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The aim of this study is to understand how crowdsourcing campaigns in an online
environment can change brand perceptions and behavioral intentions of non-
participating customers. Therefore, the thesis connects two major concepts. First the
phenomenon of crowdsourcing will be discussed with emphasis an emphasis on its
use in marketing. Then crowdsourcing will be lined to the theoretical concept of con-
sumer-based brand equity. The study is based on a quantitative survey in form of an
experimental design, with 30 participants each in the control as well as the experi-
mental group. The resulting findings indicate a partial influence of crowdsourcing
campaigns on non-participants’ brand perceptions and behavioral intentions. The
connection between the two concepts is strongly mediated by the customers’ famili-
arity with the brand in question, though. Overall, the study contributes to the litera-
ture of brand equity by extending the theoretical concept in regard to the influence of
online crowdsourcing. The thesis also adds to the small research body of
crowdsourcing by examining its use as a strategic marketing tool and by filling the
existing research gap concerning the effects of crowdsourcing on non-participants.
The results can help managers to recognize the importance of online crowdsourcing
as a strategic marketing tool and to gain a better understanding of how non-

participating customers perceive this tool of customer engagement.
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1. Introduction

Chapter 1 will provide a background of the phenomenon of crowdsourcing including
its current state of usage in society. The determined research gap will be presented as
well as the study’s intended contribution to theory and practice. Then, the purpose
and scope of the thesis will be highlighted and lastly, the chapter will end with an
outline of the thesis.

1.1 Background

In 2006, TIME Magazine named ‘You’ as the person of the year, acknowledging
“the small contributions of millions of people” (Grossmann, 2006, no pagination) to
the Web 2.0. Every day, individuals share and create content online, collaborate with
each other or contribute to an online community and thereby slowly develop and
improve the Web. Hence, it is no surprise that the term ‘crowdsourcing’ was coined
by Jeff Howe (2006a) in the same year, which describes a decision to outsource a
certain task or problem to a large and heterogeneous public — the crowd — in form of

an open call.

The emergence and popularity of the crowdsourcing phenomenon can be largely at-
tributed to the rise of the Web 2.0 (Fdiller, Bilgram, Koch & Rapp, 2013). Technolog-
ical developments in the last decade fostered participatory tools and platforms, the
expansion of social media and made the use of creative and collaboration tools fast
and easy (Fuller et al., 2013; Kozinets, Hemetsberger & Schau, 2008; Lakhani,
2013). This development led to an improved online customer engagement as compa-
nies have numerous opportunities to interact with their customers and involve them
in company-related activities. The Web 2.0 enabled companies to easily interact with
a large group of people at the same time without geographic restrictions (Djelassi &

Decoopman, 2013), which is an essential prerequisite for crowdsourcing.

Companies, therefore, started to use crowdsourcing as a tool to tap into the
knowledge and creativity of the crowd in order to co-create value, especially innova-
tions (Sloane, 2011). With rapid technological developments, shortened product-life
cycles and increased competition, companies recognized that they were not be able to

stay competitive if they would not start seeking sources of innovation from outside



the company (Mladenow, Bauer & Strauss, 2014). Consequently, companies found a
valuable tool to solve this in crowdsourcing and the Web 2.0.

In the last decade crowdsourcing has become increasingly popular and is no longer
only used by digital pioneers (Lakhani, 2014; eYeka, 2014). Companies like Coca-
Cola, Procter & Gamble, Ford, Nestlé or Samsung are all investing in crowdsourcing
(eYeka, 2014). Fast Moving Consumer Goods (FMCG) brands even increased their
investment from 2013 to 2014 by 46% (eYeka, 2014) and the consultancy firms
Deloitte and Accenture declared crowdsourcing as one major technology trend in
2014 (Accenture, 2014; Shingles & Trichel, 2014). In their report, Accenture (2014)
attributes the diffusion of crowdsourcing to the development of technology, strong
first mover examples and improved crowdsourcing platforms. Nowadays, companies
and other organizations use crowdsourcing to co-create innovation, collect ideas and
information or solve scientific problems (Aitamurto, 2011). It is further used for a
variety of marketing-related activities, such as research and development, promotion
and advertising or marketing research (Gatautis & Vitauskaite, 2014). Furthermore,
Francois Pétavy the CEO of eYeka, an online co-creation platform, explained that
“major FMCG advertisers are investing more and more in crowdsourcing to stand
out from the competition” (eYeka, 2014). This statement implies that, apart from the
actual value creation, the act of crowdsourcing may have an effect on the consumers
who are observing how the company engages with them. The implementation of
crowdsourcing could possibly change the way in which consumers perceive the
crowdsourcing company and distinguish it from other companies and brands whose
advertising is becoming increasingly similar. This is a relatively new viewpoint and
way of implementation of crowdsourcing by companies, which will be explored in

the course of this Master’s thesis.

