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ABSTRACT

Theoretical developments in branding literature are challenging traditional organization
centric models of brand meagimanagement. Additionally, servideminant (SD) logic
with its foundational premises based on collaboration in markets and mutually cocreated
service outcomes, suggests the need for more consiemiic and participative perspectives
on brand meaning amagemeniConaurrently, firms are faced with markets characterized by
networks of social and economic actors engaging in ongoing service and social interactions
from which brand meaning emerges and evolves. Despite this, empirical investigations are
lacking into how multiple actors cocreate brand meaning. Managers lack empirical insights
on key factors in this process suchlasactors, resources and nature of interactions that
contribute to cocreated brand meaning outcomes; insights that would sufguiivef
strategic choices for involvement in and facilitation of the process.

Within this context, this research advances margdtieory in three ways. First,
brand meaningacreation (BMCC) is conceptualized as the process leading to brand
meaning. T8 conceptualization provides theoretical clarity on units of analysis in terms of
resources, actors, and interactions that unfold in the process. Second, eight consumer
practiceghrough which consumer®ntribute to BMCC at nano (e.g. individual refleafip
micro (e.g. service exchangeheso(e.g. user communitiesdr macro(e.g. sociecultural
networks)context levels in the service ecosystana identified andrganized into three
higher order aggregates based on consumer brand meaning outcomeérgedislps
researchers and practitioners understand how consumers cocreate and evolve brand meaning
through multiple interactions over time and space. Third, eight organizational practices are
identified that are framed by socially constructed rules, namdsvalues and designed to
facilitate the process of BMCC. THiedings fromthis research undertakem thecontext of

theVietnamese retail banking market provide early empirical evidence for how and why
1



consumers and firms engage in brand meaning atare Overall, théindings show how
the BMCC process operates and how firms can leverage competitive advantage by facilitating

mutually beneficial BMCC experiences.



INTRODUCTION

Context and Research Questions

Brand meaning is increasingly being viewasdan evolving outcome of collaborative
interactions between firms and networks of social and economic dcir2014 Payne et
al. 2009. Indeed, within the lens of servid®minant (SD) logic, brands are theorized as
collaboratively constructed within social apervice ecosysten{derz et al. 200Pand brand
meaning, as an outcome of a cocreative process, experientially and uniquehjraztdyy
the service beneficiarfwargo and Lusch 20)6However, despite the increasing attention
that this topic is receivinfe.g.Gyrd-Jones and Kornum 201Qjlesias and Bonet 20),2
there is a distinct lack of research into plecess of how brand meaning is cocreated. This
presents significant challenges for managers in understanding how to organizeetatau
interactions to facilitate mutually positive brand meaning outcomes while-bxaimdy actors

actively cocreate mtiple brand narratives in a network of interacti¢Bsrthon et al. 2009

While it is generally acknowledged that brand meaning is cocreated through
interactions between multiple actdksatch and Schultz 201¥allaster and von Wallpach
2013 such as customs, frontline employees (FLESs), family, friends and other brand users,
the nature of these interactions and how they contribute to the cocreation process have been
overlooked. Extant literature provides no discernable empirical insights into unpacking the
process of cocreation, the actors, resources and activities involved that contribute to brand
meaning cocreation (BMCC). This means that managers have no insight into the complex
process by which market actors cocreate brand meaning and thereforea@gicsguidance
as to how to participate in this process, or how to facilitate relevant meaning making

opportunities within a network of multiple spatemporally dispersed interactions.

3



However, this thesis acknowledges that some firms are proactiwekdyngeo facilitate

cocreated brand meaning outcomes. For instance Nike, via its NIKEID service, offers
customers the opportunity to participate in the design of products such as bags and shoes and
thus personalize their purchases to reflect their owadastd personality and so cocreate and

signify their own unique brand meaning.

Despite the strategic attempts of some firms to facilitate BMCC, knowledge on key
aspects of the BMCC process are lacking that would support effective strategic choices. For
instance, managers need to know key units of analysis such as actors, resources, the nature of
interactions and practices that transpire in the process in order to participate in a way that
contributes to reciprocal and mutually beneficial meaning outcomehb. howledge would
enlighten managers about actors and their roles and therefore the context that informs BMCC.
Further, this would shed light on the practices that transpire in brand related interactions and
how these contribute to resource integratiod Brand meaning outcomes. Empirical research
is therefore needed that adopts a networked perspective to explore the process by which

social and economic actors interact to exchange resources and cocreate brand meaning

In this context, the aim of this resrch is to answer the following research questions:

1. What is the process by which market actors cocreate brand meaning?

2. What practices transpire between market actors that contribute to BMCC?

3. How is brand meaning cocreated and experienced by differenetmark

actors at different context levels of the service ecosystem?

Theseoverarchingesearch questions will be addressed in three interrelated studies
that respond to calls for such resegikaka et al. 2013Canniford and Shankar 2013

Echeverri and Skalén 201Gambetti and Graffigna 201&ronroos and Ravald 2011
4



Skalén et al. 20146mith 2013 Vargo and Akaka 20)2While the studies are interrelated,

each is the basis for future individual publications. Each study presents its own theoretical
foundation, methodology, findings and contributioheTirst study is conceptual and the
subsequent two studies are empirical employing a qualitative, grounded theory approach with
semistructured irdepth interviews. The second study involves consumer informants and the
third study corporate informants Wwih the context of the Viethamese retail banking sector.
Ethics approval was received from RMIT University on 26 July 2012 and is shown in

appendix 1.

The combined insights from the three studies advance marketing theamynmbar
of distinct ways. Fisstudy 1conceptualizes BMCC dbke process leading to brand meaning.
This provides theoretical clarity on units of analysis in terms of resources, actors, and
interactions that unfold in the process. Study 2 identifies eight consumer practices that
contiibute to BMCC, organized into three higher ortlematicaggregates based on
consumer brand meaning outcome goals. This provides researchers and practitioners with an
understanding of how consumers cocreate brand meaning and how it evolves through
multiple interactions over time and space. Study 3 identifies eight organizational practices
that are framed by socially constructed rules, norms and values and are designed to facilitate
the process of BMCC. The results of this study provide early empiricareedor how and
why firms engage in brand meaning cocreation. Overall, the findings fromes2uand 3
provide a multiple actor perspective of how the BMCC process transpires and suggest
implications for how firms can leverage competitive advantageadiiithtingmutually
beneficial BMCC experiencesAn overview of each study is provided in the following

sections



Study 1

The first study advances marketing theory by introducing the concept of Brand Meaning
Cocreation (BMCC) as a process of brandteslanteractions, resource exchange and
integrations that contribute to idiosyncratic brand meaning outcomes. It is argued that BMCC
involves interactions between multiple market actors and lelated resource integrations,
which lead to idiosyncraticigl determined yet socioulturally and contextually informed

brand meanings. Therefore, BMCC is conceptualized as a process that encompasses brand
related, resouremtegrating activities and interactions among multiple market actors within
service ecosysins, leading to a socially negotiated and idiosyncratically determined brand
meaningA conceptual model of the process is proposed, highlighting key units of analysis

and demonstrating their interrelationship within service ecosystems.

Based on an halept review and integration of the branding, cocreation, service
system and practice theory literature, a set of research propositions pertaining to this process
are outlined which encourage empirical studies of the BMCC process incorporating spatio
temporaly dispersed interactive practices and the role of institutional logics. Further, an
agenda for future research is presented based on conceptualizations that provide a clear
theoretical foundation for future research and support a set of manageriallygaretitally

relevant research propositions related to BMCC.

Ancillary to introducing this concept, an updated conceptualization of the term brand
meaning itself is proposed. Al though the ter
literature, an explitiand careful deliberation of the concept remains elusive. As this lack of a
solid conceptual foundation makes robust theoretical frameworks difficult to produce, an in
depth reconsideration of the Omeaninaf of br a

basis for future research in marketing



Study 2

Building on Sudy 1, which identified a lack of research into the process of cocreation
within which meanings emerge, the second study focuses on the process of BMCC to identify
practices that actors engamp to cocreate brand meaning. This investigation adopts a
grounded theory appach and involves-depth semstructured interviews with 23 retall
bank consumers in Vietnam. The Vietnamese retail banking market was chosen as this
service is not as sodtiaembedded as in more developed economies. However with more
than 90 local and international competitors and a bankable population that is growing at four
per cent a year, competition is intense and consequently brand meaning is becoming a key
factor forsuccess. These characteristics afford a fruitful empirical setting that supports rich

insights.

The resulting data were subjected to three rounds of coding and analysis. The three
rounds identified 1st order concepts, 2nd order themes and finally aiggdagansions,
cycling between data and literature in the final stage, to develop an increasingly detailed
understanding of the data and emerging thei@esia et al. 2018 From this analysis an
empirically informed framework of the practices undertaken as part of the BMCC process is
developed. This framework consists of three higitder themati@aggregatemto which
eight identified practices are grouped. The categories and their nested practices reflect
consumer cocreated brand meaning outcomes in terms of relevance, authenticity and
legitimacy. Additionally, the framework showew brand meaning is cocreated through the
interconnection of different service and social systems, exposing the temporal and contextual
nature of brand meaning. Specifically the framework shows how interactions occur and
stimulate meaning at nano (e.gdiwvidual reflection), micro (e.g. service exchange), meso
(e.g. user communities), or macro (e.g. samitiural networks) context levels in the service

ecosystem.



Study 2 contributes to marketing theory by identifying and explaining eight consumer
practies that contribute to BMCC and the different levels of context at which these occur. In
doing so, this study provides an insight into the process of how and why consumers cocreate
brand meaning as well as the role of institutional logics in framing co##e interactions.

This helps managers understand how brand meaning is cocreated not only at the brand and
service interface but also through interactions with market actors such as other brand users
and personal networks. Strategically, this leads figations on how managers can

organize brand related interactions to facilitate mutually positive braaahimg outcomes

Study 3

Study 2 identified the consumer practices that contribute to @ MBLiilding on this

knowledge, 8idy 3 identifies organizati@l practices that occur in branelated interactions

with consumers. A grounded theory approéi€harmaz 2006is applied to study the

purposeful interactions of markgtcing actors, shaped by so@oltural contex{Corbin and
Strauss 1990 Three retail banking organizations in the Vietnamese market are studied to
generate data from the shared perceptions and dyadic interactional experiences of 12 market
facing actors including both bramedanagers and FLE$he resulting data were subjected to

three rounds of coding and analysis. The three rounds identffiedidr concepts,"2order

themes and finally aggregate dimensions, cycling between data and literature in the final
stage, to devep an increasingly detailed understanding of the data and emerging themes

(Gioia @ al. 2013.

This study advances marketing theory by investigating the process of BMCC from the
organizational perspective. While recent studies have investigated the effect of organizational
interactions on consumérand perception@rodie et al. 2009Sajtos et al. 200)5these

have not been studied as part of a process of cocreation. This overlooksdhanc®of the
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networked nature of interactions and their influence on cocreating and transferring brand
meaning(Hatch and Schultz 20)0Research into service interactions between firm and
service beneficiary, a critical juncture in the process of cocre@dwvardsson et al. 20L4s
limited meaing that investigation into organizational cocreative practices will be a valuable

undertaking Echeverri and Skalén 201%kalén et al. 2004

This study identifies three higher order categories with eight nested organizational
practices that contribute to brand meaning determination at (eigoservice exchange)
meso(e.g. user communitiesdr macro(e.g. sociecultural networksgontext levels in the
service ecosystem. Significantly, this provides empirical evidence to show how interactional
activities within the service ecosystem, are framed by context which influences actor
experiences and brand nméag outcomegEdvardsson et al. 201Rlerz et al. 2009
Consequently, this empirically demonstrates theradtional, networked and contextual

nature of meaning cocreation (FP6 and F®®)ygo and Lusch 20}6

From a managerial viewpdt, the results offer insights into how managerial policies
both frame and formalize organizational interactive practices in a way that influences
cocreated brand meaning outcomes. Strategically, this suggests that managerial policy should
not result in peely internally derived service blueprints, but rather need to be formed taking

into account the perspective of service beneficiaries.

Philosophical Considerations

In qualitative research, the researcher needs to consider the philosophical assumptions that

wi || i nform the design of the study. This sh
and values (ontology), as well as their interpretive and theoretical framework, which shape

both the study itself and the writing of the project. In this rasg@eswell (2007suggests

that high quality research needs to make these assumption and frameworks clear and they
9



inform the study in terms of collecting, interpreting data and ensuring their relevance for
addressing the research gtiens. Therefore, the research philosophy in terms of the

ontological and epistemological perspectives will be discussed in the following sections.

Ontological Position

Ontol ogy is concerned with the resei@ag cher 6s
which influence a priori beliefs and values on how socially constructed reality operates

(Creswell 200Y. While researchers adopt different perspectives on the construction of social
reality, the key question concerns whether this reality isreat to the mind of studied actors
(objectivism) or comes from the subjective, internal percep{iaanders et al. 20D9T his

latter perspective is referred to as social constructiy@raswell 200y or subjedtvism

(Saunders et al. 20D9rhese studies are undertaken fribra perspective that brand meaning

and the process of its construction, as the core studied concepts, are idiosyncratically
constructed. That is actors refteon their ongoing experiences to subjectively develop and

evolve manifold meanings that inform and constrain identity and subsequent action. This
ontological perspective implies that gathering data takes the aim of identifying individual
perspectives thamerge as part of a cognitive process and so relies significantly on

i nformant sd opi ni o fCseswelf200). Thisgerspective i€ pemmerittan c e s
the research objective as the aim is to uncover the process of individual measingction

and to interpret this through subjective methods as discussed in the following section.

