threshold (> 0.5), displaying evi-
dence of convergent validity. In addition, the CFA results 
indicated that the AVE of each pair of measures was greater 
than their squared correlation, indicating evidence of discri-
minant validity (Table 6).

Hypothesis testing results for the model with CBE‑5

Multiple linear regression was employed to test the research 
hypotheses. The results displayed that all hypotheses (except 
H3) were supported. More specifically, the results revealed 
that perceived brand interactivity (b = 0.123, p = 0.03), brand 
involvement (b = 0.604, p < 0.001), brand commitment 
(b = 0.244, p = 0.02), and brand loyalty (b = 0.221, p = 0.01) 
had a positive impact on CBE-5. Contrary to our expecta-
tion, however, brand satisfaction did not have a significant 
positive effect on CBE-5, but a negative one (b = − 0.321, 
p < 0.01). Thus, all hypotheses (except H3) were supported.

Results for the model with CBE‑6

The measurement results for the model with CBE‑6

A CFA was run on the model consisting of the same pre-
dictor variables (except brand satisfaction) and CBE-6. The 
CFA results showed that the model had acceptable fit, as 
presented in the fit indices: �2(406) = 786.527, p <  = 0.000, 
RMSEA = 0.066, CFI = 0.940, and TLI = 0.931. The study 
used the same AVE approaches to test convergent validity 
and discriminant validity. As can be seen in Table 5 and 
Table 6, the results provided evidence for both convergent 
and discriminant validity.

Hypothesis testing results for the model with CBE‑3

The study used the same statistical analysis approach to test 
our research hypotheses. The results revealed that while per-
ceived brand interactivity (b = 0.224, p < 0.001) and brand 
involvement (b = 0.182, p < 0.01) had a significant positive 
impact on CBE-6, brand commitment (b = 0.048, p = 0.51) 
and brand loyalty (b = 0.079, p = 0.278) did not have a sig-
nificant positive effect on CBE-6. Thus, while H1 and H2 
were supported, H4 and H5 were not.
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Table 5  Measurement properties

Constructs and items Loading 
(CBE-4/CBE-5/
CBE-6)

Perceived Brand Interactivity
The brand talks back to me if I post a message 0.76/0.76/0.76
The brand would respond to me quickly and efficiently 0.89/0.89/0.89
The brand would allow me to communicate directly with it 0.74/0.74/0.74
The brand listens to what I have to say 0.77/0.77/0.78
Brand Involvement
The brand means a lot to me 0.92/0.92/0.91
The brand is significant to me 0.88/0.87/0.88
For me personally, the brand is important 0.88/0.89/0.88
I am interested in the brand 0.80/0.80/0.80
I am involved with the brand 0.56/0.56/0.56
Brand Satisfaction
I am satisfied with my decision to purchase this brand's product/services 0.95/0.95
My choice to buy this brand's product/services was a wise one 0.94/0.94
I think that I did the right thing when I bought this brand's product/services 0.93/0.94
I am happy that I bought this brand's product/services 0.97/0.97
I truly enjoyed my purchase of this brand's product/service 0.94/0.94
Brand commitment
I have grown to like this brand more than others offering the same product/service 0.92/0.92/0.91
I like the product/services offered by this brand 0.90/0.90/0.89
To me, this brand is the one whose product/services I enjoy using most 0.88/0.88/0.89
Brand loyalty
I will recommend the brand to others 0.96/0.96/0.96
I will praise the brand to others 0.88/0.88/0.88
I will share information about the brand with friends and family 0.62/0.62/0.63
Customer Engagement (CEB-4) (Islam et al. 2019; Hollebeek et al. 2014)
Cognitive processing
Using this brand gets me to think about the brand 0.74
I think about this brand a lot when I use it 0.77
Using this brand stimulates my interest to learn more about the brand 0.73
Affection
I feel very positive when I use this brand 0.92
Using this brand makes me happy 0.92
I feel good when I use this brand 0.92
I am proud to use this brand 0.87
Activation
I spend a lot of time using this brand, compared to other brands in the same category 0.87
Whenever I am using products/services belonging to the same brand category, I usually use this brand 0.94
This brand is one of the brands I usually use when I use products/services belonging to the same category 0.95
Customer engagement (CEB-5) (Blasco-Arcas et al. 2016)
My interaction with this brand makes me feel valuable 0.70
I feel I have a special bond with this brand 0.92
I feel I have a close personal connection with this brand 0.91
I feel I have a special relationship with this brand 0.90
Customer engagement (CEB-6) (Kumar and Pansari 2016)
Customer purchases
I will continue buying the products/services of this brand in the near future 0.93
My purchase with this brand makes me content 0.94
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Study 2 Discussion