1.2 Research Gap and Contribution

The general body of research about crowdsourcing is still small and scholars have
not agreed upon one standardized definition or a unified classification of different
crowdsourcing practices (Estellés-Arolas & Gonzalez-Ladron-de-Guevara, 2012).
Therefore one has to be cautious while comparing different studies on the topic of

crowdsourcing, as they are based on different definitions of the term and are examin-



ing different forms of crowdsourcing, like contests or collaborative communities.
Most of the research about crowdsourcing deals with the application of it and other
open innovation methods to generate value (Brabham, 2008, 2011; Howe, 2006a;
Kozinets et al., 2008; Aitamurto, 2011) or to engage customers (Djelassi & Decoop-
man, 2013; Fuchs & Schreier, 2011; Brodie, llic, Juric & Hollebeek, 2013). Never-
theless, there is a lack of research concerning the application of crowdsourcing for
marketing purposes (Gatautis & Vitauskaite, 2014). As explained in the preceding
section, crowdsourcing can be used to generate value for different stages of the mar-
keting process, like an idea for a commercial or consumer insights about a newly
developed product, which was for example the research topic of studies from Whitla
(2009) or Gatautis and Vitauskaite (2014). However, due to its rising popularity it
becomes of interest if crowdsourcing has more benefits to companies than the actual
value creation and if it is worth the investment. One step in that direction is taken by
Fuller, Bilgram, Koch and Rapp (2013), who examined how participants of
crowdsourcing campaigns are turned into brand ambassadors, who voluntarily act as

advocates for the brand and spread the marketing messages.

This study will examine the additional value generated by a crowdsourcing campaign
in form of changed brand perceptions and behavioral intentions. Therefore,
crowdsourcing as a strategic marketing tool and the concept of brand equity will be
linked. According to the researchers’ knowledge, this claimed connection has barely
been made in previous academic work. It distinguishes the study from other papers
that merely focused on the influence of crowdsourcing activities on single brand di-
mensions like brand personality (van Dijk, Antonides & Schillewaert, 2014) or cus-
tomer engagement (Brodie et al., 2013; Sawhney, Verona & Prandelli, 2005). Brand
equity, though, mirrors the value of the whole brand by representing “the value en-
dowed by the brand to the product” (Farquhar, 1989, cited in Amselmsson & Johans-
son, 2014, p. 91). This study will place emphasis on one specific form of brand equi-
ty, namely consumer-based brand equity (CBBE), which generally describes the
brand value resulting from the customers’ perceptions of and responses to its market-
ing. In this regard, the well-established CBBE frameworks of Aaker (1996a, b) and
Keller (1993) will be applied. They investigate brand equity from different customer
perspectives, encompassing brand awareness, loyalty, perceived quality as well as

associations of the brand.



Combining brand equity and crowdsourcing, this Master’s thesis will examine the
possible effect of crowdsourcing campaigns on brand perceptions, as reflected in its
brand equity, and behavioral intentions towards the brand. This is of particular im-
portance because an increasing number of companies invest in crowdsourcing these
days and therefore, it is essential to identify whether benefits go beyond a stronger
consumer engagement of participants and the creation of value in form of innovation
and ideas. Companies could then not only benefit from the value creation but also
from the brand perception shaping function of crowdsourcing campaigns, which
eventually leads to changed behavioral intentions. Findings should encourage firms
to reevaluate the importance of crowdsourcing as well as inspire them to evaluate the
concept from a broader perspective, namely one that touches upon the field of mar-

keting and branding.

This viewpoint is especially important considering the fact that the majority of con-
sumers does not actively engage in crowdsourcing activities but might still be affect-
ed by the knowledge of their implementation. Almost all past studies in academia,
except for van Dijk et al. (2014) as well as Fuchs and Schreier (2010), examine par-
ticipants of crowdsourcing. However, those only account for a small portion of a
company’s customers or the group of people who are reached with a crowdsourcing
campaign. Marsden (2009) states that just 10% of the audience will be active in a
crowdsourcing campaign whereof only 1% will participate in the actual creation.
This means that the majority of the audience, in fact 90%, does not actively engage
in crowdsourcing. Because these non-participants are an essential customer group
and might still be affected by the crowdsourcing campaign, this thesis will focus on
non-participants’ brand perceptions as well as their behavioral intentions towards a

crowdsourcing company.

All in all, the theoretical contribution of this Master’s thesis is planned to be twofold.
First, it aims to contribute to the literature of brand equity by examining whether
crowdsourcing has an effect on the different dimensions brand awareness, perceived
quality of the brand, brand associations and loyalty as perceived by non-participants.
Second, the paper extends the small research body about crowdsourcing and market-
ing and gives particular insights into the marketing effects of crowdsourcing itself

and not only its use for marketing purposes. In addition, this study aims to fill the



existing research gap concerning the effects of crowdsourcing on non-participants’
brand perceptions and behavioral intentions.

1.3 Purpose and Scope of Research

The purpose of this Master’s thesis is to closely investigate if online crowdsourcing
campaigns can be used by companies as a tool for advertisement and promotion to
change the perception of a brand. In order to explore this issue, the following two
research questions (RQ) have been formulated. They are later outlined by presenting
the findings of the conducted quantitative study in form of an experimental research

design.