Epistemological Position

Epistemology is concerned with how individuals acquire knowledge, or how we know what

we know(Creswell 200Y. Saunders et al. (2008pte that epistemology is focused on how
researchers determine what is acceptable knowledge in a study and the philosophy adopted in

collecting, interpreting and understanding data in the fieldeate knowledge. The key

10



distinctions in executing this are whether the researcher takes a scientific (objectivistic)

approach in studying observable data, such as physical resources, or adopts a constructivist
(subjectivistic) approach to study ephemelatia such as the thoughts and feeling of actors
(Saunders et al. 20091n line with the ontological position outlined above, this study adopts

a socialconstructivist epistemological positiohhis means that knowledg®inductively

created by applying an interpretivist approa
understandings of the realities in which they live and wGreswell 200Y. The aim of the
empirical studies 1 s periencesxfprian re@atedantetactionsand s u b j
the meanings they socially negotiate through interactions oveatchgpace. A key

objective of $udy 1 is to conceptualize the process in which actors interact and cocreate

brand meaning and, in studies 2 &)do generate grounded theory in relation to the

routinized activities that influence this spatemporal process. This aim for studies 2 and 3

relies heavily on the individual world views of participant ac{@seswell 200Y. Thus

interviewing bah consumers and organizational actors about their interactional experiences

and applying elements of the Zaltman Metaphor Elicitation Technique (ZMET) to uncover

the mental models that govern their deeper seated feelings and m¢Zaltrgan and

Coulter 199%are considered toeb appropriate strategies for creating knowledge in these

studies.

Thesis structure

This thesis is organized in three separate but interrelated studies as follows. Study 1 provides
an indepth review and synthesis of branding, cocreation, service systemsaatice theory
literature, leading to the conceptualization of BMCC and brand meaning. Study 2 empirically
builds on this theoretical foundation by identifying and explication eight consumer practices
that contribute to BMCC. Building on this knowled&tudy3 empirically identifies and

explicates eight organizational practices that facilitate the process of BMCC. Finally, the
11



conclusion chapter provides a summary of the conceptualizations and empirical findings of
the three separate studies. This tetida theoretically and managerially relevant research
agenda that consolidates and builds on the research directions of the three studies to provide a

more holistic overview.

12



STUDY 1
Brand Meaning Cocreation:

Toward a Conceptualization and Research Imlications

Abstract

Recent literature highlights the need for more expansive models of brand meaning
management that consider internal and external market actors as active participants in the
brand meaning negotiation process. The purpose of this papeardassolidate and advance

the understanding of brand meaning and the evolving process by which it is determined. In
doing sothis papeintroduces and explicatethe concept of brand meaning cocreation
(BMCC). BMCC involves interactions between multiptarket actors and brawdlated
resource integrations, which lead to idiosyncratically determined yetcoktizally

informed brand meaningblarketing theorys advancedy outlining a set of research
propositions pertaining to this process. In patéicuo support deep theorizingyis paper
examinathe role of institutional logics in the BMCC process in framing these interactions
and brand meaning outcomdtss also proposgthat brand meaning is cocreated through the
interconnection of differergocial and service systems, across system levels, time and
geographic space. Furthémnis paperconsides how discrete actabased brand meanings
contribute to an overall brand gestalt and how such a gestalt potentially evolves along a
continuum. Finall, a managerially and theoretically relevant research agsmulavidedto

guide much needed empirical research into BMCC.

Keywords: Branding, brand management, brand meaning, cocreation, brand meaning

cocreation
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I ntroduction

A brand can act as a soaref meaning for customers in framing their lives and representing

who they aréEscalas and Bettman 200%irms such as Ryanair use the concept of brand

meaning as a strategic platform for connecting withausts and other market actors.

Ryanair initially promoted the brand as AdAThe
to the masses. 0 However, because of perceive
cocreated disparaging brand meanings throweghatives on the internet (e.qg.

ihateryanair.co.uk) and social media. To facilitate improved customer brand perceptions,
Ryanair |l aunched its 6Al ways Getting Betterod
enhancing communications and customer serviceactiens. Commenting on the brand
identity in 2014, the CMO said Adlt was <cheap
and s(foaham 201¥and an 1% increase in passenger numbers in 2015 suggests that
customer perceptions are changing. This example illustrates the interactional, emotional,

temporal and contextual influences on brand meaning and underscores-fivepreetary

nature of the concept.

The emergence of servid®minant (8D) logic and recent developments in the
branding literature call into question the conventional notion of brand meaning and brand
managemeniBoyle 2007 Gyrd-Jones and Kornum 201Bd et al. 2013Payne et al. 2009
This emeging view postulates that brand meaning is neither controlled by the organization
(Pitt et al. 200Bnor passively received by the consurfiéolt 2002. Rather, it is socially
negotiatedMuniz and O'Guinn 2001 manifold(Berthon et al. 2009 and the result of
interactions and exchanges among multgars(Hatch and Schultz 2010These market
actors can include customers, frdine employees, land managers, peers, family, friends,
and other brand users interacting to ameliorate the use of a brand and thereby cocreating

value and meaning for themselves and otffechau et al. 2009These social and service
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interactions are not lineand predictable but are multiple and compl€jellberg and
Helgesson 20Q7and are embedded within interdependent relational and dynamgspes
that constitute value and meaning creating social and service structures, referred to as service

ecosystem¢Vargo and Lusch 201 Vargo et al. 201p

The purpose of this paper is to consolidate and advance the understanding of brand
meaning and the process by which it evolves. In doing so, this paper proposes an updated
conceptualization of brand meaniag well as introducing the concept of brand meaning
cocreation (BMCC) as the process leading to brand meaning. Recent research has focused on
cocreation through consuni@rand experiencg€latworthy 2012, suggesting the need for a
more consumecentric approach to brand managen(®histak et al. 2013 This approach
includes facilitating cultural synergies between brands and stakeholders to enhance collective
meaning outcome&yrd-Jones and Kornum 20138nd he discursive strategies and
resources deployed by stakeholders in cocreating brand mé#iaifegster and von Wallpach
2013. While important, this research is significantly limited in that it neither maps the
process of cocreatiqifefialoza and Mish 20Lhor provides theoretical conceptualipais
of brand meaning or the process of brand meaning cocreation (BMCC) and its defining
characteristics. Moreover, prior research has neglected the role of emotions in cocreating
brand meaning, failing to explain how emotions influence meaning cocreatnmwo
emotion may contribute to (re)shaping brand meaning over(Berthon et al. 2009
Finally, while the literature acknowledges that multiplerattons influence brand meaning,
current theorizing has overlooked the practices that transpire in these interactions and

contribute to BMCC.

Researchers have acknowledged the need to know more about the cocreation process,

including clarification of thectors and their rolg&ronroos and Ravald 20),Xhe nature of
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interactions between market actors sucfirass and customer@&cheverri and Skalén 2011

how interactions may be managed among multiple market gstargo and Akaka 2032

and the temporal nature of brand mearf@® Re i | | vy an d. Ré&searchershpaven 2 01 3
also recognized that further empirical and conceptual work is needed regarding practices and

the cocreation process, the intersection of which is nascent in the marketing digciptoge

et al. 201%. In responding to this need to expand understanding of the cocreation process,

this paperadops the view of cocreation as interdependent resource integration and

interactions within a network of magkactordMcColl-Kennedy et al. 2012

This paper contributes to the literature in three key ways. Fiesketingtheoryis
advancedy introducing and conceptualizing BMCC as the process leading to brand
meaning. This conceptualization provides gretteoretical clarity on units of analysis in
terms of resources, actors, and interactions that unfold in the pradessonally an updated
conceptualization of the term brand meanggroposed Al t hough #Abrand mea
frequently in the liteature, an explicit and careful deliberation of the concept remains elusive,
andanidept h reconsideration of thaniniponterdani ng of
theoretical basis for future research in marketing. Second, a set of research profositions
outlinedpertaining to this process. These propositions have been developed from a review of
branding, cocreation, service systems and practice theory literature, and encourage empirical
studies incorporating spattemporally dispersed interactive ptiges that occur within
service ecosystems. To support this deep theoritigpaperexaminathe role of
institutional logics in framing interactions and thus influencing context and brand meaning
outcomes. Thirdthe paperconsides how systems of land meanings, or gestalts, emerge
from the BMCC process, and introdstke notion of a brand gestalt continuum. This
explication provides clarity on the idiosyncratic and progressive nature of cocreated brand

meaning as well as the reciprocal and reticesence that gives meaning its contextual
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uniquenessThe paperalso provide an agenda to guide much needed empirical research into
the cocreative procesBhe conceptualizations are applicable across business and consumer
contexts and consider multiphearket actors such as brand managers,-froatemployees,

customers, and other stakeholders. However, for illustrative purposes many examples here

relate to the customer perspective as the key brand interactant and determinant.

The paperbegirs with asynthesis of branding literature, highlighting three streams of
thought relevant to brand meanimfdgxtthe brand management literatiseexaminedo
identify and juxtapose characteristics of the conventional and emerging perspectives on brand
meaning Subsequentlythefundamental theoretical assumptions and implications of BMCC
are explainedThe paperconclude by discussing conceptual contributions and suggesting a

comprehensive agenda for future research.

Conceptualizing brand meaning

Linguisticalyad s emanti cal ly, 06 me a (Putmmd978sichtsat bj ect
an interpreted outcome depends on the indivi
activities, which are applied in deriving and signifying mearidgden et al. 1946 Further,

meaning is generally agreed to be contex{eay.Peirce 1878Putnam 1978 with

interpretation dependent on who expresses it as well as how, when, and where it is expressed
(Lewis 1943. In simple terms, rather than passively receiving information, individuals

actively construct their own meaning and unterdings(Allen et al. 2008

This overview of how meanings amade leads to implications for how meaning is
made with regard to brands. Knowledge as a resource is beyond the control of any particular
entity or acto(Vargo and Lusch 2004Instead, knowledge evolves in response to the actions
of the actors involved in its exchange and integratioth the outcome depending on the

context in which this process takes pléi§gellberg and Helgesson 20D 7Further, the
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outcome of an initiaintegration can be influenced by interactions with a constellation of
actors, such as other brand users, fiot employees, friends, and family. Thus, the unique
brand interactive and interpersonal interactions that transpire among multiple actolestetimu
subjective emotional respong@ick 1986) as well as creating diverse contef@handler

and Vargo 201l In sum, meaning as an outcome is not a static construct. Instead, it
progressively develops as ongoing interactions expose actors to new knowledge and

individuals process this informatiomtextually and idiosyncraticall§Bchiller et al. 1920

Thus, brand meaning definedin this papersan idiosyncratic and evolving
emotional and ognitive understanding attributed to a brand as a result of a socially
negotiated proces3his understanding of brand meaning can be illustrated by considering
the global health brand, BUPA. A customer sees an advertisement for a new BUPA health
center inLondon and subsequently arranges an appointment with the receptionist. The
customer feels happy with the efficient and polite service and is further impressed upon
receiving an appointment reminder by text message, commenting on this service to family
andf ri ends. On the day of the appointment the
the appointment is delayed. She complains to the receptionist as the delay will make her late
for work and shares frustrations with other waiting customers as well &shes via social
media. The customerds opinion of the service
who is apologetic, friendly and attentive. After the consultation and diagnosis, the customer
feels reassured and finds the subsequent onlimglservice simple and convenient. From
these experiences, the customer perceives that the brand is helpful and caring and is confident
her health will be cared for thus attributing an overall positive meaning to the BUPA brand.
The definition and exantg acknowledge the interactional, seeimotional, and contextual

nature of brand meaning construction that leads to its idiosyncratic determination.
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The above conceptualization of brand meaning is based on the constituent elements of
0 me ani n g &epthmediewaconsadlidation, and synthesis of research in the area of

brand meaning which is presented in the following sections.

Theoretical rationale for the conceptualization of brand meaning

Previous studies have not provided an explicit definitiorbfand meaning, with one

exception, but instead refer to factors that contribute to its construction. The sole paper

of fering a definition states that A@Abrand mea
of t h e(Bebry2800,d0.0120 This brief characterizatidiails to consider the mukactor
perspetive or the temporal and evolving nature of brand meaning. The literature may lack
specific definitions of brand meaning because researchers have used the term in a generic
sense or, because of its common use, have assumed an understanding of thevteus. Pre
literature has not focused on defining the concept but rather on how consumers use brands to
add meaning to their livgge.g. Arnould and Thompson 2004 to make a personal

statement to othefg.g. Escalas and Bettma@®). Nonetheless, a more precise

understanding of the nature of brand meaning itself would foster a better foundation for brand
theories and facilitate future inquiry and normative implications for brand management. Also
obviousis that researchers hawensidered brand meaning solely from the consumer
perspective, with a single exception signaling a move toward a broader perspective by

considering a network of stakeholdév&llaster and von Wallpach 20113

The branding literat@r contains three discernable streams of thought relevant to the
conceptualization of brand meaning which highlight not only the diverse perspectives
regarding the constituents of the concept but also the commonalities in how it is described.
Overall, eactstream of thought presents a different focal perspective on brand meaning,

namely a timeperspective, sociemotional perspective and cultug@rspective, whickhis
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studybuilds on to provide a more holistic perspective on brand meaning. More spegijficall

and considering these dimensions in order, first, brand meaning is uniquely determined by the
actors involved in the process and is progressive in n@ggaates and Goh 2003

O06Rei | I' y and.Sdéend, brang aaeng 2gulis om a socially negotiated
procesge.g.Brown et al. 2003Muniz and O'Guinn 2001 Third, brand reaning is both

culturally and contextually influencde.g.Al-Mutawa 2013 Torelli et al. 2012 These

streams of thought underscore that brand meaning is not a single shared understanding, as
suggested by the brand meaning consistency prin@\tlen et al. 2008 The following

sections delineate the relationships between the three streams of literature, which supports a
conceptualization of brand meaning that provideear understanding of the conditions and

actions through which meaning emer@escinnis 201}

Brand meaning as an idiosyncratic and evolving understanding
This research stream amgithat through marketing communication activities, consumers

appropriate brand meanings as a res@utioea sense, a meaning platfo¢kholt 2002).

