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Abstract:

This study aims to validate the measurement model of a sequential conceptual mechanism designed to explain the formation of customer
satisfaction in B2B (business-to-business) markets. The model proposes a theoretical cansal flow explaining how Customer Journey
Management Capability (CIMC) and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) practices translate into customer satisfaction (CS) through
Valne Co-Creation (V'¢C). Within this framework, the distinction between Philanthropic CSR (PCSR) and Business-oriented CSR
(BCSR) constitutes one of the fundamental building blocks of the mechanism. Furthermore, the study incorporates the role of the changing
balance between digital and physical tonchpoints (DvsPTP) into the model. The present study does not aim to test the structural model;
rather, it focuses on validating the measurement properties of the proposed framework prior to the main study. Accordingly, in a pilot
study conducted with a sample of n = 48, the PLS-SEM approach was utilized. The measurement model was analyzed nsing
SmantPLS 4 software, the validity and reliability of the measurement model were established, and the reflective nature of the constructs
was confirmed through Confirmatory Tetrad Analysis (CIA). The findings provide strong preliminary empirical evidence regarding the
theoretical consistency of the proposed conceptual mechanism and establish a methodological foundation for large-sample structural model
testing in future research. This study contributes to the B2B literature by offering a measurement-oriented preliminary validation of a novel
sequential conceptual mechanism.
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1. Introduction

The rapid pace of digitalization in B2B markets has fundamentally transformed the nature of interactions between
firms and their customers. This transformation requires managing customer experience across the entire customer
journey. Customer Journey Management Capability (CJMC) emerges as a higher-order organizational dynamic
capability that reflects firms’ ability to coordinate multiple touchpoints, learn from these interactions, and transform
the resulting knowledge into strategic value (Homburg & Tischer, 2023; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). However, the
impact of the balance between digital and physical touchpoints (DvsPTP) on customer perceptions remains unclear.
Existing discussions suggest that while digitalization enhances efficiency, it may also weaken the relational and
human aspects of interactions (Wielgos et al., 2021; Visser, 2010).

Meanwhile, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) practices are assuming an increasingly strategic role in the B2B
context (Homburg et al., 2013). In particular, the distinction between Philanthropic CSR (PCSR) and Business-
oriented CSR (BCSR) is critical in understanding how firms integrate social responsibility activities into value
creation processes. The CSR literature suggests that, unlike in developed economies, philanthropic activities in
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developing countries often serve as a legitimacy-building foundation for more strategic and economically oriented
CSR practices (Visser, 2008).

Existing research is largely B2C-focused (Cortez & Johnston, 2017), and empirical studies that examine the
relationships among Customer Journey Management Capability (CJMC), CSR dimensions, and Value Co-Creation
(VcC) within a holistic and sequential mechanism in B2B markets remain extremely limited (Lemon & Verhoef,
2016; Terho et al,, 2022; Wielgos et al., 2021). Moreover, the relatively nascent and evolving nature of customer
experience and customer journey research has led to a scarcity of empirical studies that comprehensively address the
multi-actor, long-term, and multi-touchpoint structure of B2B customer journeys (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Steward
et al.,, 2019; Lundin & Kindstrém, 2023).

To address this gap, this research conceptualizes a sequential mechanism in which Customer Journey Management
Capability (CJMC) and Philanthropic CSR (PCSR) influence Business-oriented CSR (BCSR), which in turn drives
Value Co-Creation (VcC), ultimately leading to Customer Satisfaction (CS). In addition, the study incorporates the
potential effect of the changing balance between digital and physical touchpoints (DvsPTP) on perceptions of
Business-oriented CSR within this framework.

The aim of this study is not to test the structural model, but to validate the measurement properties of the proposed
sequential framework. Accordingly, a pilot study with a sample size of n = 48 was conducted using the PLS-SEM
approach. The measurement model was analyzed, and its validity and reliability were assessed. The reflective nature
of the constructs was confirmed through Confirmatory Tetrad Analysis (CT'A), and preliminary empirical evidence
regarding the theoretical consistency of the model was obtained. Thus, the study provides a methodological
foundation for future large-sample structural model testing.

This study contributes by proposing a sequential mechanism (CJMC — BCSR — VcC — CS), conceptualizing
CJMC as an operant dynamic capability (Vargo & Lusch, 2004), and positioning DvsPTP as a strategic determinant.
Opverall, this research establishes the measurement foundations and structural nature of this comprehensive
theoretical model through a pilot sample of n = 48, providing a methodological reference point for future research.