RQ1: To what extent does a company’s usage of online crowdsourcing as a
strategic marketing tool for advertisement and promotion impact non-

participants’ brand perception?

RQ2: To what extent does a company’s usage of online crowdsourcing as a
strategic marketing tool for advertisement and promotion impact

non-participants’ behavioral intentions towards the brand?

Ultimately, the purpose of this study is to give some indication whether it is advisa-
ble for a company to advertise its crowdsourcing engagement or not, as these adver-
tising and promotion efforts are also visible to non-participants. Companies could
then use crowdsourcing as an additional branding tool.

This study will solely focus on the concept of crowdsourcing and therefore on the
online environment, taking recent developments into account that more and more
companies use the technological possibilities of the internet to create value with con-
sumers. By doing this, the study will take a different approach than the study of van
Dijk et al. (2014), which focused on brand and product perceptions of non-
participants of offline co-creation projects. Crowdsourcing can occur in different
forms, but the thesis will place emphasis on idea contests, which are characterized by
a very large target audience as they do not require the participants to have particular
skills (Lakhani, 2013). To increase the practical relevance, the paper will additionally
concentrate on the FMCG sector, illustrated by the case of McDonald’s, which was

the first sector to use crowdsourcing and where its use is widely spread (Djelassi &



Decoopman, 2013).

Lastly, emphasis needs to be placed on the fact that the thesis will solemnly focus on
crowdsourcing campaigns like the McDonald’s ‘Mein Burger’ campaign which
mainly experienced positive feedback. Campaigns which experienced negative feed-
back from press and participants might have a different influence on brand percep-
tions and behavioral intentions. Hence, those campaigns will not be subject of this
Master’s thesis and will therefore be abstained from discussing potential risks which

crowdsourcing might contain for companies.

In order to explore the aforementioned RQ, this study will draw on 8 hypotheses
which were deductively derived from existing findings concerning the phenomenon
of crowdsourcing as well as the theoretical concept of brand equity. The claimed
hypotheses will then be presented in a conceptual research model (see section 3.2) to

visualize the proposed relationships between the two major concepts.

1.4 Thesis Outline

The present study is subdivided into six chapters. Following the introduction chapter,
the concept of crowdsourcing will be elucidated in chapter 2. This is then followed
by chapter 3 where a theoretical discussion of the concept of brand equity will be
presented as well as the development of hypotheses highlighting the relationship be-
tween the two concepts. Afterwards, the conceptual framework will be presented
based on the preceding theoretical findings. Chapter 4 will describe the methodology
used in the quantitative study, which will test 8 hypotheses. The retrieved findings
will be presented in chapter 5. The thesis will then discuss the main findings in chap-
ter 6, illustrate managerial implications as well as theoretical contributions and con-
clude by outlining the limitations of the study and recommendations for future re-

search.



2. Crowdsourcing

The following section will discuss the concept of crowdsourcing by outlining its
origin and definition, followed by a demarcation from similar concepts. Crowdsourc-
ing will then be discussed in the context of idea contests as well as in the field of

marketing.

2.1 Origin and Definition of Crowdsourcing

Origin

Although the term crowdsourcing was coined by Jeff Howe in 2006, the origin of the
concept and especially of value co-creation is not new. Companies started to use and
integrate external competencies a long time ago but mainly focused on partners in
their already existing supply chains and ignored the consumer as a source of compe-
tence for a long time (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000). Only since the 1990’s, the
perspective of companies slowly changed from what Vargo and Lusch (2004) call a
goods-centered to a service-oriented perspective. The former saw the consumer and
the product separated. The product or value creation took place internally and was
then distributed to the consumers (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Vargo & Lusch,
2004). The service-oriented perspective, however, is focused on consumers and con-
siders it essential to integrate them and co-create value together (Vargo & Lusch,
2004). Thus, the traditional division of roles between the customer and the company
does not exist anymore in the service-oriented logic. In the beginning, companies
tried to foster relationships with their customers, gained their trust and started a two-
way communication. In the past years this quickly developed into a form of dialogue
were customers and companies create value together. This development can largely
be attributed to technology and the internet which empowered consumers to an un-
precedented extent, gave them access to more knowledge and provided them with the
technological tools to interact with companies (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000,
2004). Due to their new capabilities, consumers now want to actively participate in
the value creation and shape their consumer experience (Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
2000). Therefore, companies were and are constantly searching for new customer

engagement possibilities. On the one hand, this is done to improve the customer ex-



perience and engage customers and on the other hand, companies also benefit from
the co-created value. Prior to the Web 2.0 companies were not able to interact with
customers on a large scale. The proliferation of social media, mobile technologies
and the constant development of digital interaction tools made it possible for compa-
nies to engage with a large group of customers at the same time and without geo-
graphic restrictions (Prpic, Shuklar, Kietzmann & McCarthy, 2015). Suddenly com-
panies were able to access and harness the knowledge and ideas of an almost innu-
merable amount of people (Brabham, 2008, 2011). This development laid the foun-
dation for the concept of crowdsourcing which is highly dependent on the interactive
Web 2.0.