Cognitive understandingMarketactors use marketing communications to
cognitively shape and reshape communicated meanings through dialogical and exchange
interactions over time and geographic sp@aes and Goh 2003These exchanges can
involve interactions with other brand users that stimulate cognitive (re)interpretatitves of
brand based on brand legitimgg§ates 200%, or interactions with the brand through firm
generated artifacts, such as lasrapes, designed to deliver enhanced brand interaction
experiences to stimulate cognitive associations with a iolienbeck et al. 2008
O6Rei | I' y an d.Whiethiscoggittve perdp@civg is firmly rooted in conscious
informational processing, an experiential perspective additionally needs to take into account

the impact of emotion@Holbrook and Hirschman 1982
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Emotional undestanding Past literature has established the central role of consumer
emotions in consumptierand branerelated experiencge.g. Holbrook and Hirschman
1982. Consumer emotions are stimulated by signs and symbols such as brands and their
communicationgMcCracken 198pas well as brand interactive and interpersonal
experiencegMick 1986). These experiences indusigbjective emotional responses during
consumptior(Holt 195; Mick 1986), viewed as a form of pragmatic engagement with the
consumer 0s (Seheer ROAPwmcmareameaningaden and are often used in the
consumption process to communicate symbolic meaning to d¢thellsrook and Hirschman
1982. In developing meaning and affective connections with breaadsumers also draw on
social and emotional cues, such ag paasumption experiencéBraunLaTour et al. 2007
Singh Gaur et al. 20)1Social and emotionalbnnections form with the brand and with other
brand users and are subject to change across time and social (Braext et al. 2008 thus
shaping brand meaning as consumers are influenced by its congruence vatmeetft
(Escalas and Bettman 20Q04s such, emotion is elemental to participation in the cocreation
procesg{Smith 2013. Additionally, firms deploy brand artifacts strategically to facilitate
consumer sd social and emot i ofBaaunLdlovaeta. connec
2007, or use artifacts within socicultural groups to generate loya(tyollenbeck et al.
200. I n other words, fAmeani ngo0 biasastotematiens ar e

(Ogden et al. 1996as illustrated in the Ryanair example with the ihateryanair.com website.

As this cognitively and emotionally influenced (re)shaping reflects both group and
individual sociecultural and socuhistoric circumstanceg®© 6 Rei | | y angd,th€&er ri ga
meaning generated is not static but is progressive, evolving over time and changing socio
cultural circumstance@ollenbeck et al. 20Q0&ates and Goh 20Q03However, this research
stream provide little insight into how interactions between market actors transpire over time

and potentially generate multiple brand narratives that may lead to brand meaning that
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diverges from organizational intentions. Additionally, this perspective does not atlgress
implications of divergence for the organizational values on which brand meaning rests, and it
is largely focused on the cognitive and emotional aspects of coridananesl connections

rather than on how divergence affects brand meaning and its terapolaion. As a result,

brand managers have little insight into how to manage the progressive nature of meaning

through organizational values and behaviors that instigate BMCC.

Brand meaning as socially negotiated

The second research stream takes a bpai@gotiated perspective on brand meaning. For
example, through exchanges and consumption experiences, market actors reshape
organizationally communicated meanings to reflect perceived personal relégandéolt

1995) in terms of values, goals, and motivatigBelk 1988 Escalas and Bettman 2005

Thus, market actors eluate and legitimize brand meaning as a method of differentiation
(e.g.Allen et al. 2008Berry 200Q Muniz and O'Guinn 20Q1However, this research stream
focuses on a consunid@rand consumer triad that overlooks other actors who may interact
and exchange with brand users.ncddmbrandact or so
meaning creation have not been explored. Crucially, this perspective gives brand managers
little direction on how to participate in the socially negotiated aspect of the brand meaning

cocreation process.

Brand meaning as culturally and contewally influenced

Consumers do not passively receive brand information but cognitively and idiosyncratically
shape meaning to reflect their own secidtural situationgArnould and Thompson 2005
Torelli et al. 2012 Shaping occurs through ongoing discourse and consumption practices
between market acto(al-Mutawa 2013Kozinets 200}, which renders brand meaning a

malleable resourcgPitt et al. 200B Additionally, the evolving shift ithinkingd from
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meaning in exchange to meaning constructed through interactions of multiplé actors
suggests that brand meaning develops within networks of market actors and consequently is
contextualMerz et al. 2009Vargo and Lusch 2008Context refers to a unique set of actors
and the reciprocal links between them, which ultimately influence the temporally didpers
interactions across micro (e.g. service exchange), meso (e.g. user communities), and macro
(e.g. sociecultural networks) levels within service ecosysté@isandler and Vargo 2011
However, this papective provides little insight into how these actors may be connected by,
or may influence the density of, branelated resources being accessed, exchanged, or
deployed. Thus, determining how activities between actors may be replicated or embedded
within varying brand contexts becomes difficult. Exploring the actors and activities within

these contexts will advance the understanding of the cocreation of brand meaning.

In summary, the elements thie brand meaning definition correspond to the three
streans of literature, which build the positive theoretical foundation for this
conceptualization. Furthethis studydescribe how multiple market actors disassemble and
make sense of the various links between signs, symbols, and brand interactions tioedistill
communicated meanings and reassemble these links in a way that defines individual
circumstances and, consequently, uniquely determined brand me@io@scken 198p
Moreover,theupdated conceptualization of brand meaning can inform normatively
theoretical discussions on the development of cocreated brand meaning. Thérefore,
following sectionconsides the fundamental theoretical assumptiond emplications of the

process through which brand meaning is cocreated.
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Toward a conceptualization of brand meaning cocreation within the service

ecosystems context

The concepts of brand meaning variation and cocreation are to some extent implicit in the

brand identity brand image and meaning literature, as scholars have recognized that brand
managerso6 intended meanings may not <coincide
However, the literature has not clearly identified the process and practiaggththvbich

consumers arrive at brand meaning and the resulting strategic implications for brand
managersProcesds definedheres fia sequence of individual a
and activities unf oPetdigrawd990 p.838 tinmie pir@macdc o rcte
routinized way in which bodies are moved, objects are handled, subjects are treated, things

are described and the world is urgler o @Relckwitz 2002, p. 250which can lead to

individual and collective meanin@chatzki 200h

Emenging SD logic and consumer culture theory literature offers some conceptual
insights into the process of BMCC. This literature suggests that multiple actors
collaboratively cocreate bran{iSregory 2007Payne et al. 20Q0%nd their meaning
(Berthon et al. 2009rhompson et al. 20Q@hrough interaction, dialogue, and exchange and
integration of resources, such as brand artifacts, within a network of social and economic
market actorgvVargo and Lusch 20)1Deployment, exchange, and integration of resources
occur through either indirect or direct interactions and exchanges and take place within a
service system (Figurke 1). A seavice system is defined as a configuration of actors, roles,

resources, and practic@sdvardsson et al. 20).2

As illustrated in Figure -1, the interactions and integrations in the BMCC process
exhibit mutual influence. This is an iterative rather than sequential process. In the BUPA

health center example, the service system comprises actors and roles such aslihe front
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Figure 1-1 BMCC process within service ecosysitas
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and backroom admin staff, nurses, doctors, cleaners, suppliers and customers; resources and
artifacts such as advertising, medical equipment, medicines and professional medical
knowledge. The customer reads and considers the advertisement (istdgratsource) as

part of her brandhoice decision making process and is influenced by the interaction with the

receptionist in making an appointment and receiving the appointment reminder text.

These integrations and interactions influence dialoguefastiily and friends about
the service experience. On the appointment day, the customer makes judgments based on the
cleanliness and professional appearance of the clinic and medical equipment as well as
interactions and dialogue with the staff and dodtarther dialogue with staff and other
customers is influenced by the delayed appointment, but the interactions with the doctor and
use of the online billing system reshape perceptions and cocreated brand meaning. This

system is framed by social rules armms that govern interactions such as the booking
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procedure, medical duty of care, or the practice of checking and recording of blood pressure

and temperature in preparation for the medical consultation.

S-D logic reasons that multiple actors interactioirme and geographic space to
access and integrate resources to cocreate a specifically desired outcome for themselves and
others(Vargo and Lusch 200Q4as shown in the preceding example. Receltl&gic
literature emphasizes that these exchange and integration activities not cityitson
multiple interdependent and dynamic structures of interactions, or service ecosystems, but
mean that actors are simultaneously embedded within multiple interdependent and evolving
service system@&dvardsson et al. 201¥%argo and Lusch 20)1Each system is framed with
its own institutional logics that shape the behavior of the actors inv(facadrdsson et al.

2014 Vargo et al. 201p

Institutional logics represent implicit, socially constructed rubesms and values that
coordinate the cocreative behaviors of multiple actors within service and social systems
(Edvardsson et al. 20L4nteractions within and between service systems are shaped by
shared formal and informal sets of rules that facilitate or constrain action, interaction, and
judgment(Thornton and Ocasio 1989hich are regulative, normative, and cultural
cognitive in nature and pr ov((bate20iptH58bi | ity
Regulative institutions are the formal rules enabling and constraining behavior; normative
institutions are the norms and values that frame how things should be done in given situations;
and culturalcognitive institutionsrfame the perception and interpretation of social reality
through which meaning is mad®cott 2014 Taken together, these rules form institutional
logics that frame and coordinate cocreative activities within and between s3rstems

(Edvardsson et al. 20L4mportantly, institutional logics operate across multiplwise
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system levels and contribute to context at micro, meso and macro(Misdsgyi et al.

2008 Scott 204; Thornton and Ocasio 19R9

Thus,this paperintroduces and defins the concept of brand meaning cocreatisa
process that encompasdwandrelated,resourceintegrating activities and interdions
among multiple market actors within service ecosystems, leading to a socially negotiated and
idiosyncratically determined brand meanifthis conceptual understanding acknowledges
the reciprocal, reticular interactions between multiple market aasoksy elements in
BMCC. In the BUPA health center example presented earlier, the customer sees and responds
to an advertisement and has interactions with the receptionist, doctor, other customers and
family and friends. Similarly, a customer of Burberrgynwespond to an online advertisement
and access the online shopping facility to order a bespoke trench coat. The customer visits the
store to fit and collect the coat, interacting with staff and the digistiare mirrors which
suggest accessories. Ttwestomer, impressed with the product and service, gets a friend to
take a photo. The photo is then uploaded to the artofthetrench.burberry.com site and shared
with the brand, friends, family and the other brand facing actors in general, who can comment
onthe photo of the customer wearing the product. These reciprocal and reticular interactions
demonstrate key elements of this procédse following discussion outlis¢he nature of
BMCC and delineatethe knowledge sources and cultural and affective thagsare at play

in this process.

The literature exploring brand meaning suggests two discernible streams of thought
relevant to the conceptualization of BMCC. The first stream focuses on managing brand
knowledge, or a constellation of knowledge soursash as communications, brand
experiences and other market actors, which influence the plurality of brand maritigpn

et al. 2009Diamond et al. 20Q9glesias and Bonet 2017ill et al. 2011. This research
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suggests that strategic processes can hrehg fhe cognizant of these sources and manage

brand interfaces in the BMCC process. The second stream focuses on facilitating affective and
cultural cues as strategies for managing the emerging brand meaning, because consumers and
other market actors useltural and affective cues in a networked discursive process in
determining and (re)shaping brand mear{iBgyle 2007 Escalas 2004Thompson et al.

2006 Vallaster and von Wallpach 2013 his literature suggests that firms can employ

cultural resources aremotional strategies to facilitate the cocreation process.

While each of these studies focuses on disparate elements of brand cocreation, they all
agree that the process entaitsnmunicative exchanges between multiple actors. However,
only two articles dlineate stages of the process, and they focus primarily on the cdmpany
customer perspectii@oyle 2007 Thomp®n et al. 2006 Additionally, the main focus of
this literature is on managerial control of the proéeaperspective that does not
accommodate or articulate the role of other
influence how the consumer unigly derives brand meanin{fdcCracken 1986 As a
result, firms need to be proactive in developing processes to engage stak€Bolgers
2007). Open communication channels must be created to encourage meaning transfer
(Berthon et al. 200%nd to gain knowledge from, and an understanding of, elements from the
external environment that influence brand meaifiten et al. 2008Escalas 2004
Although there is agreement in the literature that the brand manager is only one of many
actors involved in the process, the perspectives on this managerial roleease.dl herefore,
the section that followwill consider the discriminating factors that characterize the emerging

perspective on brand meaning.
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Emerging perspective on cocreated brand meaning and implications for the

BMCC process

Consumer research hagjne to focus on the networked nature of brands and their meanings
(e.g.Hatch and Schultz 201thd 2014. This regarch emphasizes a gestalt of activities and
market actors such as brand managers, employees, consumers, and other market actors in
general that influence meaning outcor{Bodie et al. 2006 Table 11 summarizes the
emerging perspective on cocreated brand meaning by contrasting the firm and stakeholder

perspectives across a range of analytimelgts fundamental to BMCC.