2. Theoretical Background and Conceptual Model

The theoretical discussion presented in this section aims not to test the proposed structural model, but to
conceptually position the constructs included in the model and to provide a theoretical grounding for the causal
relationships among them. In line with the measurement model validation priority recommended in PLS-SEM
studies, this approach serves to methodologically strengthen the conceptual framework prior to the main research.

2.1. Customer Journey Management Capability (CJMC)

The Resource-Based View (RBV) and, more specifically, the Dynamic Capability View (DCV) suggest that
performance differences among firms are closely related to their ability to adapt to environmental changes and
reconfigure existing resources (Teece et al., 1997; Teece, 2007; Kozlenkova et al., 2014). Within this framework,
Customer Journey Management Capability (CJMC) is conceptualized as a learning-based, reconfiguring and
transformative dynamic capability that integrates physical and digital customer touchpoints (Homburg & Tischer,
2023).

B2B customer journeys involve multiple stakeholders, channels, and long-term processes, requiring a strategic
capability perspective (Steward et al., 2019; Purmonen et al., 2023; Lundin & Kindstrém, 2023). CJMC enables the
holistic management of customer experience by aligning firm processes with customer needs (Teece, 2007; Homburg
& Tischer, 2023).

Following the perspective of Eisenhardt and Martin (2000), the present study positions Customer Journey
Management Capability (CJMC) as a “dynamic capability”. Homburg and Tischer (2023) emphasize that CJMC is
difficult to imitate and is developed over time through significant investments in time and resources. This capability
involves combining operand resources (e.g., marketing data) with operant capabilities such as learning, coordination,
and corrective action, which activate and transform other resources (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). In this sense, CJMC is
not merely the management of touchpoints, but a continuous process of aligning firm strategies with evolving
customer requirements.

In this study, Customer Journey Management Capability is measured using the unidimensional scale developed by
Homburg and Tischer (2023).
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2.2. Philanthropic and Business-Oriented Corporate Social Responsibility (PCSR — BCSR)

The corporate social responsibility (CSR) literature examines firms’ social responsibility activities in terms of
different motivations and outcomes (Carroll, 1991). While Philanthropic CSR (PCSR) encompasses voluntary
activities that prioritize societal well-being, Business-oriented CSR (BCSR) refers to practices that are integrated into
the firm’s core strategy and aligned with economic value creation.

Particularly in developing markets, it is argued that Philanthropic CSR (PCSR) can serve as a foundation of
legitimacy and trust for firms, thereby facilitating the subsequent development of Business-oriented CSR (BCSR)
practices over time (Jamali et al., 2007; Visser, 2008). This hierarchical structure represents a critical stage in aligning
societal expectations with strategic business objectives. The implications of this distinction for supplier selection and
long-term business relationships in B2B contexts have also been increasingly emphasized in the literature (Homburg
et al., 2013; Jamali et al., 2007).

In this study, CSR dimensions are measured using the scale developed by Homburg et al. (2013), which is based on
the distinction between philanthropic and business-oriented CSR in a B2B context.

2.3. Hybridization and Digitalization of Touchpoints (DvsPTP)

Digitalization has fundamentally transformed the nature of touchpoints in B2B customer journeys. However,
DvsPTP increases efficiency but may weaken relational aspects (Wielgos et al., 2021). In this model, DvsPTP is
conceptualized not merely as a technical channel choice, but as a structural antecedent that shapes the “relational
climate” of interactions within the framework of Social Exchange Theory (SET). Evidence showing that B2B buyers
spend a significant portion of their purchasing journey conducting independent research and allocate approximately
60% more time to digital exploration before engaging directly with suppliers (Terho et al., 2022) highlights the
growing importance of digital touchpoints.

However, fully digitalized processes do not always produce optimal customer outcomes, and physical touchpoints
continue to play a critical role, particularly in building trust, developing relationships, and managing complex
solutions. This transformation has led B2B customer joutneys to evolve into increasingly complex and multi-channel
structures, thereby reinforcing the need for firms to manage touchpoints strategically (Terho et al., 2022).

Within this context, the balance between digital and physical touchpoints (DvsPTP) serves as an indicator of
environmental dynamism that shapes perceptions of transparency and trust between interacting parties. From a SET
perspective, firms should focus on key touchpoints that explain 70-80% of customer value (R*) (Mittal et al., 2021).
Accordingly, DvsPTP is positioned as a strategic determinant shaping customer perception. This positioning
assumes that digitalization is not merely an outcome, but a strategic input shaping customer experience.