Definition

The term crowdsourcing was, as already mentioned in the introduction, first coined
by Jeff Howe in 2006(b) in an article for the Wired magazine called “The Rise of
Crowdsourcing”. Howe was inspired and influenced by James Surowieki and his
book “The Wisdom of Crowds” (Howe, 2006a). Therein Surowieki describes the
concept of collective intelligence: “under the right circumstances, groups are remark-
ably intelligent, and are often smarter than the smartest people in them” (cited in
Selzer & Mahmoudi, 2006, p. 6). Crowdsourcing functions as a tool to access this

collective intelligence or external competences.

Despite the widespread practical use of crowdsourcing, scholars have not agreed on
one clear definition of crowdsourcing (Estellés-Arolas & Gonzélez-Ladron-de-
Guevara, 2012). Due to this reason, projects considered as crowdsourcing by one
scholar might not be considered as such by others. One initial and rather vague defi-
nition of crowdsourcing was given by Howe in 2006(a) in a white paper:
“crowdsourcing represents the act of a company or institution taking a function once
performed by employees and outsourcing it to an undefined (and generally large)
network of people in the form of an open call” (no pagination). The word
crowdsourcing itself reflects its definition as it is a combination of the words ‘crowd’
and ‘outsourcing’, referring to the participants of crowdsourcing and outsourcing as a
business practice (Prpic et al., 2015). The definition contains three essential parts: an

open call, the crowd and a task.



First, an open call is an invitation to participate in a crowdsourcing project (Estellés-
Arolas & Gonzéalez-Ladron-de-Guevara, 2012). Thereby the adjective open signifies
that everybody is invited to follow that invitation and that no restriction or preselec-
tion criteria limit participation (Aitamurto, Leiponen & Tee, 2011). This is called a
“true open call” by Estellés-Arolas and Gonzalez-Ladrén-de-Guevara (2012, p. 196)
who, in contrast to Howe (2006a, b), differentiate between different gradients of an
open call. An open call might for instance be limited because it is posted into a spe-

cific online community whose members possess certain skills.

The second essential part of crowdsourcing is the crowd, which, as most scholars
agree, is characterized as a large group of people (Kozinets et al., 2008; Estellés-
Arolas & Gonzalez-Ladron-de-Guevara, 2012). Furthermore, many scholars agree
that the crowd should be heterogeneous in its characteristics such as demographics
and especially in their skills and knowledge (Selzer & Mahmoudi, 2012; Whitla,
2009; Lakhani, 2013). Lakhani and Jeppesen (2010) even found out that diverse
crowds lead to better crowdsourcing outcomes. However, Brabham (2008) points out
that a large part of the world population does not have access to the internet, espe-
cially high-speed connections, which would enable them to take part in crowdsourc-
ing projects. This may limit the diversity of the crowd, as for instance certain age
groups or nationalities are underrepresented. In addition, it is important that the indi-
viduals within the crowd are independent from each other. In that way they contrib-
ute to the project with different perspectives and the occurrence of ‘herd thinking’,
where everybody is taking the same perspective, is prevented (Sloane, 2011). In this
way companies gain access to a pool of people and their competences that is bigger
than any international corporation’s workforce (Lakhani, 2013). Nevertheless, Estel-
Iés-Arolas and Gonzalez-Ladrén-de-Guevara (2012) remark in their attempt to gen-
erate an integrated crowdsourcing definition that the exact size and composition of

the crowd always depend on the particular crowdsourcing project.

Scholars have different opinions about the task or problem crowds are supposed to
solve. It can range from simply sorting tasks to idea generation or new product de-
velopment. Even Howe (2006a) does not provide a specification of the task in his
crowdsourcing definition and later also acknowledged that the task does not need to

be performed by the company in the beginning but can be uniquely performed by the
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crowd. Whatever the task may be the crowd is asked to solve, it needs to have a clear
objective (Kozinets et al., 2008; Estellés-Arolas & Gonzélez-Ladron-de-Guevara,
2012). Consequently, it can be inferred that platforms like Youtube or Wikipedia are
not classified as crowdsourcing because even if people contribute value to the plat-
form, they will not follow a specific objective apart from sharing content. This leads
to another important characteristic of crowdsourcing, which excludes collaborative
platforms to fall under the classification of crowdsourcing, namely that a company,
organization or any other institution is the initiator of the crowdsourcing project and
specifies its objective. In his definition, Brabham (2011) points out that the company
is in control of the crowdsourcing process and its outcomes. Crowdsourcing is there-
fore a top-down managed process. However, the crowd and the initiator share the
power because crowdsourcing would not yield any results without the contribution of

the crowd in form of knowledge, skills or ideas (Aitamurto, 2014).