Core objectives

As SD logic holds that firms cannot provide uniform brand meanings, competitive success

depends on firmsé ability to facil i(kagpéne and

et al. 2012 Firms might accordingly aim to assiearket actors in developing and amplifying
brand meanings and associations that have relevance in their specific life contexts and
projects. Further, firms might strive to encourage market actors to engage with related
resources and partners to activekperience how the focal brand fits into their value systems

and contributes to socicultural and contextual structures and mechanisms.

Roles

The emerging approach to branding defines both firm and stakeholder roles as cocreative in
nature. While firms mainitiate or facilitate the association process through association

related value propositions, consumers, for instance, actively contribute cognitive, emotional,
and/or behavioral efforts to the realization of braaldted benefits. This view presumbatt
consumers, as operant resources and prod(eersy . Ferat aavetbehol aki a
necessary motivation and competences to act on brands as cultural or symbolic resources and

to build them into their life practices in a meaningful Wgrpen et al. 2012 Despite brad
29
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meaning negotiations, consumers ultimately evaluate their experience as part of their

cocreation role in value creation processes.

Processes

S-D logic suggests that if the associated values and meanings do not match toalsaeb

and contextual catitution of the consumption setting, brands as resources have less value
potential for market acto(€handler and Vargo 20},land brandingctivities would be in
danger of simply communicating nealued meaningTorelli et al. 2012 For example, to
consume brands that are more valuable within their life contexts, consumers rely on a cultural
filter to acept, resist, or alter brand meanirfgolt 1995. Consumers share cultural authority
with other market actors, ascribing brand meanings and using them in progressive and
idiosyncratic ways. These reciprocal resource integration processesaticegrcan enrich
brand experiences through individual (miteoel), brand community (medevel), and
networked (macrdevel) consumption contexfarnould and Thompson 20p3hus
individualizing resource configurations and associations with a view to contextual fit
(Chandler and Vargo 20).1As a result, the principle of meantitguse is being superseded

by the principle of meaninm-culturatcontext(Akaka et al. 20183

Desired benefits and outcomes

Both the conventional and the evolving branding approach support desired outcomes such as
brand awareness, loyalty, and equity. Howeités,proposed that sociecultural similarities

and elevance are more powerful than purely functional or symbolic resemblances in
cocreating fitting brand associations. For i
fitting and cocreated brands have not only usage value but greater identityT\ed i

bet ween a consumero6s | ifestyle and te gani zat

consumer 6s ability to use the resources to a
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Table 1-1 Alternative brand meaning approaces

Label Conventional Approach Emerging Approach
Firm Perspective Stakeholder Perspective Firm Perspective Stakeholder Perspective
Core Firms control brand Stakeholders do little to Marketplace cultures require  Stakeholders actively use

assumptions

messages and meanings; fit control or modify brand
framed according to the messages and meanings
associations that firms

geneate

reciprocal relationships
Meaning is ceconstituted and
culturally determined

brands as cultural resources
consistent withtheir identity
goals

Core Meaning is managed by Internalize meanings and  Display cultural and social To engage with related

objectives firms based on attribute (e.g associations in the capital, advanceansumer resources and partners to
performance) or image way specified by firms identity goals, assist staff with create meaning and value
(e.g., symbolic) links psychological ownership

Roles Active and dominant role Passive recipients of brand Cocreator role such that firms Cocreator rolé stakeholders
such that the firm drives anc messages through omey may initiate and facilitate (but engage, appropriate, and
leads the brand meaning information flows; inactive  not control) the meaning of modify the meaning of brand
creati on wi t Froleinaccepting or rejecting brandswithin a marketplace messages to personalize
sceial life firm-defined culture

meanings/associations
Unit of Individual consumers, brand Associations, knowledge,  Cultures, contexts, identity Meaning emergence and
analysis personality traits memory, image transfer goals, personalized meanings, transfer via cocreation
legitimacy, authenticity

Processes Firms identify brand Stakeholders internalize Firms dr aw on Stakeholders accept, resist,
meaning attributes to generic meanings provided values, ideas, and practices as and dter brand
determine desired by firms to align with the personalized by stakeholders ir communications through a
associations. Communicate brand or context context as a basis for alignmen cultural filter consistent with
functional or imagéased fit. their identity goals

Desired Brand awareness, brand Enhanced product and bran Psychological ownership (withii Brand legitimacy, enhanced

outcomes loyalty, brand equity, and  use value; facilitated by firm), brand awareness, brand identity resources

functional or semantic
/imagerelated asociations

sales

loyalty, brand equity, and sales
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The following discussion considers the fundamental theoretical assumptions and
implications of the pcess through which brand meaning is cocreated, leading to a set of

research proposals and an extensive research agenda.

Theoretical implications and research propositions

This paperhasillustrated how brand literature has evolved toward a networkedaatitee
perspective that implies brand meaning is derived through a cocreative pidegsapernas
also theorized on the units of analysis within the BMCC process and how interactions and
practices in this process, framed by socially constructed itistiiy contribute to moments of
brand meaning that evolve spatemporally across multiple, interdependent, interacting
social and service systemide following sectiortonsides the patterns and connections
between these underlying properties to drawtlo@ theoretical implications and develop

research propositions.

Brand meaning cocreation in service ecosystems

As actors are embedded within multiple systems, each interaction has the potential to
(re)shape the service system and thus the contextaircesexchange and integration. That
is, the service ecosystem is composed of context at nfairect exchange in dyads between
individual actors); mesdindirect exchange in triadic groups); and mag¢oomplex reticular

direct and indirect exchangdsyels of interactiofChandler and Vargo 20}11

The interaction and integration activities of various actors at one level can (re)shape
the context at other levels of the service system dependitige@vailability and deployment
of resources by various actqisdvardsson et al. 20LZach layer of context is embedded in
the next at micrg mese and macrdevels(Vargo et al. 201f thus shaping and being shaped
by the braneelated practices of actors within the service system, so influencing context and

meaning outcomes across tinrelapace.
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For example, a bank provides a direct, or feetace, service to keep money safe
while providing access to it across time and geographic space, either directly over the counter
or indirectly through debit card access to an ATM or indirect gayrtransactions online. At
the dyadic micrdevel a customer may complain to frdime staff that the ATM machines are
often out of order outside working hours. This unique interaction provides the basis for an
experience evaluation and cocreation corntexboth the customer and employee, from
which brand meaning will be derived. The context evolves when the actors subsequently
perform other exchanges with different actors, such as at theleved@s the fronline
empl oyee r el ays mtdtethecardsserdacesenrariager. I cespanse, the
manager proposes waiving ATM service fees for the customer to use competitor networks
while the problem is resolved. This indirect triadic exchange influences customer satisfaction
and cocreated brand meag. Resolving the problem requires matewel interactions within
a network of service systems, such as the AT
increase the frequency of ATMcash#opp s, and the bankds own moni
netwak of ATMs. The result is a complex network of direct and indirect exchanges that
facilitate the customer 6s used andkitpeeeforeence ove

determination of meaning relevant to brand functional expectations and personal goals.

Thus,it is suggestdthat through interactions and practices between individuals
(micro-level), groups (mestevel), or complex networks of actors (matevel), variable
contexts and meaning outcomes will be cocreated through the-sgraporal interconection
of different so@l and service systems. Hence ip@siedthat moments of brand meaning are
cocreated as an outcome of each interaction within and among service systems that evolve

spatietemporally at horizontal and vertical levels. Therefdres, propose that:

P1.1.Brandmeaning is cocreated throughgming social and service practices that

occuramong actors across service ecosystems.
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P1.2.Brandmeaning is cocreated throughgmmng social and service practices that
occur among actors aticro, meso and macro levels of interaction in service

systems.

Brand meaning cocreation and institutional logics

The service ecosystem perspective incorporates the view that socially constructed institutions
frame and shape cocreative interactions angiaes (Vargo and Lusch 20)1As indicated

earlier, institutional logics comprise socially constructed norms, rules, and standards that both
guide and constraipersonal interactions and their inherent practices over time and space.
Institutional logics simultaneously enable and constrain practices and resources within
interactions while being sustained and (re)shaped by the practices and resources that actors
bring to the interaction@Misangyi et al. 2008 Futhermore, while a number of researchers

have previously pointed toward sogiou | t ur al fr ames i n macdomi Nng me
framesi s har ed ways of i nterpreti nfatemz00dnp.4ys wi t
their theorizing has not considered the role of institutional logioseianing making.

Thereforejt is suggestdthat institutional logics, while framing social and service

interactions, contribute to and (re)shape the evaluation and interpretation ofdiedad

interactions and experiences and thus the cocreationrad braaning.

However, as actors are embedded within multiple interacting service and social
systems, each framed by its own institutional logics that may lack congruency across service
ecosystemgEdvardsson et al. 201¥argo et al. 201% individual actors need to deal with
changing norms, rules, and standards in each unique exchange and interactiomenviron
(Chandler and Vargo 20).1This circumstance suggests that as actors learn the social rules,
norms, and standards and thus how to act in given corft&witz 2002, the cultural

cognitive element through which meaning is made is (re)shaped-sgaporally. For
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example, an actor using online banking for the first time will acquire technical knowledge,

and through experience will learn the necespaactices and the regulative formal rules of

behavior (e.g. security and transaction limits), the normative values and norms (e.g. respecting
ot her user so pr icogaitvg gspectsa(engd undetstandingliltfrom a |

previous use and comt, and thus become more proficient in how to transact and behave in
such interactions. Therefore, the actoros fr
over time from perhaps skepticism and distrust to that of convenience andlsiety.

suggeted thathis change implies that institutional logics are a conditioning factor of the

BMCC process. Thui is propose!:

P2. Institutional logics facilitate or constrain the practices of BMCC, thus influencing

context and cocreated brand meanintgzomes.

The gestalt of cocreated brand meanings

Drawing on recent brand systems literattings studytheorizes that the conditions discussed
in the two previous sections have the potential to create a gestalt of brand meanings that
present significant @llenges for brand managers, and this stffisrs a model illustrating

theargument and supporting research propositions.

Researchers have provided valuable insights on the gestalt, or system of brand
meanings, of an iconic brand. Thatis,asystemcamprng mul t i pl e actor so
meanings emerges to constitute total brand meaning and shape overall market perception.
Iconic brands resonate affectively with market actors and are symbolically and culturally
power f ul I n act ojecss@iamoticeenal. 200%olt 2004 Aslam f e pr o
example, the American Girl brand system comprises a broad spectrum of organiyational
produced and controlled brand artifacts that facilitate brand narratives and interactions from

which a network of meanings emerdBsamond et al. 2009 However, the brand artifacts,
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including the brandscape with which market axtateracie.g.Hollenbeck et al. 2008

OO0 Rei | I'y angd,arKalproducpdand sgi€l cdolited by the organization. This
practice includes the inventiai sociccultural cues specifically intended to both
homogenize influences on consumer activities and limit the effect of sources that emerge
beyond organizational contr@iamond et al. 2009thus guiding the interactions and

practices implicit in the meaning cocreation process.

Sociocultural and emotional influences on the practices of market actors are
significant because they facilitate diversified practices, ratfar seeking to control or
prescribe actions, from which meaning will emef8eheer 2012Swidler 1986. The
American Girl example contests this principle ofis-cultural influence in that it seeks to
align brand cocreative practices with a predetermined set of values and intended outcomes.
Thus in attempting to legitimize and authenticate the brand by controlling and predefining the
sociccultural cues, thiapproach is hierarchical and directive rather than facilitative of
BMCC (Pitt et al. 2008 It restricts idiosyncratic input from bratfidcing market actors,
which can | imit consumer sod a(ChahdemandChant y and
2015 Payne et al. 20Q9and thus risks inverting the principle that seciugtural influenes
are the ideological infrastructure upon which organizational brand activities should be based

(Arnould and Thompson 2005iolt 2002).

While the insights oDiamond et al. (2009)rovide a valuable contribution to
branding theory, they focus solely on an iconic brand gestalt as an outcome of BMCC. This
focus is also a limitatiom the work ofHolt (2004)who, in discussing the management of
iconic brands, implies alternative brand typologies but does not explain what these are. The
potential of a range of brand gestalts emerging from the accumulative nature of BMCC

practices has thus not been considered in this literature. Therefore, given thetiasstimat
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brands do not begin as iconic but acquire this status ove(Bienthon et al. 200Holt

2004, andto illustrate various potential outcomes of the BMCC prodéssstudyidentifies

three illustrative brand gestalts, arranged on a continuum, that are plausible and implicitly
suggested in prior literatufe.g. Holt 2004 Along the continuum, these three potential

gestalts reflect two extremescha moderategsition (Figure 12). This depiction is

illustrative rather than exhaustive, and other brand gestalts may lie at various points along this

continuum.

Figure 1-2 Brand gestalts and implications for brand meaning cocreation

Brand Gestalt Continuum

Bondgestalt | Antagonstic | prosaic | laonic |

I
Dominant brand Socio-culturally rejected, hated, Socio-culturally Socio-culturally
characteristics dreaded, etc. accepted, neutralized, epitomized, loved, embraced,
tolerated, etc. etc.
Example brands and Barclays (UK) Colgate Sensitive Pro- Apple (US)
contexts Relief Toothpaste
(Australia)
Theoretical brand Managing and avoiding Develop brand Facilitate contextual and
(oled=eyis et | 8 codestruction (Smith, 2013); reflexivity; experiential brand authenticity
facilitate dialogical/experiential responsiveness to (Hollenbeck et al. 2008;
service interactions (lglesias and socio-cultural change Diamond et al. 2009)
Bonet, 2012) (Holt, 2004)

First, the iconic gestalt comprises brands with which market actors have a strong
positive emotional relationship with culturally congruent connectibiemond et al. 2009
Holt 2009. These brands are replete with seaistoric and cultural significance built not just
through marketing efforts but through culturally relevant consumption experiences from
which positive band narratives emerd® o6 Rei | | y an d. Thesemarratgea n 201 3

appeainover time as actors engage in BMCC processes that createcatiaia acceptance
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and relevance. For example, advocates of the Apple brand often queue at stores through the
ni ght before new product | aunches and make
purchasing their new product. This practice illustrates hawutih the BMCC process,

actors contribute high levels of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral effort to the development
and communication of brand narrati(€scalas 2004 Consequently, the theoretical

challenge is to facilitate cultural relevance and authenticity through contextually talated
interactions that reiofce and intensify brand meaning for market acfdramond et al.