The balance between digital and physical touchpoints was measured using a single-item scale adapted from Antioco
et al. (2008) for the B2B context.

2.4. Value Co-Creation and Customer Satisfaction (VcC — CS)

Within the framework of Service-Dominant Logic (S-D Logic), the value co-creation (VcC) approach argues that
value is not solely produced by firms but is jointly constructed through interactions with customers (Vargo & Lusch,
2016).

In B2B relationships, value co-creation (VcC) enhances the quality of collaboration between parties and functions as
a critical mechanism in the formation of long-term customer satisfaction (Groénroos, 2011). However, value co-
creation is not merely a technical form of collaboration, rather, it is a relational process shaped by the customer’s
level of participation, willingness to engage, and openness to information sharing. Therefore, in a B2B context,
customer participation, interaction intensity, and the effective management of touchpoints are considered key
prerequisites for value co-creation (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2015; Lassila et al., 2023).

In this sense, value co-creation should be viewed not only as an outcome of value production, but also as a process
outcome reflecting the quality of interactions established throughout the customer journey.

Value co-creation was measured using the scale proposed by Zhang et al. (2015), while customer satisfaction was
measured based on the scale developed by Guo and Wang (2015).

2.5. Conceptual Model and Research Hypotheses
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Based on the theoretical discussions presented above, the present study examines a sequential mechanism in which
Customer Journey Management Capability (CJMC) and Philanthropic Corporate Social Responsibility (PCSR)
influence Business-oriented Corporate Social Responsibility (BCSR), which in turn affects Value Co-Creation (VcC),
ultimately leading to Customer Satisfaction (CS).

2.6. Research Hypotheses

H1: Customer Journey Management Capability (CJMC) positively affects perceptions of Business-oriented CSR
(BCSR).

H2: Philanthropic CSR (PCSR) positively affects perceptions of Business-oriented CSR (BCSR).

H3: The balance between digital and physical touchpoints (DvsPTP) has a significant effect on perceptions of BCSR.
H4: Business-oriented CSR (BCSR) has a positive effect on Value Co-Creation (VcC).

H5: Value Co-Creation (VcC) positively affects Customer Satisfaction (CS).

HG6 (Mediation): CJMC and PCSR have an indirect effect on Customer Satisfaction through Value Co-Creation

(VeO).
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model

3. Methodology: Exploratory Pilot Study

3.1. Research Design

This study is designed as a measurement-oriented exploratory pilot study, and the testing of structural relationships is
intentionally excluded from its scope.

The research design focuses on conceptual model development and positions empirical analysis to validate the
measurement foundations of the proposed theoretical framework. Accordingly, the findings presented are not
intended to test structural relationships, but rather to evaluate the psychometric properties and measurement
specifications of the constructs prior to the main study.

This approach is consistent with the methodological sequence recommended in the PLS-SEM literature, which
emphasizes the validation of the measurement model—specifically its validity, reliability, and construct nature—
before proceeding to structural model testing (Hair et al., 2022).

3.2. Sample and Data Collection

The data collection process of this study was conducted in accordance with the approval of the Social and Human
Sciences Research Ethics Committee of Yildiz Technical University, dated May 26, 2025. The study is based on a
field survey in which data were collected through an online survey from professionals working in supplier firms
operating in a B2B context and having direct contact with customers.
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In the sampling process, purposive sampling, one of the non-probability sampling methods, was employed. The
analyses in this pilot study were conducted based on 48 valid responses.

In B2B research, the structurally limited nature of the population, the relative difficulty of accessing knowledgeable
respondents, and the narrow sampling frame are well recognized in the literature (Hair et al., 2022). For this reason,
pilot studies are considered an important preliminary step, particularly for the psychometric evaluation of the
measurement model.

The sample size obtained in this research was evaluated within the methodological framework recommended in the
literature for exploratory pilot applications and for assessing the validity and reliability of measurement models.
Accordingly, given that the primary objective of this study is to validate the measurement model rather than to test
the structural model, a sample size of n = 48 is considered adequate for pilot study requirements in the PLS-SEM
literature (Hair et al., 2022).