The company as well as the consumer can benefit from crowdsourcing. Through the
crowdsourcing process the company gets access to ideas, innovations, information
and external knowledge, which it uses to generate value (Aitamurto et al., 2011; Es-
tellés-Arolas & Gonzélez-Ladron-de-Guevara, 2012; Sloane, 2011). Thereby
crowdsourcing is especially worthwhile if the task is solved at a lower cost than it
could have been done internally and if the solution turns out to be better and more
adapted to customer needs (Whitla, 2009; Selzer & Mahmoudi, 2012). A common
field of application is for instance the new product development (NPD) process,
where crowdsourcing can be used for research and development purposes, co-
designing or even branding (Mladenow et al., 2014). Crowdsourcing can also have
other benefits for the company apart from the actual creation of value such as provid-
ing a tool to improve customer engagement and foster word-of-mouth marketing
(Fuller et al., 2013). The in research most mentioned benefit for the crowd is some
kind of tangible recompense such as money or price reductions (Whitla, 2009; Estel-
Iés-Arolas & Gonzalez-Ladron-de-Guevara, 2012). This can also be considered as
the extrinsic motivation for customers to participate in crowdsourcing projects. The
participants’ motivation can also be intrinsic, though. Customers may take part in
crowdsourcing projects because they have fun carrying out the task, the desire to
share their knowledge and talents, long for social recognition or want to be part of a

community (Mladenow et al., 2014; Kozinets et al., 2008). Thus, different levels of
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Maslow’s hierarchy of needs are fulfilled like self-actualization or self-esteem
(Sloane, 2011).

All in all, it is obvious that crowdsourcing developed since the initial definition and
an increasing number of characteristics needs to be taken into consideration by now.
For the purpose of this study, and taking the above clarifications and explanations
into account, crowdsourcing will be defined by eight characteristics (Estellés-Arolas
& Gonzalez-Ladron-de-Guevara, 2012, p. 197) which have been chosen based on the

aforementioned conceptual definition:

1. Clearly defined crowd

2. A task with a clear goal

3. Recompense received by the crowd is clear

4. Crowdsourcer is clearly defined

5. Compensation (value) received by the crowdsourcer is clearly defined
6. Online assigned process of participative type

7. Open call of variable extent

8. Use of the internet

Critical Viewpoint of Crowdsourcing

Although crowdsourcing is largely seen as a tool for customer empowerment and
engagement, some scholars point out that it can also be considered as a means for
companies to exploit consumers and get access to a cheap workforce (Brabham,
2008, 2011; Whitla, 2009; Zwick, Bonsu & Darmody, 2008). Crowdsourcing is
thereby used as a tool to access this workforce - the crowd. From this critical per-
spective, companies might benefit to a much larger extent from the value co-creation
through crowdsourcing than participants do. First of all, the prize money or recom-
pense of any kind is just a small fraction of the cost which companies would have
spent if they had hired a professional advertising agency or performed the task inter-
nally, for instance. Secondly, in most cases crowdsourcing participants have to trans-
fer all intellectual property rights of the idea or the like to the company, which then
makes a profit from selling and marketing the created idea. Accordingly,
crowdsourcing reduces the costs of generating ideas and producing them compared
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to the respective cost in the normal labor market (Brabham, 2008). In addition, final
products are often sold to the same people who took part in the crowdsourcing cam-
paign and submitted the ideas (Zwick et al. 2008).

Apart from, in comparison to the obtained value, unproportioned recompense of the
crowd, crowdsourcing might threaten jobs. Professionals who were previously hired
by the company for example to create an advertisement or find a solution to a prob-
lem, might now be replaced by the crowd or are confronted with decreasing salaries
for their work (Brabham, 2011).

2.2 Demarcation of Crowdsourcing from Other Concepts

The concept of crowdsourcing is frequently used in relation to other collaborative
innovation concepts like open innovation, user innovation or co-creation (Aitamurto
et al.,, 2011). The concepts of crowdsourcing and co-creation are often even used
interchangeably. It is therefore of utmost importance to differentiate between these
concepts in order to clearly define the scope of this study, develop a clear theoretical
frame and assure the adequate application of the results and contribution of this

study.

The concept of open innovation was popularized by Henry Chesbrough in 2003
(Schenk & Guittard, 2009). Chesborough (2006) defines open innovation as follows:
“open innovation is the use of purposive inflows and outflows of knowledge to ac-
celerate internal innovation and expand the markets for external use of innovation,
respectively” (p. 1). The open innovation paradigm considers knowledge to be wide-
ly distributed and identifies a need to harness this knowledge. External ideas are
therefore integrated into internal innovation processes and internal ideas are made
available externally through, for instance, licensing or joint ventures (Selzer &
Mahmoudi, 2012; Chesbrough 2006, Schenk & Guittard, 2009). Open innovation
represents a shift away from closed-off internal innovation processes. The company
increases the in- and outflow of ideas and opens up its processes. However, it is im-
portant to remark that in contrast to the open source concept, not all information con-
cerning the value creation are made publicly available and accessible (Baldwin &
von Hippel, 2011). Crowdsourcing and open innovation are based on the same prin-

ciples of opening up the companies’ processes to the integration of external ideas.
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Crowdsourcing can therefore be seen as a sub-concept of open innovation (Sloane,
2011; Aitamurto et al. 2011). Howbeit, interaction in crowdsourcing processes is
targeted exclusively at the crowd and not at a variety of stakeholders, such as suppli-
ers, as in the open innovation paradigm. Furthermore crowdsourcing is not just re-
stricted to the creation of innovation but can also be used to merely generate ideas or
information (Schenk & Guittard, 2009).