The results showed that perceived brand interactivity had 
a significant impact on CBE-5 and CBE-6, but not CBE-
4. While all three analyses revealed a significant positive 
impact of brand involvement on CBE, none of them revealed 
a significant positive impact of brand satisfaction on CBE. 
The results also indicated that both brand commitment and 
brand loyalty had a significant positive impact on CBE-4 and 
CBE-5, but not CBE-6. Of these focal preditors, only brand 
involvement had a positive impact on CBE regardless of 
which CBE scale we used. Taken together, these results indi-
cate that despite the three different engagement scales being 
labeled the same, the relationships between the CBE con-
structs and the antecedents are not similar. This study also 
provided more generalizability since the research hypotheses 
were tested in an offline context.

Study 3

In Studies 1 and 2, we collected our data from undergradu-
ate students. Also, in both studies, correlations among some 
antecedents were higher than what we expected and might 
impact the results. Thus, one could argue that similar results 
could not have been found if the authors had collected data 
from a generalizable sample. In addition, one could ask if the 
results would hold if the model had included different ante-
cedents that were not as similar. Thus, another online survey 

was conducted to eliminate alternative explanations of our 
findings and provide more support for our earlier findings.

In this study, two different brand engagement scales and 
three different potential antecedents were used. These ante-
cedents were brand hate, brand citizenship behavior, and 
brand predictability. To the best of our knowledge, these 
constructs have not yet been used together in a brand engage-
ment context. Since we have not found a theoretical rea-
son for a high correlation among these variables, we spe-
cifically selected them as potential predictors of customer 
engagement.

In this study, the proposed relationships were tested in an 
offline context. First, participants were asked whether they 
had patronized a brand in the last three months. Second, 
those who said “yes” were instructed to name the brand they 
patronized. Then, they were asked, “please keep this brand 
which you have patronized in the past 3 months in mind and 
consider your experience with this brand when answering 
the survey questions.” As we did in the previous two stud-
ies, we inserted attention-check questions into the survey 
to eliminate careless responses and increase data quality. 
Initially, we recruited 200 adult subjects from Amazon 
Mechanical Turk to participate in this study. After remov-
ing those who ignored the questions, we ended up with 167 
subjects (118 males and 49 females, Mage=36.59). The type 
of brands that participants have patronized in the past three 
months ranged from BMW to Sonny to Apple.

Table 5  (continued)

Constructs and items Loading 
(CBE-4/CBE-5/
CBE-6)

I get my money's worth when I purchase this brand 0.79
Owning the products/services of this brand makes me happy 0.87
Customer referrals
Given that I use this brand, I refer my friends and relatives to this brand because of the monetary referral incentives 0.81
I promote the brand because of the monetary referral benefits provided by the brand 0.91
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
0.95

I enjoy referring this brand to my friends and relatives because of monetary referral incentives 0.95
Customer influence
I actively discuss this brand on any media 0.61
I love talking about my brand experience 0.77
I discuss the benefits that I get from this brand with others 0.79
I am part of this brand and mention it in my conversations 0.80
Customer knowledge
I provide feedback about my experience with the brand to the firm 0.76
I provide suggestions for improving the performance of the brand 0.95
I provide suggestions/feedback about the new products/services of the brand 0.92
I provide feedback/suggestions for developing new products/services for this brand 0.91
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Measures

The two brand engagement scales (CBE-7 and CBE-8 
hereafter) were adopted from Högberg et al. (2019) and 
Campbell et al. 2014 and were specifically chosen because 
the term “brand engagement” was consistently used 
throughout both papers, as well as being one of their focal 
measures in their surveys. Brand hate, brand citizenship 
behavior, and brand predictability variables were adapted 
from Hegner et al. (2017), Helm et al. (2016), and Lau 
and Lee (1999), respectively. All constructs used 7-point 
Likert-type scales with endpoints of 1 (strongly disagree) 
and 7 (strongly agree). The reliability of these constructs 
exceeded the recommended cutoff point for Cronbach 
Alpha (0.7) (see Table 7 for the standardized loadings).