The distribution of the demographic characteristics of the sample is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Demographic Characteristics Frequency (n = 48) Percentage (%)
Gender Female 12 25.00%

Male 36 75.00%
Age 18-24 3 6.25%

25-34 12 25.00%

35-44 11 22.91%

45-54 20 41.67%

55 and above 2 4.17%
Education Level Bachelor’s Degree 29 60.42%

Master’s Degree 19 39.58%

The findings presented in Table 1 indicate that the sample is concentrated in certain demographic characteristics. A
clear majority of the respondents are male (75%). In terms of age distribution, the sample is predominantly
concentrated in the 45-54 age group. Regarding education level, all participants hold either a bachelot’s or a mastet’s
degree. This suggests that the pilot study was conducted with data obtained from experienced and qualified
professionals operating in a B2B context.

The descriptive characteristics of the companies are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of the Sample

Variables Frequency (n =48) Percentage (%)
Customer Type Business-to-Business 25 52.08%

Hybrid (B2B & B2C) 23 47.92%
Industry Financial Services 17 35.42%

Food Industry 7 14.58%
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Automotive / Spare Parts | 6 12.50%
Software / Technology 5 10.42%
Trade Fair Industry 3 6.25%
Industrial Manufacturing 2 4.17%
Other (Various) 8 16.66%
Company Size | 1-10 Employees 5 10.42%
(Employees) 11-50 Employees 6 12.50%
51-250 Employees 22 45.83%
251 or more employees 15 31.25%

The findings presented in Table 2 indicate that the firms represented in the sample are distributed across different
industries and firm sizes. In terms of customer type, the firms exhibit a relatively balanced distribution between
purely B2B and hybrid (B2B & B2C) structures.

An examination of the sectoral distribution reveals that the financial services sector constitutes the largest share,
while patticipation is also obsetved from the food, automotive, software/technology, and other industties.

Regarding firm size, a substantial portion of the sample consists of medium- and large-sized enterprises (i.c., firms
with 51 or more employees). These findings suggest that the data were collected from firms operating across diverse
sectors and organizational scales, indicating that the sample demonstrates an adequate level of diversity.
Measurement Instruments

The measurement scales used in this study were adapted from prior studies with established validity and reliability in
the literature. All constructs were measured using seven-point Likert-type scales.

Since the original scales were developed in English, the adaptation into Turkish and the establishment of linguistic
equivalence were carried out following the five-step back-translation procedure proposed by Brislin et al. (1973).

Table 3. Measurement Scales and Sources

Scale Number of Source

Customer Journey Management Capability (CJIMC) 5 Homburg & Tischer, 2023
Philanthropic Corporate Social Responsibility (PCSR) 4 Homburg et al., 2013
Business-oriented Corporate Social Responsibility 5 Homburg et al., 2013

Digital vs Physical Touchpoints (DvsPTP) 1 Adapted from Antioco et al. (2008)
Value Co-Creation (VcC) 6 Zhang et al., 2015

Customer Satisfaction (CS) 4 Guo & Wang, 2015

3.3. Data Analysis Approach

In the present study, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was employed to simultaneously analyze the relationships
among unobservable latent constructs and measurement errors.

The analyses were conducted using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) with SmartPLS 4
software. The PLS-SEM approach was preferred due to its ability to provide high statistical power with small sample
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sizes, its non-reliance on normal distribution assumptions, its suitability for complex models, and its methodological
advantages in evaluating reflective measurement models (Hair et al., 2022).
In line with the purpose of the pilot study, the analyses did not focus on validating structural path coefficients, but
rather on evaluating the following measurement criteria:

* Internal consistency reliability

* Convergent validity

* Discriminant validity (HTMT)

* Confirmation of the reflective nature of constructs (CT'A)
Accordingly, the analysis process provides a methodological prerequisite for the structural model testing to be
conducted in the main study.

4. Exploratory Findings (Measurement Model Results)

To assess the suitability of the proposed conceptual model for empirical analysis, the psychometric properties of the
measurement model were first examined.

In the initial stage, the factor (outer) loadings of the indicators associated with the latent constructs were evaluated,
and two indicators (CS3 and VcC1) with loadings below the recommended threshold of 0.708 (Hair et al., 2022)
were removed from the analysis. Subsequently, the variance inflation factor (VIF) values of the indicators were
examined to assess multicollinearity, and one indicator (VcC3) exceeding the threshold value of 5 suggested by Hair
et al. (2022) was also excluded.