User innovation can be defined as “users innovating for themselves to make products
and services they want without manufacturer assistance. It's an entirely independent
activity; manufacturers can get involved, but users don't need them” (von Hippel &
Euchner, 2013, p.15). In user innovation, users modify products in order to make
them better fit their needs and wants. Accordingly, the process is initiated by the us-
ers (Schenk & Guittard, 2009). A company can then utilize those created products
and ideas or even encourage and support the process. A user in this respect is an in-
dividual person, company or organization which benefits from the use of the created
product or idea and not from selling it (Baldwin & von Hippel, 2011). In contrast,
crowdsourcing projects are always initiated and controlled by the company (Brab-
ham, 2011) and participants do not need to be users of the product or idea, although
they can be. User innovation is also considered to be a subset of open innovation but
scholars are not in agreement about whether crowdsourcing is a subset of user inno-
vation (Aitamurto et al. 2011; Djelassi & Decoopman, 2013) or the other way round
(Howe in Sloane, 2015). For the purpose of this study the researchers merely consid-
er the two concepts to possess overlapping characteristics, in the case that users are
part of the crowd in a crowdsourcing project or that companies are involved and ben-

efit from user innovations.

The concept most closely related to crowdsourcing is co-creation. Co-creation is “an
active, creative and social process based on collaboration between producers and
users, initiated by the firm to generate value for customers” (Prahalad & Ramaswa-
my in Pétavy, Cére, Tan & Rot, n.d., p. 4). The definitions of co-creation and
crowdsourcing are very similar, but the concepts still differ in some aspects. First,
the concept of co-creation originated long before crowdsourcing in an offline envi-
ronment (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000, 2004). Consequently co-creation, unlike

crowdsourcing, is not restricted to the internet as a medium. Furthermore,
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crowdsourcing is often used for less complex tasks than co-creation. Sawhney et al.
(2005) point out that the two concepts differ in reach and richness. Whereas
crowdsourcing has a larger reach in terms of participants and also possible media
attention, the results of co-creation are more extensive and the level of customer in-
volvement is higher (Adams, 2013). In addition, co-creation has a stronger long-term
focus than crowdsourcing because it also aims at building up communities, which
can be used for future co-creation projects (Roser, Samson, Humphreys & Cruz-
Valdivieso, 2009). The distinction of these two concepts is essential for this thesis,
which solely focuses on crowdsourcing, because due to their different characteristics,
the impact of the knowledge about a co-creation project could differ from the one of

a crowdsourcing project.

2.3 Crowdsourcing as Idea Contests

Crowdsourcing can take many different forms. Brabham (2011) for instance distin-
guishes between knowledge and discovery management, broadcast search, peer-
vetted creative production and distributed human intelligence tasking. Lakhani
(2013) states that crowdsourcing can occur in the form of contests, a collaborative
community, a complementor or labor market. Despite the varying typologies, most of
them agree upon idea contests, also known as innovation/idea challenges (Malhotra
& Majchrzak, 2014; Boudreau et al., 2011) or peer-vetted creative production (Brab-
ham, 2011), as one category. Idea contests possess the characteristics of crowdsourc-
ing projects as explained in section 2.1. Additionally, those projects only run for a
limited amount of time in which participants can submit solutions to the task in order
to win a reward (Walter & Back, 2011; Terwiesch & Xu, 2008). The most common
reward consists of a monetary prize (Malhotra & Majchrzak, 2014) but rewards can

also take other forms such as price reductions or social recognition (Lakhani, 2013).

There are different ways how the winner can be determined. One possibility is to let
the crowd vote for the winner which Brabham (2011) calls peer-vetted creative pro-
duction. The advantage is that the voting process substitutes market research about
the preferences of the customers. However, the solution preferred by the crowd
might not be the one which represents the best and most valuable solution to the task

(Malhotra & Majchrzak, 2014). If not controlled carefully, peer-vetted contests may
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even result in negative results and media coverage for the crowdsourcing company.
This is especially the case when solutions gain the most votes which are inappropri-
ate or when the provided toolkits are misused to ridicule the company. The manufac-
turing company Henkel, for example, tried to crowdsource a new logo for their dish-
washer detergent and participants designed logos with slogans such as ‘now with
fresh pretzel scent’ which quickly gained most of the votes (Breithut, 2011). To
overcome these risks, another possibility of determining a winner is the evaluation
and selection by a jury panel (Walter & Back, 2011). Often the two approaches to
determine a winner are combined in idea contests (Malhotra & Majchrzak, 2014).