2009 Hollenbeck et al. 2008

The preaic gestalt represents brands with which market actors have a lower
emotional, relationship or connecti@idolt 2004. In the BMCC process, internalized or
publicly visible cocreated meanimgaking activities may be few or absent, such as no posting
of viral videos on YouTube or sharing of brand togciints and experiences. This brand
gestlt is exemplified by functional brands such as Colgate SensitivR&lref toothpaste in
Australia, which uses a television campaign to stimulate activity and facilitate BMCC.
Through this medium, Colgate encourages consumers to register on the braitel toeb
receive a free sample, share their experience, and recommend the product to others. This
brand gestalt is unlikely to motivate consumers to expend significant cognitive, emotional,
and behavioral effort in realizing the brand benefit or contermgjdtie brand meanir§ € r a t
and Dholakia 2006 Thus, the managerial challenge is to maintain cultural and functional
relevance by developing brand reflexivity and responsiveness te@dtuoal changé€Holt
2004), as these cues and therefore consumption experiences will evolve ovg tiniee i | | vy
and Kerrigan 2013

The antagonistic gestalt represents brands with which market actors have a strong
disconnection, which can manifest as a knowledigien regative emotional, attitudinal, or

behavioral socieontextual respong&oos and Gustafsson 208cheer 2012 Market
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actors are likely to engage in a high level of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral effort with
both the brand and other matlactors that leverages negative or destructive brand narratives
and meaningéEcheverri and Skalén 20LBarclays bank in the UK may be a current
example of this brand gestdix t ensi ve medi a coverage has rep
for manipulating the LIBOR rate and for deceptive practices in selling payment protection
insurance to customers, resulting in éairclays chat forums and negative consumer

designed brand logam the internet. As a number of other bank brands are implicated in
similar indiscretions, this antagonism could conceivably result in an entire brand category
being shaped by destructive brand meaning. The managerial challenge for brands in this
gestaltis to undertake strategies to rebuild reputation and establish trust, potentially avoiding

i c o d e s t(®mitle 2013 bynfaxilitating the cocreation of positiveand narratives

through BMCC practices. Positive narratives might result from dialogues with-faand

market actors and service interactions that reinforce the desired brand meaning, both of which
can drive organizational chanfglesias and Bonet 20)12nd positively affect recovery

outcomegWalter et al. 201D

The preceding discussion suggests three significant implications for brand theory and
strategy. Firs brand gestalts result from ongoing interactions in a process of cocreating (or
codestroying) brand meaning involving varying levels of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
efforts of market actor@rodie et al. 201)1 Many discrete actebased brand meanings, when
combined through interéion, contribute to an overall brand gestalt in which the constituents
form a whole greater than the sum of the p@tamond et al. 2009 The outcomes of this
process can influence not only individual brands but potentially a viehatel category.

Brand meanings can thus be discriminated at the individual and collective levels, where they

might overlap or diverge.
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Second, given the temporally dynamic nature of BMCC, brands caraltoag the
continuum in either direction. For exalepApple achieved iconic status in the early to-mid
1980s with its products and groubdeaking advertising. The brand then lost iconic status
from the late 1980s to the mikP90s after the sacking of Steve Jobs and a series of product
failures, but regaied iconic status after the return of Jobs and the release of landmark
products such as the iPod and iPhone. This fluidity makes attainment or retention of desired
positions along the continuum challenging given that organizations do not unilateralb contr

the cocreation process.

Finally, the proposal of a continuum elaborates the implications of the BMCC process
and its potential outcomes beyond the confines of a single iconic brand gestalt. It suggests the
need for diverse brand management stratdgiattain or retain different positions on the

continuum in response to soaaltural influences on BMCC and concomitant outcomes.

In sum, although this literature explores or implies a consumer role, the
conceptualizations center on managerial activilty s impact on the brand cocreation
process. Managers seeking to monitor, manage, and influence the (gfdcessl. 2012
risk neglecting a socially integrative approach for the management of brand meaning and the
role of reciprocity in knowledge generation and integrafivilliams and Aitken 201l As a
result, managers may facilitate culturally incongruent meaning corgiettslli etal. 2013.

Thusit is proposé:

P3.1.BMCC interactions create systems of multiple brand meanings that collectively

constitute the formation of brand gestalts.

P3.2 BMCC interactions represent dynamic conditions that facilitate and constrain the

chang of brand gestalts along a continuum.
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An agenda for future research

With the purpose of exchange being mutual
resources t hat (Ghandlerand&argo@01l p.)8aebrandicanlbeseen as

a resource that consumers interact with and integrate into their own mesgation

processes. Consequently, brands are cocreated by the contextual envirorwhéstt brand
management and consumption practices occur. While the premisd3 lob® and the
associated literature enable researchers to question conventional branding models and
practiceqArnould and Thompson 200&handler and Vargo 201Thompson et al. 2006

Vargo and Lusch 2008Villiams and Aitken 201}, research has not studied the way these
practices unfold across multiple interdependent and evolving service systems and influence
the BMCC proess.

While the literature reflects commonalities in the perceptions of what constitutes brand
meaning, no clear, universally accepted conceptualization integrates important aspects into a
coherent and comprehensive understanding of brand meaning. THasasahave difficulty
developing robust theoretical frameworks based on a solid conceptual foundation. This paper
addresses this issue by proposing an updated conceptualization of brand meaning as a
cocreated outcome, providing a sigraiint avenue for fure research.

Additionally, despite a broad literature on the concept of cocreation, researchers have
yet to fully uncover the process for BMCC involving multiple market actors. The literature
demonstrates a predominantly organizattentric perspectivevith limited identification and
exploration of market actors beyond the firm and customer. A full understanding of brand
meaning as an outcome of cocreation requires empirical investigation into how multiple actors
interact to cocreate brand meaning. Tgaper has taken the first step toward this
understanding by deconstructing the conventional and emerging approaches to brand meaning
and proposing a conceptualization of BMCC that provides a focus for future research.
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Empirical research is necessary toghght on reciprocal branding processes that
consider contextual conditions as foundational to brand management and BMCC
effectivenessTo build a conceptual foundation, qualitative research that considers multiple
actors such as consumers, frine stdf and brand managers will be vital to generating
perspectives on how these actors interact, exchange, reflect on, and integrate resources to
influence BMCC. Inductive social researchers could further refine the conceptualizations this
paper proposes byvastigating the activities that contribute to this process and how they may
be linked and replicated by multiple actors.

The conceptualizations and research propositions in this paper represent a starting
point for discussion and further research intogtexess of BMCC and suggest a number of
research directions (Table2). First, future studies might focus on uncovering the practices
that transpire between market actors during exchanges, interactions, and integrations and
extend the work oEcheverri and Skalén (201hy identifying the cocreative practices that
occur between brani@cing and brandepresenting actors.

Second, examination of the nature of soatadstruction could fruitfully extend the
work of Boyle (2007)by identifying the actors involved and clarifying their rol€s6nroos
and Ravald 2001 Third, the exploration of multiple actor perspectives on BMCC would help
extend perspectives ypend the compariyconsumer dyad and reveal the broader relational
perspectives at play in this procé€Bsodie et al. 201)jland their concomitant influence on
networked as well as individual actor outcomes from participation in the cocreation process
(Mustak et al. 201)3 Pursuing this avenue will also expand understanding of
interrelationships at different levels of contéhandler and Vargo 201and how the
contexts are embedded within other levels, and so facilitate movement between contexts
(Vargo and Akaka 2012 Finally, quantitative research programs would improve the rigor and

generalizability of the findings.
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Table 1-2 BMCC research avenues

Categories  Implications for Future Researc Potential Research Questions
Practices Researchers and managers ne What practices transpire between market act
to understand the significance « that contribute to BMCC?
practices that contribute to
BMCC. How do these practices influence BMCC
outcomes?
Understanding can be achieves
by uncovering the strategic How do these practices bring together actors
complexities in delivering and accessing resources and influence BMCC?
managing multiple meanings.
A review of literature orthe
domain of practice theory
coupled with a grounded theor
approach will help uncover
practices between multiple
market actors.
Social Researchers and managers ne What various market actors engage in BMCC(
construction to develop an understanding of and what are their roles?

the resource densities and flow
across a network of market

actors, the multiple perspeatis
that result from networked How do networks oéctors affect BMCC?

interactions, and how BMCC  \yhat resources do market actors access anc
activities may be replicated by integrate during BMCC?
multiple actors.

What roles and influences do market actors
have in the BMCC process?

This awareness would
encourage exploration of how
multiple brand narratives arise
and their consequential effect ¢
BMCC outcomes.

Inductive social @search can
help to uncover how these
activities transpire and the acto
involved in a network.
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Contextual
influence

Effects /
Outcomes /
Influence

Researchers and brand manager How is brand meaning cocreated and
need a deeper understanding of experienced by different market actors at
how context frames interactions, micro- mese and macrecontext levels?
exchanges, and BMCC activities
and how these may tieked, How do BMCC practices vary at the different
replicated, and embedded at micro- mesoe and macrecontext levels?
successive levels.
How are exchange practices at each context
This understanding would be level embedded within the other levels? How
achieved by examining BMCC  does embedding influence BMCC activities a
from multiple perspectives (e.g., outcomes?
individual, dyadic, and networked
to generate insight into BMG@- Who are the different market actors at micro
context. mese and macrecontext leves and how are
they connected by accessing resources?
Multiple actor investigations wht
brand managers, frotine
employees, and consumers coulc
facilitate this examination.

Researchers and managers neec Which practices in the BMCC process create

understand the academic and the most sigriicant impact on BMCC?

practical implications of the

activities and contextual frames it What relationship exists between actors at

the process of BMCC. different context levels? How do these
relationships affect BMCC?

Researchers couldmgpirically

investigate and validate the How do practices and relationships at one le'

conceptualizations, activities, act« affect activities, relationships and BMCC

roles, and contextual influences outcomes at the other levels?

within the BMCC process to

determine nomological Can different types of meaning determinatior
relationships and boundary be identified at each context level? What are
conditions. these and their constituent elements?

What brand gestalts result from interactions :
integrations within the process of BMCC?
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Conclusion

Theconceptual understanding of BMQI€Cthis papeprovides a perspective of the
emerging approach that considers the cocreative nature of branding within a network of brand
stakeholders. This paper thus sheds light omtipertance of brand meaning and the
characteristics of BMCC. Researchers need to leverage the insights provided by this paper
into empirical examinations of BMGe€&lated phenomena, as brand meaning cocreation is
becoming pervasive owing to technologicatlaultural advances that support customer
voicing. Since these advances will continue, the study of BMCC offers a fruitful area of

research for academics and a challenging area of practice for brand managers.
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STUDY 2
How Consumers Cocreate Brand Meaning:

Empirical Evidence from the Viethamese Retail Banking Sector

Abstract

For consumers, brands can be a tool for representing who they are and adding meaning to
their lives, but how this occurs is unclear. Drawing on practice theory, this study adopts a
grounced theory approach to examine the process of brand meaning cocreation (BMCC)
between consumers and other market actors in an empirical study of 23 retail bank customers
in Vietnam. This investigation reveals eight practices through which consoorgribue to
BMCC at nano (e.g. individual reflection), mig@.g. service exchangehesole.g. user
communities) or macrde.g. sociecultural networksontext levels in the service ecosystem
These practices are grouped into three higher order themategatgs transforming,
authenticating and legitimizidgwhich are based on consumer meaning outcome goals of
brand relevance, authenticity, and legitimagyis study provides empirical evidence as to
howcont ext f r ame srelated mteractivasdra whiclh moanents of cocreated
brand meaning emerge. This paper advances marketing theory by showing how brand
meaning is cocreated through the interconnection of different service and social systems
exposing the temporal and contextual nature of branaimgarl heoretical and managerial
implications include suggestions for the facilitation of enhanced brand experiences that
support collaborative and reciprocal brand meaning cocreation opportunities between the

brand and branéhcing actorsFinally, directons for future research are provided

Keywords: Branding; brand meaning; cocreation; practice theory; experiences
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Introduction

The concept of brand meaning and its development is the subject of increasing attention in
branding literaturée.g.Bengtsson et al. 2018erthon et al. 20Q9glesias and Bonet®.2,

Ind 2014. Further, emerging literature on serva@minant logic (D logic) and consumer

culture theory (CCT) has emphasized the cocreative roles of the firm and the consumer in

det er mi nismganiage.p. Paynme @t@l. 20pand the significance of activities and
interactions in this proce$s.g.,McColl-Kennedy et al. 20%12/argo and Lusch 20Q8For
example, in Australia in 2011, Coca Cola | au
they replaced the brand name on packaging with popular Australian first names. The

campaign sought tengage customers by enabling them to customize and personalize the

brand for themselves and others. Consumers interacted with the brand on socidl media

sharing a virtual Coke, suggesting additional names for the campaign, and texting names and

a personatledication to appear on a digital screen in Sydney. The company also facilitated the
cocreation of emotionally charged brand meaning by inviting customers to dedicate

personalized Cokes to friends and family in hospital or to soldiers overseas. In rguigsvin

response to the campaign, the Director of Marketing acknowledged the cocreation of brand
meaning, commenting, fAWe hadnoét really antic
powerful way. It was an example of how the public took the ideatarmdge d it t hemsel

(http://lwww.cocacolacompany.com/stories/shaxe€oke-how-the-groundbreakingcampaign

gotits-startdownundey.