Table 4. Measurement Model Factor (Outer) Loadings and Multicollinearity (VIF) Values

Constructs Indicator Outer Loadings VIF
Customer Journey Management Capability (CJMC) CJMC1-CJMC5 | 0.793-0.870 2.11-2.71
Philanthropic Corporate Social Responsibility (PCSR) PCSR1 — PCSR4 0.814 —-0.900 2.13-2.89
Business-oriented Corporate Social Responsibility BCSR1 — BCSR5 0.749-0.861 1.96-2.71
Value Co-Creation (VcC) VcC2,4,5,6 0.748 — 0.807 1.50-1.60
Customer Satisfaction (CS) CS1 0.976 16.81

Cs2 0.975 16.46

Cs4 0.909 3.01

Following the factor purification process, as shown in Table 4, all constructs exhibit outer loadings above the
recommended threshold. This indicates that the indicators explain more than 50% of the variance of their respective
latent constructs, thereby confirming convergent validity at the indicator level.

The fact that the VIF values of CS1 and CS2 within the Customer Satisfaction (CS) construct exceed 16 (VIF > 16)
was evaluated as “indicator redundancy,” which is consistent with the nature of reflective measurement models. In
the literature, indicators in reflective models are expected to be interchangeable, and high correlations among them
are considered indicative of redundancy rather than a structural problem (Hair et al., 2022).

Moreover, given the pilot sample size (n = 48), preserving the theoretical content validity of the construct was
prioritized over item elimination, to avoid the risk of under-specification. Hair et al. (2014) suggest that the ideal
number of indicators per latent construct is four, however, three indicators may be acceptable if other constructs in
the model have more than three indicators, while constructs with fewer than three indicators should be avoided.
Following this stage, the reflective constructs were assessed in terms of internal consistency reliability, convergent
validity, and discriminant validity. Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite Reliability (tho_c) values were used to evaluate
internal consistency, while Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values were used to assess convergent validity.

The reliability and validity results are presented in Table 5 below.
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Table 5. Measurement Model Reliability and Validity Analysis (n = 48)

Constructs Cronbach’s rho_a Composite AVE
Alpha Reliability (CR)

Customer Journey Management Capability 0.890 0.899 0.919 0.694

Philanthropic Corporate Social Responsibility 0.885 0.983 0.914 0.726

Business-oriented Corporate Social 0.879 0.887 0.912 0.676

Value Co-Creation (VcC) 0.780 0.785 0.858 0.602

Customer Satisfaction (CS) 0.950 0.957 0.968 0.910

As shown in Table 5, the Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite Reliability values of all reflective constructs in the model
are well above the recommended threshold of 0.70 (Hair et al., 2022). In particular, the Composite Reliability value
of 0.968 for the Customer Satisfaction (CS) construct indicates a very high level of internal consistency at the pilot
sample level.

All Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values, which indicate convergent validity, exceed the threshold of 0.50. This
finding demonstrates that a substantial portion of the vatiance of each construct is explained by its indicators and
that the items are strongly associated with their respective latent constructs.

For the assessment of discriminant validity, the Heterotrait—Monotrait (HTMT) ratio was employed, following the
recommendations of Henseler et al. (2015), who highlight the limitations of the Fornell-Larcker criterion.

Table 6. Discriminant Validity (HTMT Ratios)

cJMC PCSR DvsPTP BCSR VeC (&)

Customer Journey Management Capability | -

Philanthropic Corporate Social 0.438 -

Digital vs Physical Touchpoints (DvsPTP) 0.163 0.116 -

Business-oriented Corporate Social 0.842 0.564 0.080 -
Value Co-Creation (VcC) 0.683 0.703 0.174 0.770 -
Customer Satisfaction (CS) 0.391 0.158 0.039 0.527 0.667 -

(CJMC) and Business-oriented Corporate Social Responsibility (BCSR) with a value of 0.842, remains below the
threshold, thereby supporting discriminant validity.

This finding indicates that the constructs in the model are conceptually distinct and that there is no issue of construct
ovetlap.

To empirically verify the measurement specification of the latent constructs (reflective vs. formative), Confirmatory
Tetrad Analysis (CTA-PLS), as proposed by Gudergan et al. (2008), was applied. CTA-PLS assumes that, in
reflective measurement models, tetrad values should not be statistically different from zero.