As in Studies 1 and 2, a separate CFA was run for each 
model consisting of focal predictors and one of the engage-
ment scales. First, the study tested the model consisting of 
three predictors and the construct of CBE-7 adapted from 
Högberg et al. (2019). Second, the study evaluated the 
same model with the CBE-8 adapted from Campbell et al. 
(2014). Both engagement scales are a first-order measure.

Results for the model with CBE‑7

A CFA was conducted in Stata 15.1 to evaluate additional 
psychometrics of this model’s constructs. The results dis-
played that the model had adequate fit within acceptable 
limits ( �2(146) = 309.531, p <  = 0.000, RMSEA = 0.082, 
CFI = 0.922, and TLI = 0.908). Also, the results showed that 
the AVE of each construct surpassed the acceptable thresh-
old (> 0.5), displaying evidence of convergent validity. In 
addition, the CFA results indicated that the AVE of each 
pair of measures was greater than their squared correlation, 
indicating evidence of discriminant validity ( see Table 8).

Hypothesis testing results for the model with CBE‑7

Multiple linear regression was employed to test the relation-
ship between predictors and CBE-7. The results revealed 
that all predictors had a significant effect on CBE-7. More 
specifically, brand citizenship behavior (b = 0.268, p < 0.001) 
and brand predictability (b = 0.639, p < 0.001) had a positive 
impact on CBE-7, whereas brand hate (b = − 0.128, p < 0.01) 
had a negative impact on CBE-7.
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Results for CBE‑8

The measurement results for the model with CBE‑8

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was run in Stata 15.1 
to assess additional psychometrics of this model’s con-
structs. The CFA results showed that the model had ade-
quate fit, as reflected in the fit indices: �2(203) = 440.336 
p <  = 0.000, RMSEA = 0.084, CFI = 0.911, and TLI = 0.899. 
Also, the results showed that the AVE of each construct 
exceeded the acceptable threshold (> 0.5), displaying evi-
dence of convergent validity. In addition, the CFA results 
indicated that the AVE of each pair of measures was greater 

than their squared correlation, indicating evidence of discri-
minant validity (see Table 8).

Hypothesis testing results for the model with CBE‑8

Multiple linear regression was used to test the relationship 
between predictors and CBE-8. The results indicated that 
brand hate did not significantly affect CBE-8 (b = 0.035, 
p = 0.444). However, both brand citizenship behavior 
(b = 0.678, p < 0.001) and brand predictability (b = 0.194, 
p < 0.01) had a positive effect on CBE-8.

Table 7  Measurement properties

Constructs and items Loadings 
CBE-7/
CBE-8

Brand hate (Hegner et al. 2017)
 I am disgusted by this brand 0.90/0.90
 I do not tolerate this brand and its company 0.84/0.84
 The world would be a better place without this brand 0.82/0.82
 I am totally angry about this brand 0.87/0.87
 This brand is awful 0.83/0.83
 I hate this brand 0.86/0.86

Brand citizenship behavior (Helm et al. 2016)
 I recommend this brand to friends and family (dropped) Dropped
 I voluntarily take care of tasks that strengthen this brand, even if those tasks are beyond my responsibilities 0.83/0.79
 To strengthen the brand, I voluntarily fulfill tasks which I think are important for this brand much better than I am required to 0.78/0.83
 I voluntarily engage in strengthening this brand above and beyond what is expected of me, even if I am not directly rewarded for 

doing so
0.76/0.74

Brand predictability (Lau and Lee 1999)
 When I buy this brand, I know what exactly to expect 0.76/0.76
 I can always anticipate correctly how this brand will perform 0.71/0.72
 This brand is consistent in its quality 0.73/0.71
 This brand performs consistently 0.75/0.75
 This brand’s performance tends to be quite stable. I can always be sure how it will perform the next time I buy it 0.69/0.68
 I know how this brand is going to perform. This brand can always be counted on to perform as I expect 0.85/0.86

Brand engagement (CBE-7) (Högberg et al. 2019)
 I feel very positive when I shop at this brand 0.78
 Being with this brand makes me happy 0.72
 I feel good when using products from this brand 0.77
 I feel proud to use products from this brand 0.65

Brand engagement (CBE-8) (Campbell et al. 2014)
 I like to talk about this brand that is advertised on social media networking sites 0.78
 I am always interested in learning more about this brand that is present online 0.78
 I would be interested in receiving communications from this brand via social networking sites 0.81
 I am accepting of communication from this brand providing it seeks my permission 0.61
 I am proud to have others know when I affiliate with this brand via social media networking sites 0.81
 I like to browse through social networking related to this brand 0.83
 Compared to other people, I closely follow news about this brand 0.84
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Study 3 Discussion

The results showed that brand citizenship behavior and 
brand predictability had a significant impact on CBE-7 
and CBE-8. However, brand hate had a significant effect 
on CBE-7, but not on CBE-8. These findings suggest that 
the brand engagement antecedents depend on the specific 
type of “brand engagement” scale used. For example, if you 
use the brand engagement scale adapted from Högberg et al. 
(2019), you can imply that brand hate predicts brand engage-
ment. However, you cannot conclude the same if you utilize 
the brand engagement scale adapted from Campbell et al. 
(2014).