These exchanges and resource integrations between multiple market actors highlight
the nonproprietary nature of brands and their meaning in the modern, technologically
connected market environmed#ttt et al. 2008 The Cole example also demonstrates how
this social process unfolds across a range of interactions and relationships over time and
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geographic space incorporating components such as organizational communications, brand
artifacts and mobile communication platfor(esy.Berthon et al. 200Brown et al. 2003
Escalas and Behan 200%. This process is referred to as brand meaning cocreation (BMCC)
and defined aa process that encompasses braalhted resourcentegrating activities and
interactions among multiple market actors, leading to a socially negotiated and

idiosyncratically determined brand meaniiGierney et al. forthcoming

Brand meaning is a mechanism through which firms can connect with consumers,
stimulate emotions and build relationsh{pdlen et al. 2008 While it is generally accepted
that brand meaning is cocreaiedy.Gyrd-Jones and Kornum 20;1Batch and Schultz 2010
Ind 2014, the nature of the intezaons and activities that contribute to this cocreative process
have not been explored. Investigating interactions between multiple actors, suskoasers,
front-line employees (FLES), peers, family, friends, and other brand, eseid help identify
practices that facilitate or constrain the process of BMCC and shed light on just how
consumers cocreate brand meaning in the broader-soltiwal environment across varying
cultural context¢Akaka et al. 2018 Without this understanding it is difficult for managers to
develop strategies to facilitate the BMCC proc&and meaning is defined #s
idiosyncratic and evolwig emotional and cognitive understanding attributed to a brand as a

result of a socially negotiated procgdserney et al. forthcoming

Practice theory provides a useful lens for investigating the BMCC process as it
facilitates exploratiomf human interactions and physical and mental activities as cultural,
contextual, and representational of human instincts, emotional states, and riedeing
processeg$Schatzki 1991 Further, as the focus of analysis, practices yield insights into
consumer brand interactioasad help to discern how objects, signs, and symbols acquire and

transfer meaning through the interactions of multiple market a@prset al. 2014 Hence,
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this papeseelst o address the following research que:

engage i n to cocThes papeadopsitha viev ofroacreationasy ? 0
interdependent resouragegration and interactions within a network of market actors

(McColl-Kennedy et al. 2072

To addressheresearch question, an empirical stueds conductedsing depth
interviews with consumers of Vietnamese bank brands to identify and explicatécspecif
practices in the process of BMCC. The retail banking market in Vietnam functians
emerging economy where banking is not as socially embedded as in more developed
economies. However, the bankable population is increasing at up to 4% year ontlyear as
young population reaches working gggaudermilk 2014. With 97 operating bank brands,
competition is intense and consequently brand meaning is becoming a key factor for success.

These characteristics afford a fruitkrhpirical setting that supports rich ights.

This study contributes to the literature in three key ways. Firstcovesthe process
of BMCC by identifying and explicating eight consumer practices manifest in BMCC
generational benchmarking, leveraging, venting, storytelling, relatirfgsigeifying, social
proofing and evaluating. These practices are grouped into three thematic aggregates
transforming, where consumers transform organizational messages into personal relevance,
authenticating, where consumers assess the genuine natueebodnd, and legitimizing in
which consumers seek to determine the soaitural fitness of the brand. These categories
highlight how consumers attribute meaning to brands. Setoadiudyidentifieskey units
of analysis in terms of actors, resowead the nature of interactions. Finathg study
demonstratehow brandrelated interactive practices, as fluid collectives of social and
symbolic component®elLanda 2006Shove et al. 20])2are facilitated through social rules

and norms (institutions) and are mutually endetlin and framed by context. In doing so,
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this studyhighlights how actor roles and resource deployments influence BMCC across nano
, micro-, mese, and macrelevels of interaction. This study is the first to identify practices
that consumers engage mdocreate brand meaning and to link practices to levels of context

within the service ecosystem.

This study proceedsith a review of the cocreation literature, identifying its relevance
to the construction of brand meaning. Next, to identify the rokepttaetices play in
cocreation, a synthesis of the literature on branding and prastipesenéd Subsequently
insights are provided from datallectedon specific consumer practices that contribute to
BMCC. The manuscriptonclude with a discussioon the implications of the research,

offers managerial implications and suggestions for future research.

Theoretical background

Cocreation and brand meaning

The emergence of servidmminant (SD) logic and recent developments in the branding
literature cd into question the conventional notion of brand meaning and brand management
(Boyle 2007 Gyrd-Jones and Koium 2013 Ind et al. 2013Payne et al. 20Q9Brand

meaning is influenced through brand communications but is not subject to control by any one
group of &tors(Pitt et al. 200 nor passively received by the consuiiéolt 2002. Brand
meaning is an outcome of opsaurce negotiation between multipleast influenced and

shaped by socioultural contex{Arnould and Thomgon 200%. Further, the interactive

practices of actors contribute to creating and transferring meaning in a process of cocreation
(Hatch and Schultz 2018chau et al. 20Q09Essentially, there has been a shift from the view
that brand meaning I s organizationally provi

activities contribute to brand meanifigerz et al. 200R However, there has been little work
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in S-D logic and cocreation on brands and the consumer brand experiences ttat lead
meaning(Payne et al. 200%efaloza and Mish 20 Wvith recent research considering, for
example, actor participation in the cocreation processiiytindirectly, the implications of

this for brandingInd et al. 2013. One notablexceptionin this context conceptualizes the
consumer impact on brand cocreat{fnance et al. 20)5This study provideavaluable

contribution to branding theory by considering the antecedents and consequences of consumer
behaviors on brand cocreation, but does not consider the impact on the coofdatzom

meaning.

Cocreation: Institutions and context

As the Coke example has shown, a firmds bran
consumer 6s association process (e@qRédreat tdarmd e
Dholakia 20061Ind 2019. That is, consumers reconstitute brand information and integrate it

as a resource into their lives, congruent with social, temporal, contextual aurdlcul

situations(Arnould and Thompson 200%hompson et al. 2006regulated by the social rules

and normsor institutions, that frame the interaction context. In terms of the social rules and

norms, Coke put in place word filters to prevent profane or abusive words from being printed

on labels or appearing on their digital billboard.

Recent €D logic literatue emphasizes that exchange and integration activities
between actors not only constitute multiple interdependent and dynamic structures of
interactions, or service ecosystems, but also suggests that actors are simultaneously embedded
within multiple intedependent and evolving service syst€Bdvardsson et al. 201¥%argo
and Lusch 20%1Vargo et al. 201p Each system is framed by its own socially constructed
rules, norms and valu&ghich coordinate the cocreative behaviors of multiple actors within

and between service and social systéatvardsson et al. 201.4These shared formal and
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informal sets of rules are regulative, normative, and culttoghitive in nature and provide
Astabil ity and (Beot20l4npy 56 Regulasive mstitations areé theedfasmal
rules enabling and constraining behavior; normative institutiangharnorms and values that
frame how things should be done in given situations; and cuttagalitive institutions frame
the perception and interpretation of social reality through which meaning is(8aute

2014). Institutions are themselves (re)shaped by the behavior of the actors involved thus
influencing the availability and integration of resources within service sygiémngo et al.

2015.

However, resources are not always equally allocated and available among actors, and
the resulting roles and interactions engender varying levels of c¢Gtesmdler and Vigo
201]) that are fundamental to making sense of social pheno(®ehatzki 200%
Importantly, institutions are thus nested in and contribute to context at micro, meso and macro
levels(Misangyi et al. 2008Scott 2014 Thornton and Ocasio9D9) and therefore (re)shape
the evaluation and interpretation of branethted interactions and concomitant brand meaning

outcomes. Thus, meaning evolves within the context of multiple ongoing interactions.

Context

Within the perspectives of-B logic and CCT ,firms do not control brand meaning.
Rat her, brand meaning develops according to
cultural environmenArnould et al. 200band consequently is contexti{derz et al. 2009
Vargo and Lusch 2008Context refers to a unique set of actors and the reciprocal links
between them, which ultimately influence temporally dispersed interactions across micro (e.g.
service exchange), meso (e.g. user comtas), and macro (e.g. soetultural networks)

levels within service ecosysterfGhandler and Vargo 2011
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From a strategic perspective, firms can
practices as personalized by actors such as employees and consumers, as a basis for
alignment(Hollenbeck et al. 2008However, firms need to avoid the risk of coasting
sociacultural and contextual influences that transpire beyond the fw@miimer dyad and
so homogenizing the interactions, practices, and experiences within BMCC. For example, the
American Girl brand system comprises a broad spectrum of organelét produced and
controlled brand artifacts that facilitate brand narratives and interactions from which a
network of meanings emerg@3iamond et al. 2009 However, the organization produces and
strictly controls these brand détts, including the brandscape with which market actors
interact(e.g.,Hollenbeck et al. 2008 6 R e andl Kegrigan 2013 In facilitating cocreation,
frmsneedtobemindfid f t he consumer 6s perspective and
how they participate in the cocreation of brand mea(fayne et al. 20Q9The ability to
discern and incorporatedh ¢ o0 n s u spectivé intanpaaingmaking brand experiences
presents a strategic competitive advantage by facilitating enhanced brand experiences for the

consumelKarpen et al. 2002and consequently mutually positive BMCC outcomes.

Essentially, sockeultural contexts are an agglomeoatiof practices, resources,
norms, values, and meanings that frame the cocreation p(@¢eds et al. 2018 These
elementsare embedded in interactions in which socially constructed institutions provide
significant influence in the development and evolution of future actions and meaning, and
vice-versa(DeLanda 2006 Thus, detanining how activities between actors may be
replicated or embedded within varying brand contextsitical since consumers employ
brands to develop meaning in their liesg. Arnould and Thompson 200%achieve life

goals, and communicate their setincept to otherge.g. Escalas and Bettman 2D@sross
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temporal, socieultural situationgThompson et al. 2006In other words, a brand is a

conduit to achieving individual higher order goals.

Managers therefore need to be cognizant of what constitutes the mahititygor
their brand in order to offer the brand as a cultural resource and platform to faciaideet
actor interactions and relevant meaning cocreation activities across networks -@isioced
contexts within which consumption and meanmgking practices are embedd@daka et

al. 2013.

Practices and meaning

This paperadopsthe lens of practice theory in this study because it facilitates analysis of
social constructivist phenomena such as physical and mentafiestand relationships

between multiple actors. Practice theory enables exploration of how activities between actors
are influenced by interactions and in turn influence their cof8ottatzki 1995 and

therefore the cocreation of meaning. Further, practice theory naturally incorporates multiple
perspectives on what actors think, do and feel as well as the émsgped meanings tha

emerge from practic§Reckwitz 2002Warde 200%h

A practice is the interconnection of physical and mental activities that are the
constellation of individual or collective actiofReckwitz 2002 These actions are linked
through knowledge and meanings, explicit rules, and beliefs and goals, all of which have
causal and contextual connections that can lead to both individual and collective meaning
(Schatzki 200} Life is lived within varying social and cultural contexts that are structured
and ordered by the routine practices, sometimes unconscious, that individuals have learned
and become conditioned tsing (habitus) within given socitultural contexts that are

framed by socially constructed institutions (rules, norms and val8ebatzki 200 Thus
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individuals acquire habitus throughimesis, learning to use practices fitting to the socio
cultural institutions of a given situation or contéReckwitz 2002 Practices include not only
physical and mental activities but also emoti@;ng. Warde 2005 which are used as part of

a learned and habituated emotional repertoire considered as cultural p(&ctiesey 2012

Practices are thus culturally and collectively regulated and insulate actors from the
direct influence of the market@Varde 200% Indeed, brands as signs or symbols only
acquire meaning through the practices of the actors who interact with{lthbhar 2010.

This suggestthat the marketer does not necessarily host the first brand conversation but
rather offers a brand platform upon which consumers generate moments of meaning during
multiple interactions and integrations over time and geographic space. Importantly, in this
view practices are a way of understanding the world and hence making and transferring
meaning(Reckwitz 2002. Accordingly, these socialized practiGe defined heras

habituated or routine activities amthotions that transpire temporally and involve both human
and norhuman actors that enable or constrain resource exchange between providers and

consumers in a way that influences cocreation of individual or collective brand meaning.

Practice theory haseently emerged in the field of marketing as a tool for
investigating the concept of cocreati@cheverri and Skalén 201&pp et al. 2014
Kowalkowski et al. 2012McColl-Kennedy et al. 2035 chauet al. 2009Skalén et al. 2004
This literature recognizes and leverages the potential of practice theory in marketing and
identifies various practices in consumer and organizational brand usesamcheuservice
contexts (e.g., welcoming and evangelizing in collective value cocrg&otrau et al. 2009
greeting and informing in interactive value cocreation and codestry&otreverri and
Skalén 201}, naming and networking in cocreating value proposit{@ksilén et al. 20)4or

assimilating and bonding in the cocreation of service experiéhtx3oll-Kennedy et al.
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2015). However, in this important emergibgdy of theory, researchers have not looked at

the cocreation of brand meaning or the practices that contribute to its process. Brand meaning
has strategic value for the firm with the potential to build brand preferences in consumers to
the extent that brad meaning has the power to attract and retain custdifteosnpson et al.