The results confirm that all constructs exhibit a reflective nature consistent with the theoretical specification. As
shown in Table 7, none of the tetrads associated with Customer Journey Management Capability (CJMC),
Philanthropic CSR (PCSR), Business-oriented CSR (BCSR), and Value Co-Creation (VcC) are statistically significant
(p > 0.05). The absence of significant tetrads indicates that the indicators are driven by their respective latent
constructs and provides empirical support for the reflective measurement model specification.
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Table 7. Nature of the Measurement Model: CTA-PLS Analysis

Constructs Total Tetrads Significant Decision
Tetrads (p < 0.05)

Customer Journey Management 5 0 Reflective model

Capability (CIMC) supported

Philanthropic Corporate Social 2 0 Reflective model

Responsibility (PCSR) supported

Business-oriented Corporate Social 5 0 Reflective model

Responsibility (BCSR) supported

Value Co-Creation (VcC) 2 0 Reflective model
supported

This finding confirms the interchangeable nature of the indicators and demonstrates that the measurement
properties of the model are fully aligned with the theoretical specification.

The results obtained from the pilot study (n = 48) indicate that all measurement instruments used in the model
exhibit high levels of validity and reliability in the B2B context. In particular, the findings supported by the CTA-PLS
analysis confirm that the proposed conceptual model is underpinned by a methodologically sound measurement
model for the structural analyses to be conducted in the main study.

In this respect, the pilot study successfully fulfils the measurement validation step recommended prior to structural
model testing.

5. Discussion and Theoretical Implications

This study proposes a sequential mechanism linking CJMC, CSR, VcC, and CS in the B2B literature.

The study positions CJMC as a dynamic capability encompassing sensing, seizing, and transforming processes. It
further provides a conceptual explanation of how this capability interacts with corporate social responsibility
perceptions and value creation processes (Teece, 2007; Homburg & Tischer, 2023).

The pilot findings indicate that the high AVE and Composite Reliability (CR) values associated with Customer
Journey Management Capability (CJMC) demonstrate that this abstract capability can be empirically measured in a
reliable manner within the B2B context. Similarly, the empirical distinction between Philanthropic CSR (PCSR) and
Business-oriented CSR (BCSR) supports theoretical arguments suggesting that philanthropy-based legitimacy in
developing markets may serve as a foundation for more strategic CSR practices (Visser, 2008).

Furthermore, by incorporating the changing balance between digital and physical touchpoints (DvsPTP) into the
conceptual model, the study highlights the potential impact of digitalization on perceptions of strategic CSR, thereby
addressing an important gap in the literature regarding the relational consequences of digital transformation.

The study contributes by integrating customer journey, CSR, and value co-creation literatures and provides a more
comprehensive theoretical explanation of the formation of customer satisfaction in B2B contexts.
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6. Conclusion and Implications

This study validates the measurement foundations of a B2B customer satisfaction model. The findings obtained
from the pilot study indicate that all constructs in the model exhibit high psychometric quality and that the
measurement model provides a methodologically sound basis for the main research phase.

The primary limitation of the study is the pilot sample size (n = 48). The cross-sectional design limits temporal
analysis.

Future research should test the conceptual model-—whose measurement foundations have been validated in the
present study—using larger samples and empirically examine the structural relationships. Longitudinal research
designs are recommended to better capture the temporal development and reciprocal interactions of processes such
as customer journey management and value co-creation. Additionally, examining the relationships among Customer
Journey Management Capability (CJMC), CSR dimensions, and Value Co-Creation (VcC) across different industries
and cultural contexts would enhance the generalizability of the model.

By rigorously fulfilling the measurement model validation step required prior to the main study, this research
provides a methodological reference point for subsequent structural analyses.

References

Antioco, M., Moenaert, R. K., Lindgreen, A., & Wetzels, M. G. (2008). Organizational antecedents to and
consequences of service business orientations in manufacturing companies. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 36(3), 337-358.

Brislin, R. W., Lonner, W. J., & Thorndike, R. M. (1973). Cross-Cultural Research Methods. New York: John Wiley
& Sons.

Carroll, A. B. (1991). The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: Toward the moral management of
organizational stakeholders. Business Horizons, 34(4), 39-48.

Cortez, R. M., & Johnston, W. J. (2017). The future of B2B marketing theory: A historical and prospective analysis.
Industrial Marketing Management, 66, 90-102.

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic capabilities: What are they? Strategic Management Journal,
21(10-11), 1105-1121.

Gronroos, C. (2011). Value co-creation in service logic: A critical analysis. Marketing Theory, 11(3), 279-301.