The whole concept of idea contests is based on the assumption that among the vast
amount of submitted solutions, there will be one which is superior to the others or
even better than what the company could have created internally (Brabham, 2011).
Lakhani (2013) states that idea contests are especially useful “when it’s not obvious
what combination of skills or even which technical approach will lead to the best
solution for a problem” (no pagination). Therefore, a large and heterogeneous crowd
might be best equipped to accomplish the task. Furthermore, Malhotra and
Majchrzak (2014) argue that idea contests are more and more used to create “a form
of buzz marketing and customer engagement” (p. 104), because they often do not
generate ideas that are innovative enough to make the company gain a competitive
advantage. This limitation as well as the fact that the invitation to participate is ex-
tended to a very large crowd makes idea contests particularly suitable for the purpose
of this study. Therefore, it can be assumed that non-participants are more likely to
notice idea contests in comparison to other forms of crowdsourcing which are less

visible to the public.

2.4 Crowdsourcing and Marketing

To thoroughly understand and examine the purpose of this research study, it is im-
portant to differentiate between the different approaches of how crowdsourcing can
be used for marketing purposes. It can be differentiated between three main utiliza-
tion possibilities: the actual creation of value for different marketing functions, cos-

tumer engagement and electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM).
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First of all, crowdsourcing campaigns can be used to outsource a marketing activity,
normally performed by the company itself or by its suppliers, to the crowd.
Crowdsourcing can generate value for almost all marketing-related activities includ-
ing product development, promotion and advertising or marketing research (Gatautis
& Vitauskaite, 2014). For instance, in product development the task of the
crowdsourcing project might be to design a new product which fulfills a certain pur-
pose. Crowdsourcing can also substitute advertisement agencies, when the crowd is
asked to come up with an idea for a commercial and produce it themselves (Pétavy et
al., n.d.). It is especially useful for marketing and market research (Djelassi &
Decoopman, 2013; Whitla, 2009). Crowdsourcing campaigns which include for ex-
ample a voting based on preferences can substitute studies to find out if the product
satisfies the needs and wants of the market. Furthermore, information for research
purposes can be indirectly gained by studying participants’ behavior or their submis-
sions to contests.

Another utilization possibility of crowdsourcing is customer engagement. The “con-
sumer engagement concept centers on specific interactive consumer experiences”
(Brodie et al., 2013, p. 106), which in turn fosters a company’s relationships with its
consumers. The technological developments of the Web 2.0 expanded a company’s
possibilities and made it easier to interact with customers. The main benefit of cus-
tomer engagement is considered to be increased brand loyalty (Fuller et al., 2013).
Some customers might even be turned into brand evangelist or ambassadors, who
function as advocates for the brand. The latter is highly connected to the possibility
of increased eWOM through the crowdsourcing campaign. If the participants of a
crowdsourcing campaign are satisfied, they might engage in sharing their brand ex-
periences with others online, thereby creating positive eWOM (Marsden, 2009). This
can be regarded as free promotion and in the best case could lead to a viral diffusion
of information and even the campaign itself (Fuller et al., 2013). Thus, the
crowdsourcing campaign might create a so-called ‘buzz’ (Djelassi & Decoopman,
2013; Prahlad & Ramaswamy, 2000), which can even be enhanced when different
media outlets report about the crowdsourcing campaign. It is important to note that if
customers are not content with the crowdsourcing campaign, eWOM could also

quickly turn negative and harm the company.
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The two latter utilization possibilities gain increasing importance as companies are
starting to use crowdsourcing campaigns more as a promotional and strategic market-
ing tool to engage and increase awareness than creating real value (Marsden, 2009).
This development is important in regard to non-participants as they are more likely to

become aware of the crowdsourcing activities of a company.
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3. Theoretical Framework

In this chapter the theoretical framework for the quantitative study will be presented.
This includes a definition of the concept of brand equity as well as an outline of its
possible measurements. The brand equity theory will be combined with the preced-
ing findings regarding crowdsourcing in order to derive hypotheses for the study.
The established relationships between the discussed concepts will then be visualized

in a research conceptual model, presented at the end of this section.

3.1 Consumer-Based Brand Equity

The concept of consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) will be dealt with in the fol-
lowing section. The term’s definition will be followed by a discussion of the major
dimensions of the CBBE framework, namely brand awareness, perceived quality of
the brand, brand loyalty and brand associations. Additionally, behavioral intentions
as well as the mediating role of brand familiarity will be conceptualized.

3.1.1 Definition and Measurement of CBBE

In recent years, brand equity has become a well-discussed concept in the field of
marketing. Even though numerous definitions and measurements exist in academia
or as Berthon, Capon, Hulbert, Murgolo-Poore, Pitt and Keating (2001) state it, “per-
haps the only thing that has not been reached with regard to brand equity is a conclu-
sion” (nO pagination), researchers commonly agree on the importance of brand equi-
ty for today’s marketplace. It is widely known that companies can possibly achieve
higher margins, stronger consumer purchase intentions and buying preferences, op-
portunities for brand extensions as well as more effective communication when hav-
ing strong brands with positive brand equity in their portfolio (Keller, 1993;
Rangaswamy et al., 1993; Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995 in Buil, de Chernatony & Mar-
tinez, 2008).

Farquhar’s (1989) early definition stating that brand equity is “the value endowed by
the brand to the product” (cited in Amselmsson & Johansson, 2014, p. 91) has often

been used as a starting point to grasp the concept’s complexity. A clear distinction
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should be made between CBBE and financial brand equity. The former is the focus
of this Master’s thesis.