Overall discussion

Three studies were conducted to empirically examine 
whether scholars are building a rigorous, valid, and rep-
licable theory, or theoretical sand castles. Study 1 results 
indicate that the three CBE scales (CBE-1, CBE-2, and 
CBE-3) display adequate discriminant validity (Table 4). 
That is, although these variants of CBE (i.e., customer brand 
engagement, customer engagement behaviors, and customer 
engagement behavior intentions) are used interchangeably 
and frequently referred to as customer brand engagement, 
they are,in fact,distinct constructs. Further, these constructs 
share different relationships with the antecedents examined 
in this study. For example, only brand involvement shares 
a direct and positive relationship with all three scales. Per-
ceived brand interactivity has a positive impact on CBE-2 
and CBE-3 but not on CBE-1, brand commitment has a posi-
tive impact on CBE-1, but not on CBE-2 and CBE3, while 
brand loyalty has a positive impact on CBE-1 and CBE-2, 
but not on CBE-3.

Study 2 results show that the three CBE scales (CBE-
4, CBE-5, and CBE-6) also display adequate discriminant 
validity. Interestingly, although these three scales utilize the 
same label (i.e., customer engagement), they are, in fact, dis-
tinct constructs (Table 6). In addition, these constructs share 
different relationships with the antecedents examined in this 
study. That is, only brand involvement shares a direct and 
positive relationship with all three CBE scales. Perceived 

brand interactivity has a positive impact on CBE-5 and 
CBE-6 but not on CBE-4; brand commitment has a positive 
impact on CBE-4 and CBE-5 but not on CBE6, while brand 
loyalty has a positive impact on CBE-4 and CBE-5, but not 
on CBE-6. Study 3 results were consistent with those found 
in Study 2. We found that while brand citizenship behavior 
and brand predictability had a significant impact on CBE-7 
and CBE-8, brand hate had a significant effect on CBE-7 
but not CBE-8. That is, the effect found was contingent on 
the scale utilized as different scales yielded different results.

Theoretical contributions

Overall, the results have several theoretical implications. The 
findings indicate that scholars have been using the same term 
(i.e., customer brand engagement) to label constructs that 
are, in fact, distinct. Moreover, the relationships that these 
distinct constructs share with their proposed antecedents 
vary across constructs; this is not surprising as these con-
structs, although they’re treated as the same construct, are, in 
fact, different. In essence, the relationship between CBE and 
its antecedents depends on the scale used. Different scales 
yield different results, casting doubt on the rigor and validity 
of extant theory development within this area. Various CBE 
studies have been building upon each other when, in fact, 
these studies are actually measuring different constructs.

Our findings have implications for extant literature. To 
illustrate, we found that although Ismail et al. and Blasco-
Arcas et  al. (2016) indicated to have studied the same 
construct labeled customer engagement, these constructs 
(CBE-4 and CBE5 in our study) are, in fact, distinct from 
one another. Ismail et al. revealed that service quality has a 
positive impact on customer engagement and that customer 
engagement has a positive influence on brand experience 
and customer repatronage intent. Further, they argued that 
these relationships are stronger for women than men. Our 
results indicate that the relationships proposed by Ismail 
et al. might be limited to the customer engagement scale 
utilized by these authors. That is, it is not likely that these 
relationships would have found empirical support had these 
authors utilized the customer engagement scale introduced 
by Blasco-Arcas et  al. (2016). Similarly, Blasco-Arcas 