2006. However, the literature overlooks how interactions betweenpteulictors transpire

over time and how these interactions may generate multiple brand narratives that may lead to
divergent brand meanings. Therefore, studies that purposefully and explicitly uncover
practices that consumers engage in to cocreate bramdngeae distinctly lacking. These

prior studies offer no guidance to brand managers that helps to better understand, facilitate,
and participate in this process. As a result, managers lack strategic guidance on how to
facilitate relevant meaning makingpmgrtunities within a network of multiple interactions that

can lead to manifold meaning outcomes.

While practices are viewed as routine behavi8hatzki 199§ this paper will
demonstrate that at an individual level they are essentially adaptive to external influences,
such as the socioultural context, institutions, knowledge or objectives framing a situation
(Warde 200% For instance, the consumer practice of thanking in a service exchange at a fast
food outlet may vary in style. If one has to queue for longer than usual and the mood of the
server is one of boredom, thanking maydelivered in an insincere manner. The consumer
has conducted the practice physically, but has emotionally modified it in accordance with
various influences, including past and current experience. Thus, throughtspgtimrally
dispersed interactive préwes, moments of brand meaning are created that temporally evolve

with the context and institutions framing each interaction.
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Method

In seeking to understand the practices that consumers engage in to cocreate brand meaning
through multiple interactionsnd with a view to generating grounded thedys paper

applies a social constructivist framewo(kreswell 200Y. This frame is rooted in the

interpretive approach to analysis, which permits the researcher to facilitate deeper exploration
ofunderyi ng meanings of informantsdé experiences
gathering process, such as restructuring existing questions or adding new questions in

response to emergent theni€armaz 2006 Thus, the constructivist frame effectively

supported hi s foagpoa thédphenomena of the study tredntent to keep an open

mind to the themes emerging from the data and to pursue theaoliéemes provided

(Charmaz 2006

Data Collection

Theresearch problem required an investigation of consumer interactions with multiple actors,
calling fora phenomenological approachtiis inquiry. In terms of philogphical

assumptions, this approach derives from the woltusserl (197Q)particularly with respect

to the investigati on (CreswellR0OY Forcekamples theoricepv e d e X
ofthelifewor | d encompasses the prosaic experience
experience, in which the Ifeorld is given, is the ultimate foundation of all objective

knowl éHissexl @970, p. 1)1As experience is built through interactions with other

actors, it offers an arena for the exploration of meaning.

Thus, a qualitative approagrasadoptedbased on depth interviews with 23
Vietnamese bank ct@mers. Eleven interviews were conducted in Hanoi and 12 in Saigon
with 16 female and seven male informants, all between the ages of 21 Jiadbk021

provides a description of each informant. The age range for informants was purposefully
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Table 2-1 Informant profiles for in-depth interviews

Name Gender Age Occupation City
Lien F 27 Adminstrator Hanoi
Nam M 34 Teacher Saigon
Chau F 32 Careers Advisor Saigon
Tuan M 33 Property Manager Saigon
Thu F 36 Sales Manager Hanoi
Anh M 34 Charity Coordinator Saigon
Hau M 25 Real Estate Agent Saigon
Huyen F 25 Sales Manager Hanoi
Chi F 36 Energy Manager Hanoi
Phuong F 32 Lecturer Hanoi
Dzung M 28 Financial Advisor Saigon
Mau F 26 Language Teacher Saigon
Tran F 29 RecruitmentConsultant Saigon
Cuong M 37 Architect Hanoi
Ha F 37 Civil Servant Hanoi
Van F 25 Marketing Assistant Hanoi
Thao F 38 Finance Manager (NGO) Hanoi
Linh F 40 Insurance Sales Hanoi
Tu F 27 Adminstrator Saigon
Nguyet F 38 Kindergarden Owner Saigon
Trang F 33 Lecturer Saigon
Huong F 40 Business Owner Saigon
Binh M 25 Events Coordinator Hanoi
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selected as this represents the demographic most receptive to banking in Vietham and most
likely to make use of a range of banking servidean et al. 201p A balance was achieved

in informants between Hanoi and Saigon, the two most populated cities in Vietham and the
location of bank head offices and the vast majority of branches. The sample was developed by
first approaching personabitacts of the author who referred potential informants. The
sample was expanded through fAsnowballing, 0 w
social systems and networks are a key fegtDoebin and Strauss 2008n thesampling

process, each interviewee supplied a further contact who was then screeneaubydtie

ensure that they met the sample characteristics above. Further, all of the informants were
customers of at least one of three specific bank brands. Tke inaolved were one

international brand, referred to in the data examples as international bank brand 1 (IBB1), a
stateowned bank referred to as Vietnamese bank brand 1 (VBB1), and-atmektbank,

(both public and private shareholdings), referredsgointstock bank 1 (JSB1). Brands

mentioned in the data examples follow this coding system and are numbered sequentially

according to the order in which they are mentioned.

Data wa<collected using on&o-one semsstructured depth interviewA. semi
structuredinterviewguidewith open questionewasdesignedThe interview guide used in this
study is shown in appendix Zhe questionsveretested in mock interviews both thematically
to ensure relevance and dynamically to ensure ease of understandprgranton of an
open discussiofKvale 1996.Twenty interviews wex conducted with Vietnamese nationals
whowere comfortable conversing in Engliahd three were conducted in Vietnamese with
non-English speakers. Each interview lasted between 60 and 90 minutes and was digitally
recorded. The digital audio files were tsaribed by a professional transcription service,

resulting in a transcript of 280 A4 12font singlespaced pages.
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In combination, elements of the Zaltman Metaphor Elicitation Technique (ZMET)
were employed to uncover c eactions al@ng sith thecrmmgni t i v
deeply seated meanings of their behaviors in creating and representing the meaning of brands
(Zaltman and Coulter 1995ZMET helps to uncover the latent and tacit meanings of
consumer 6s relationshi ps whalreactbgaadodet t hat gu
behavio (Christensen and Olson 200By using informant generated pictures as signs and
symbols to elicit metaphser, t he technique accesses the con
that is, the actual i d e aworldbahthd theomordserpuals o f an
and actions that mask deeper seated intrinsic meafitigs 1986). This process moves the
researcherds focus from seeing Owhat i s happ
observation,towher st andi ng o6why this is happening6.
reflecting static descriptions, susceptible to observer perceptual bias, of a view of events in a
particular time and place that may not be entirely indicative of meaning and adions
(Adler and Adler 1994 ZMET on the other hand effectively uncovers the informant
perspective enabling researchers to remain close to informant meanings grounded in the data
(Spiggle 1994t hus moving beyond the subjectivity of
more varied internal rhengbthoaghts, fetliags, anal hebaviors me a n

(Zaltman and Coulter 1995, p.)37

Specifically, one week prior to the interview, informants were asked to ponder their
thoughts and feelings on banking and to bring five pictures to the interview that réguesen
these reactions. The pictures were used to guide the interview and, in effect, manage the flow
of the interview(Zaltman and Coulter 1993=xamples of the pictures provided by informants
are shown in appendix Bhile prior research has suggested that the interviewee shegild b
the interview by discussing the pictu@hristensen and Olson 20Q02arly in the studyt
wasfound that the use of pistes from the start of the interview resulted in truncated
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informant narratives requiring excessive intervention from the interviewer. As grounded
theory affords the ability to shape and reshape the data colléCtianmaz 200§ the

interview processvasamended to begin by discussing generally the broad gqojeistion

given to informants one week pri®ioia et al. 2018 It wasfound hat with this approach

richer narratives emerged, because informants could more effectively focus on the topic and
its relevance in their lifgvorld. Beginning this way more fully stimulated thoughts and

feelings which, after an initial Xinute topic orentation process, were then probed apth

while discussing the pictures.

Theoretical samplingvasused to ensure that informants had experience of the phenomenon
under investigation and to ensure an even spread in informant locations between Hanoi and
Sagon. A broad age rangeas also soughwithin the relevant segmeantder to examine
similarities or differences in themes emerging from d&piggle 1994 The aim was to

examine for potential cultural variations that could arise from informants at the upper end of
the selected age range being less receptive to all banking services and ydangents

making more use dfervices such askemnking and online shoppirfgaudermilk 2014.
Interviewingcontinueaduntil theoretical saturatiowasreachedt 20 interviewgCharmaz

2006. Three additional interviews were conducted in Vietnamese to further explore the
boundaries of saturation and examine any similarities or differences ingh€hsse latter
interviews were conducted by a Viethamese professional resessishant in the presence of
the lead researcher. The interviews were then transcribed in Vietnamese before being

translated into English.

Data analysis
This study of the Vetnamese retail banking sector focuses on the interactions and exchanges
between consumers and other market actors where meaning cocreatior{\taitaster and

von Wallpach 2018 To answer the research questitieanalysis foceed on identifying
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practices that actors engaged in to cocreate brand meaning. The grounded theory approach
advocates that interviews and analysis progress in ta(@ernin and Strauss 20&nd the
procesdeganon completion othe first interview by reviewing field notes and beginning the
coding when the first interview was transcribed.

An inductive approactvasappliedto the data analysisofowing the procedure
suggested bgioia et al. (2013)the datavereanalyzedacross three key steps to bualal
increasingly detailed understandiofgthe data and emergitigemes and to develop a
graphical data structure to help focbetheoretical rationalizing (séégure 21). The first
step involved initial coding to deconstruct the data into distinct segrf®aittaiia 200&hat
would allow us to identify actions appearing in the data as opposegaosimg a priori

concept{Charmaz 2006 Topreservahei n f o r ma rahdsoiclearlyrépoesent their

Figure 2-1 Data structure example- adapted from Gioia et al. (2013, p. 21)

1%t Order Concepts 2" Order Themes Aggregate Dimensions
(Incidents)

My experiences compared to Temporally variant brand
others in the past; experlences . Generational
How my situation differs from 8 * i
past: 4 Me and past: P Benchmarking
Noticing changes Family member experiences

Friend experiences

Culture experiences

Taken advantage of; Mislead

and mistreated; Too big to Emotional Disconnect

care; “It's like they're too 2> T~ Venting
fancy for me” ; There’s no 1 Brand practices alienate
consistency, how can | trust Disapproving practices
you?” Complaining/Voicing

Ignore market (brand) info;
Hearing from others;
Don’t want to be wrong;

v Social Proofin
"Tha:‘ s"what my fciancsitold Listening to family and friends g &
me”; “I will ask my friends »

first” Exchanging brand narratives
Socio-cultural acceptance

Authenticating

meanings about their interactions, the investigator as far as possible related code labels to
inffor ma nt s (@pigole 199 Gioia et al. (2013j)efer to this stage as identifyirigt

order concepts, or incidents, athe examination yielded 123 separate data incident labels.
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The nvestigator then began a second coding phase employing focused coding to identify the
most frequent and significant incidei@harmaz 2006Saldafia 2009 The initial list of

codes was reduced to 26 significant categories and were aggregatsddataorder themes
(Gioia et al. 2018 In a third coding phase and alternating between the data, incidents,
themes, and relevant literature, the investigator identified aggregate dimg@&maset al.

2013 that were labeled as indicative practices of BMCC. In this stage, a frequency threshold
was also applied for each incident mentionedtlgast 12 informants from the total of 23.

This threshold is based on the requirement of a minimum of ten interviews for constructing
grounded theoryCorbin and Strauss 20PBut, that saturation can be reached in as few as

five interviewq Christensen and Olson 20072 hus, it was identified that a contribution could

be made to practice theory and toereation literature by developing an empirically

informed framework on the process of BMCC.

Findings
This section presesithe BMCC practices identified tmedata. These practices represent the
routine activities through which consumers cocreate igicstic brand meanirdgthat is,
meaning that has been acted upon and cocreated in a way that makes it congruent with
individual consumer socioultural identity, values, or life goalShree higher order thematic
aggregateare identified namelytransforming, authenticatingandlegitimizingpractices
basedom he consumer 6s meEach consgts af sevecabBMEC pyastids s
generational benchmarking, leveraging, venting, storytelling, relating, social proofing,
evaluatingandselfsignifyingd which occur at nano (e.g. individual reflection), micro (e.g.
service exchange), meso (e.g. user communities), and macro (e.ecidagial networks)
context levels in the service ecosystdine framework presented kigure2-2 illustrates the

higher orde thematic aggregates practices and context levels. Next, the practice aggregates
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are describedhe individual practices nested within each and how these manifest at various
context levels, supported by descriptions and illustratedpeaitisages from traata

Figure 2-2 Consumer practices of the BMCC process

Cocreated Brand
Meaning

Transforming practices
With these practices, consumers adopt an introspective focus, internally processing
organizationally produced messages, imagery and brandexpes, interpreting them
according to the relevance to their life projects, goals, anadgetfepd that is, transforming
organizational messages into personal relevance and meaning. These practices include
generational benchmarkirgndleveragingTheyar e associ ated with cons
and emotional realms, and illustrate the desire for personal growtreaelbpiment.