Gudergan, S. P., Ringle, C. M., Wende, S., & Will, A. (2008). Confirmatory tetrad analysis in PLS path modeling.
Journal of Business Research, 61(12), 1238-1249.

Guo, C., & Wang, Y. (2015). How manufacturer market orientation influences B2B customer satisfaction and
retention: empitical investigation of the three market orientation components. Journal of Business & Industrial
Marketing, 30(2), 182-193.

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2014). Multivariate data analysis. Pearson New
International Edition. Harlow, UK: Pearson Education Limited.

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2022). A primer on partial least squares structural equation
modeling (PLS-SEM) (3rd ed.). Sage Publications.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-
based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43(1), 115-135.

Homburg, C., Stierl, M., & Bornemann, T. (2013). Corporate social responsibility in business-to-business markets:
How organizational customers account for supplier corporate social responsibility engagement. Journal of
Marketing, 77(6), 54-72.

Homburg, C., & Tischer, M. (2023). Customer journey management capability in business-to-business markets: Its
bright and dark sides and overall impact on firm performance. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,
51(5), 1046-1074.

Jamali, D., & Mirshak, R. (2007). Corporate social responsibility (CSR): Theory and practice in a developing country
context. Journal of Business Ethics, 72(3), 243-262.

Kozlenkova, I. V., Samaha, S. A.; & Palmatier, R. W. (2014). Resource-based theory in marketing. Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 42(1), 1-21.

325



Mustafa Suat FIDAN & Ibrahim KIRCOVA

Lassila, E., Heikka, E. L., & Nitti, S. (2023). Supporting value co-creation through interaction during the pre-
purchase customer journey: empirical evidence from B2B HR services. Journal of Business & Industrial
Marketing, 38(13), 63-73.

Lemon, K. N., & Verhoef, P. C. (2016). Understanding customer experience throughout the customer journey.
Journal of Marketing, 80(6), 69-96. https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0420.

Lundin, L., & Kindstrém, D. (2023). Digitalizing customer journeys in B2B markets. Journal of Business Research,
157, 113639.

McColl-Kennedy, J. R., Gustafsson, A., Jaakkola, E., Klaus, P., Radnor, Z. J., Petks, H., & Friman, M. (2015). Fresh
perspectives on customer experience. Journal of Services Marketing, 29(6-7), 430-435.

Mittal, V., & Sridhar, S. (2020). Customer based execution and strategy: Enhancing the relevance & utilization of
B2B scholarship in the C-suite. Industrial Marketing Management, 88, 396-409.

Purmonen, A., Jaakkola, E., & Terho, H. (2023). B2B customer journeys: Conceptualization and an integrative
framework. Industrial Marketing Management, 113, 74-87.

Steward, M. D., Narus, J. A.,, Roehm, M. L., & Ritz, W. (2019). From transactions to journeys and beyond: The
evolution of B2B buying process modeling. Industrial Marketing Management, 83, 288-300.

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations of (sustainable) enterprise
petformance. Strategic Management Journal, 28(13), 1319-1350. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640.

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic Management
Journal, 18(7), 509-533. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7<509::AID-SM]J882>3.0.CO;2-
Z.

Terho, H., Mero, J., Siutla, L., & Jaakkola, E. (2022). Digital content marketing in business markets: Activities,
consequences, and contingencies along the customer journey. Industrial Marketing Management, 105, 294-310.
Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2004). Evolving to a new dominant logic for marketing. Journal of Marketing, 68(1), 1—

17. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.1.1.24036.

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2016). Institutions and axioms: An extension and update of service-dominant logic.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 44(1), 5-23.

Visser, W. (2008). Corporate social responsibility in developing countries. In Crane, A., McWilliams, A., Matten, D.,
Moon, J. and Siegel, D. (eds), The Oxford Handbook of Corporate Social Responsibility. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, pp. 473—499.

Visser, W. (2010). The Age of responsibility: CSR 2.0 and the new DNA of business. Journal of Business Systems,
Governance and Ethics, 5(3).

Wielgos, D. M., Homburg, C., & Kuchnl, C. (2021). Digital business capability: its impact on firm and customer
performance. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 49(4), 762-789.

Zhang, |., Jiang, Y., Shabbir, R., & Du, M. (2015). Building industrial brand equity by leveraging firm capabilities and
co-creating value with customers. Industrial Marketing Management, 51, 47-58.

326