Table 8  Correlation matrix and 
discriminant validity

The diagonal values (values in bold) corresponds to the AVE of each construct

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Brand hate 2.95 1.83 0.73
2. Brand citizenship behavior 4.22 1.60 0.37 0.62
3. Brand predictability 5.56 1.08 − 0.45 0.05 0.56
4. Brand engagement (CBE-7) 5.31 1.19 − 0.33 0.32 0.69 0.54
5. Brand engagement (CBE-8) 4.63 1.43 0.26 0.78 0.17 0.48 0.61
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et al. (2016) found that C2C interactions-related cues and 
personalization-related cues positively influence customer 
engagement. In addition, they found that customer engage-
ment has a positive impact on brand image. Our results show 
that these findings are customer engagement scale-specific, 
as these relationships are not likely to hold should one not 
use the scale proposed by Blasco-Arcas et al. (2016), but for 
example, the scale used by Islam et al. (2019). Further, it 
would not be theoretically sound for a subsequent customer 
engagement study to cite Blasco-Arcas et al. (2016) as part 
of its hypothesis building but utilize the Islam et al. (2019) 
scale to test its proposed hypothesis as the customer engage-
ment constructs in the two studies are distinct constructs.

Combined, these above findings also have significant 
implications for the streams of literature on service qual-
ity, brand experience, customer repatronage intent, C2C 
interactions-related cues, personalization-related cues, and 
brand image as these constructs are only likely to hold their 
respective proposed relationships with customer engagement 
when certain customer engagement scales are used. That 
is, the proposed relationships between these constructs and 
customer engagement cannot be generalized to all types of 
customer engagement, but are rather specific to customer 
engagement operationalizations utilized in those respective 
studies.

Managerial contributions

For managers, our findings indicate that they should care-
fully examine the measurement items proposed by the vari-
ous CBE studies because these studies are not all examin-
ing the same construct. That is, the findings from one study 
might not transfer to the next just because the authors are 
using the label customer engagement. A careful examination 
of the measurement items utilized to capture the construct 
labeled as customer engagement can reveal to managers 
whether the studies are measuring the same construct or 
not. If the measurement items are different, it is plausible 
that the constructs are distinct from one another.

In essence, managers should be aware that the relation-
ships between customer engagement and other constructs 
are likely to be customer engagement scale-specific, as these 
relationships are not likely to hold should one not use the 
scale proposed in the respective study. To illustrate, a man-
ager might read the Blasco-Arcas et al. (2016) study and, by 
reading their proposed measures for the construct, develop 
a certain understanding of what customer engagement is. 
Next, the manager might read the Ismail et al. study and 
conclude that customer engagement as conceptualized and 
operationalized by Blasco-Arcas et al. (2016), has a posi-
tive influence on brand experience and customer repatronage 
intent. However, such an assumption would be erroneous 

because although both studies use the term customer engage-
ment, the two constructs are different from one another. As 
such, managers should carefully consider the scales utilized 
in each study and be aware that (despite the common label 
of customer engagement) these findings are likely customer 
engagement scale-specific, and thus not assume that what 
one study refers to as customer engagement is the same as 
what another study refers to as customer engagement.

Future research and limitations

Our findings raise a red flag regarding the state of theory 
building within the marketing discipline. One limitation of 
our study is that it focused exclusively on the construct of 
CBE. Future studies should investigate whether the discrimi-
nant validity issues revealed in this study for CBE research 
might exist within other marketing areas as well. For exam-
ple, dozens of measurement scales exist for the concept of 
market orientation. It is possible that these various scales 
might not all be measuring the same construct.

Our findings should also prompt further research within 
the area of CBE. Future research should attempt to explore 
the relationships between the various scales of CBE so rig-
orous theory can be built in this area. Perhaps, although 
both terms are sometimes commonly referred to as CBE 
and used interchangeably in the literature, CBE intentions 
(CBE-3) are, in fact, an antecedent to CBE behaviors (CBE-
2). For measurement scales that use the common label of 
customer engagement (e.g., CBE-4, CBE-5, and CBE-6), 
future research should acknowledge that these are, in fact, 
distinct concepts and should attempt to establish their differ-
ences and propose adequate, distinct labels that truly capture 
their unique properties.

Importantly, when authors develop new measures for the 
same construct, they should employ due diligence. First, 
they should justify the need for new measures. Second, they 
should empirically examine the discriminant validity of 
the proposed new measurement scale in relationship with 
existing measurement scales that share the same label. If 
the newly proposed measurement scale displays adequate 
discriminant validity with the old/extant measurement 
scales, researchers should not use the same label for the 
new measurement scale. Finally, editors and reviewers, who 
are the gatekeepers of new theoretical developments, are 
encouraged to employ due diligence when new measures 
are proposed for existing constructs. Without more rigor-
ous gatekeeping, marketing scholars will continue to build 
theoretical sand castles.
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