Generational benchmarking

This practicas concerned with a historically based assessment of how brand use
enhances or improvesilly life compared to previous generations. Consumers undertake
solitary reflections on brand communication and experiences to cocreate brand meaning that
is consistent with consumer identity goals. This occurs at wiertmed here athe nane

context level, characterized by an individual actor semsking within their own contextual
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particularity(Thompson and Ha200§. That i s, an i n-deneratingu a l act
selfreflections(Husserl 197Pthat inform social action@orgeson and Hofmann 1999 his
is part of the temporal development of sahcept linked to the possessions that individuals
accrue. These possessions, such as brands, not only support personal identity geatstbut
measurement of setfoncept through a persdmandperson comparative reflecti¢gBelk
1988. For exampl e, Linh (female, 40, | BB2) des
compared to hgparents because with IBB2 it is easy to get a mortgage to buy a property.
Thao (female, 38, IBB1) echoes this sentiment commenting on the convenience of her IBB1
debit andcredit cardghat give her discounts when shopping and shedodsaot e t o fis hor
only with cash |ike my grandparentso. By re
experiences and life projects, and comparing them with those of friends and family in the past,
consumers cocreate brand meanings based on how the bréitetéagiersonal development
and that of the current generation. This cocreation engenders meanings for brands that are
more relevant within life contexts and projedibe data suggest that individual actors
cocreate brand meaning through personal reéfleston the intersection of personal goals and
aspirations compared with the past circumstances of closely associated actors, as illustrated in
the following passage:

So in general like in the past | can see what my mum and my dad do is keeping

money someWwere in the wardrobe. And they have one or two locks. Some

other forms could be turned into assets, money into assets. So she might buy

land, sometimes | saw her buying gold. Even gold is also risky, because there

might be someone get into the house dadlmg things also. But for me it's

very different, for me even | have 100 million [Dong] | may not put in the

fixed term deposit, | just keep it in the bank so | know | can spend every day,

which is more convenient. So | find ok with VBB1 Bank becabseets plenty
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of ATMs, so that's convenient for me. And | know my habit is | go to the ATM
almost every day, or twice, once in every two days. But when | move down
here [Saigon] | bank with IBB1, it's because first my intention is to take a
mortgage. So fome the bank is more like payment and transaction and also

the place where | can borrow money. (Nam, male, 34)

This narrative illustrates the practice of benchmarking, through which consumers
cocreate brand meaning based on how the brand facilitateswl®piment of the current
generation. Here, the informant reflects on past experiences of his parents as a benchmark,
and compares to his own current opportunities presented by the brand. Functional aspects of
brand use are highlighted that illustrate haiffusion of the brand facilitates personal and
social development, and normalirex of social roles and behavsothat (re)shape the market
(Kjellberg and Helgesson 2007 hus the practice of generational benchmarking engenders
brand meanings that are more relevant within
project® that is, transforming organizational messages to have persananeé and

meaning.

Leveraging

This practicereflects how consumers use and interact with brands, leveraging
functional aspects, to achieve desired emotional states. In leveraging, consumers engage in
cognitive and emotional practices at the dyadic oremtontext level that are characterized
by direct interactions between individual human or-haman actor¢Chandler and Vargo
2011). For instance, Lien (femal ar,r e27andl BIBAD)p yDe
because her bank gives her a security call when she spends over a set transaction amount on
her bank card. Similarly, Van (femal e, 25, J
invest with your fut ur e consamed chease tliedrard forits af e .

functional aspects, the leveraging of which achieves an emotional state, such as security, for
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the consumer. By leveraging brarelated affordances, consumers cocreate meaning of brand
relevance within life contexts andgpects. The following quote from an informant talking
about her current bank brand illustrates how consumers cooreateng by engaging with

brands to achieve particular emotional states:

| use VBB1 because the logo it's a triangle, which isvery stablée t 6 s st abl e
because Iitds guaranteed by thefeglover nment
fresh and new. Brightcolos mak e you f ebdaght, ske? Beethet he f ut u
bright cola makes me feel, well, | have a good future with this brand. (Dzung,

male, 28)

This quote suggests that the informantds
brand to facilitate the achievement of a desired feeling. By highlighting a specific logo design
elements and rationalizing these to indicate brand performandefdhmant gives a
subjective perception on how this brand is different from others. Through reflection on this
point of difference, the informant perceives congruence between the brand and life goals thus
leveraging the emotional state of personal acim®ré. Previous research has suggested that
consumers make use of credit c a+ddfiedlifestyleor der
o0 b j e c(Bernthal et@l. 2005, p. 1R2The leveraging of brand characteristics indicates
relevance and transformational capacity in terms of life goals. Further, this practice is a form
of emotional management, ugithe brand to manipulate an emotional reperi@cheer
2012 and thus cocreating brand meaning relevant to life contexiggts, and goals$:urther

data examples for these practices are provided in F&8re
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Figure 2-3 Transforming practices data examples

Like VBB1, the government
[ownership] means they're okay.
My sister, actually she also use
VBB1. We take into consideration
many types of benefits like opena
credit card account, work cover,
emergency loans, a lot of things.
It's all about convenience. | cannot
ask my mum or dad about their
experience, because mum and dad

never had that before.
\.(Binh, male, 25) /

So | think that with
VBB1, life seems to
be more convenient
than my father and
my grandfather’s
days. He kept his
money at home and
spend the cash,
that’s all his life. We
use bankingevery
day, to pay the
shops, to do the
transactions online,
and alsoto
withdraw the money

In the old days VBB1 they
didn’thave, you know, the
ATM machines. But IBB1
came here and had ATMs.
So at VBB1 you had to
queue up and it was messed
up, butwith IBB1 itis so
much more convenient. No
queuingand get money
when | want. (Hau, male, 25)

Consumer’s ongoing
reflections on their
contemporary brand
experiences compared
with those of friends and
family in the pastto
cocreate brand meaning
consistent with life and
identity goals.

Transforming

One bank which is really good is IBB1. For

example when | first got my credit card

and usually every transaction| would pay

was like $10. But one time | pay $50 and
the call center call immediately from
Saigon, saying like your card just, you

know, transacted $50 US dollars, so is that
you or someone else, because thatis, you
know, an abnormal transaction, and then |
say yes. | feel that the bank did really good

in security. So that makes me feel more
secure, and more happy with my choice
with IBB1. (Lien, female, 27)

Meaningis cocreated by
using a brand to achieve
desired emotional
states, based on the
belief that the brand
can facilitate the
achievement of a
desired emotional state.

VBB1, that’s my bank
because they’re better
than VBB3. They're
better and | can use
that bankcard in
Thailand, | can go and
travel everywhere and
withdraw my money.
VBB3 no | can't. So
with VBB1 | feel
confident, | don’t
worry my card will be
refused. (Phuong,
female, 32)

VBBL1 logo is green, and |
like green. The bank
makes me feel....good.

It facilitates my life in
this way or the other. No
worrying about bringing
cash, no worrying about
losing the cash, so just
what | needed, just bring
the card, it’s safer. |
think that feeling safe is
important. (Thao,
female, 38)

\ (Thao, female, 38)

Transforming organizational messages, images and
brand experiences into personal relevance and meaning.

Authenticating practices

These practicefocus on establishing the genuine, rearoe nature, or authenticity, of the
brand(Beverland and Farrelly 201@nd consequently creating, reinforcing or undermining
personal connections withbrand. These practices inclugmting,storytellingandrelating.

The practices align interpretation of brand interactions at the-owagext level,

characterized by indirect triadic interactions between a¢@@ivandler and Vargo 20}, lor

from the wider socikzultural environment, with brand functional expectations, personal goals
and valuesThis group of practices highlight®w consumer responses toward the brand are
stimulated by brand behars compared to consumer expectations. These practices take place
in the cognitive and emotional realms, originating from narrative processing ofielatet]
interactions leading to emotionally charged meaning outcomes. As a mechanism for the

making sens of social information, narrative processing helps to create meaning including
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the meaning of brand&scalas 2004and can result in external narrative repetitiDailey

and Browning 2014

Venting
Thisis the narrative processing of unsatisfactory brand service interactions that expose
a dissonance between brand related values or behaviors and those of the consumer. This
practice manifests abhé mesecontext level as consumers process and relate negative meso
level experiences to other consumers. To illustrate, Cuong (male, 37, VBB1) complains that
bank service interactions convey the attitud
Tuan(ral e, 33, I BB1) feels Aupset and treated |
intrusive sales calls. Having internally processed their personal brand interactions, consumers
may develop and communicate negative brand narratives to other actors. \Zantnegult in
a knowledgedriven negative emotional, attitudinal, or behavioral s@cintextual response
that arises from organizational practices considered by the consumer to be incongruent with
their service expectationfhedata show that in such sétions, the cocreated brand meaning
is likely to diverge from organizational intentions and undermine the perceived authenticity of
the brand:
Because | go to JSB2 to withdraw money, o0
the....sometimes | get very fridhy people to serve me, but most other times
l ess lucky and theyodore not. So they just
me, | ike, ASign this, sign there, o0 withou
sometimes, many times, if you draw a little ambof money or just put in a
little amount of money, then maybe they will discriminate you about that.
Like, they look at you with different eyes if you put in bigger amounts of
money. So itodés just the IButwhatwerl det ai l s | i
say or do will not change anything, just accept that. | do tell my colleagues but

70



not my mum, because for example, my mum, if she puts in a lot of money then

she gets different treatment. (Van, female, 25)

This quote demonstrates negative meaningeated as a result of the incongruence
between staff behaviors and values and those of the consumer through the experience of a
negative service encounter that reflects badly on the brand. There is evidence that
demonstrates that incongruent elements attwes, such as divergent consumer and provider
expectations, deployed in service encounters can lead to the codestruction (Echéwerri
and Skalén 20)1Thisexample fronthedata demonstrates the cocreation of brand meaning
associated with inauthenticity and, further, exemplifies a knowlddgen negative
emotional behavioral socieontextual response leading to an emotional disconnect with the

brand.

Storytelling

This practicas a way for consumers to share experiences with friends and family of
positive brand interactions and in doing so enhancing brand engagement. This narrative
processing of positive megevel (firsthand) or macrdevel (seconehand) brand intexctions
serves to reinforce the perceived authenticity and personal connections with the brand. For
instance, Nam (male, 34, IBBigcounted how he recommended IBB1 to a colleague
explaining that a teller at the branch gave him her mobile phone numbeowaritie service
i s Amore personal. | dondt have to go to the
40, IBB2) explains how she told her mother and friends that she receives courtesy calls from
her bank which shows tuh astéhedaiasioy that actors oftenar e o f
recount these experiences to other actors through storytelling thus influencing the meaning

they attribute to the brand, as shown in the following extract therdata:
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AAs for VBB1l, t heigkinagr e egrseoant .b ult dm deo nmoitt F
complaint. One time | bought airline tickets and had some problems but VBB1

helped me out so quickly so | got my money back in no time. When they

helped me with the airplane ticket, they got rid of the rigid rules they bave t

check with a lot of other banks to refund me in only 2 days. They won my trust

with their flexibility And | knew that my friend used 1|

very flexible, so I told her to go with V

This narrative articulatescongtence bet ween the brandds be
those of the informant, in that the brand is not adhering rigidly to a homegenized service
blueprint. The informant ascribes a positive meaning of brand authenticity related to personal
goals and function@xpectations. The quote demonstrates narrative processing and retelling
by showing a well ordered story communicating an awareness of time and space, a structural
component of narrative processing, which helps make sense of and shareralatadd
experience, so cocreating and communicating bratated personalized meani(ifscalas
2009). Thus, storytelling is focused on narrative processing that helps enhance brand

engagement by cocreating meaning associated with authenticity.

Relating

Thisi s a practice that demonstrates. a consu
This involves nandevel narrative processing and sensaking of events that contribute to
cocreated emotional meaning that reflects a level of comfort with and respect for the brand,

creating an emotional bond. For instance, Van (female, 25) des¢8B&sas a kindly

avuncul ar character from a film because Athe
attentiveo, or Tuan (mal e, 33) who considers
when you are in need. 0 Thi efthehraacinthecatextal c us e s
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life goals and projects. The following quote from a consumer expressing his feelings for the

brand illustrates this practice:

ASo if | choose now [ between JSB3 and JSB
them because | have neotime, | have much time to interact with them, to use

their service, to do something with them,
| like the service. But now | just only use one bank service. So maybe you can
seeéyou can see t hadne, wewdlfeel welovétheme wi t h s o

A

more than other people, yeah, and itbés ju

This quote demonstrates how the consumer has developed an emotional bondj eelirand
connectionEscalas 2004 which has emerged from reflection on consumption experiences.
Previous brand research also suggestsaoomer s devel op feelings of

a brand based on past consumption experigrasinLaTour et al. 2007, p. 91However,
relating i s based odlkethedservicey mbodiatupetapént se$
have moretime@) of t he br and -cancgeptandehe achievgmerd oftife ng s el
goals, thus cocreating brand meaning associated with autheriigitiger data examples for

these practices are shown in Fig@ré.

Legitimizing practices

These practicefocus on determining the soetultural acceptance of and subsequent
engagement with a brand. These practices indetfsignifying,social proofingand
evaluating.This group of practices assesses the congruence between d¢traieésaand
systems of socially constructed rules, normative values and ctdtbgaitive schemas. The
practices operate in the cognitive realm and emphasize-soltival expectations of a brand

and thus its suitability as an individual or communifjtaral resource within given contexts.

73



Figure 2-4 Authenticating practices data examples

Self-signifying

Thisis a display of status through a brand the consumer deems suitable to reinforce
selfimage. Consumers conscgby use brands to represent their own-gaHge, in terms of
displaying economic and soetultural capital, to peers and other market actors in given
settings at the maciwontext level. Examples include Anh (male, 34) who says that using an
IBBlcardm&a es him feel Apretty significanto in f|
27) who pays with her 1 BB2 debit card when s
brandéshows more status to other people, you
guote, fom an informant who feels his social status is enhanced when using the brand for

shopping, provides an example of this:
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