Aaker’s (1996a, b) as well as Keller’s (1993) CBBE frameworks have become the
prevailing ones in empirical research. Aaker (1996b) describes the concept as “a set
of brand assets (and liabilities) linked to a brand’s name and symbol that adds to (or
subtract from) the value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or that firm’s
customers” (p. 7). Keller (1993) rather considers CBBE as a process and outlines it
“as the differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing
of the brand” (p. 1). According to his research, CBBE results from customers’ brand
familiarity including their unique, strong and favorable brand associations compared
to an unnamed or fictitious version of the brand. Hence, CBBE ultimately depends
on what is on the customers’ minds. Lassar, Mittal and Sharma (1995) summarize the
main considerations of the two frameworks by listing five key characteristics of
CBBE:

= |t should rather be linked to customers perceptions instead of their objective
indicators

= |tis a global value which is associated with a brand

= This global value is rooted in the brand’s name, not merely in physical fea-
tures

= |t is not an absolute measure but always needs to be considered relative to
relevant competition

* It influences company’s financial performance in a positive way

The second form of brand equity, financial brand equity, can be considered as the
outcome of customers’ responses to a certain brand name and hence, is based on
CBBE. Being psychologically-oriented and rooted in the customers’ minds in form
of market perceptions, CBBE contributes to firms’ financial performance. It can be
considered as the driving force of a brand’s higher profitability and market share
(Aaker 1996; Keller, 1993; Yoo & Donthu, 2001; Christodoulidis & de Chernatony,
2010). CBBE premises a brand’s power on its customer experiences encompassing
what customers have felt, seen, learned and heard about the brand over time (Keller,
2008). Thus, it is of paramount importance for marketers to ensure the right product

experiences by choosing the most effective marketing programs that allow the de-
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sired feelings, thoughts, beliefs, perceptions, etc. to become linked to the brand (Kel-
ler, 2008). If this can be ensured, there will be a higher likelihood that customers
(re)purchase the product and service, which is the reason why CBBE ideally leads to
financial brand equity for companies. Positive CBBE arises from customers’ greater
confidence in one brand compared to competing ones. Lassar et al. (1995) consider it
as “the enhancement in the perceived utility and desirability a brand name confers on
a product. It is the consumers’ perception of the overall superiority of a product car-
rying that brand name when compared to other brands” (p. 13).

Because of its highly strategic value, it is indispensable for firms’ marketing strategy,
tactical decisions as well as for potential brand extensions to be based on well-
measured CBBE (Buil et al., 2008). Being rooted in perceptions (Keller, 1993), the
concept needs to be measured and traced from a customer perspective (Lassar et al.,
1995). For that reason, the following four dimensions are taken into account as sug-
gested by the most widely accepted frameworks of Aaker (1996a, b) and Keller
(1993):

1. Brand Awareness

2. Brand Loyalty

3. Perceived Quality of the Brand
4

Brand Associations

The following section will highlight each of these dimensions in more detail in the
indicated order and link them to the aforementioned concept of crowdsourcing for
marketing purposes. Hereby, the overall aim is to claim major hypotheses highlight-
ing the effect of online crowdsourcing in marketing on non-participants’ brand per-
ceptions in terms of their brand awareness, brand loyalty, quality perception and
brand associations. Additional to the applied brand equity framework, behavioral
intentions will also be taken into consideration. This decision has been made due to
the fact that CBBE is assumed to increase companies’ market share and profitability
(Christodoulidis & de Chernatony, 2010). From here on forth, the term brand equity

will always equal consumer-based brand equity.

The researchers will place emphasis on the investigation of non-participating cus-
tomers of crowdsourcing campaigns for several reasons. First, prior studies in aca-

demia solely focused on participants, except the work of van Dijk et al. (2014) and
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Fuchs and Schreier (2010). Due to the fact, though that around 90% of customers
take over a passive role in crowdsourcing campaigns (Marsden, 2009), they represent
a highly important customer group for all engaging companies. As non-participating
customers could still be affected by crowdsourcing campaigns, this study’s scope is
set on their brand perceptions as well as behavioral intentions. Because of the afore-
mentioned research gap in this regard, the claimed hypotheses can merely refer to
existing findings concerning participants of crowdsourcing. Those findings will then
be transferred to non-participants, from which hypotheses will be derived capturing

non-participants’ perceptions and behavioral intentions.

3.1.2 Brand Awareness

According to Keller (1993), brand awareness consists of two major elements, namely
brand recall as well as brand recognition. Aaker (1996a) even distinguishes further
by including, next to the aforementioned elements, also top-of-mind (first brand re-
called), brand dominance (the only brand recalled), brand knowledge/salience as well

as brand opinion.

Customers’ ability to recognize or even recall a brand in a given product category
depends on how strongly the brand is present in their minds. Hence, it describes “the
likelihood that a brand name will come to mind and the ease with which it does so”
(Keller, 1993, p. 3). Especially for the purchase of low-involvement products, which
is focused on in this study by taking the FMCG industry into account, it is essential
for customers to be able to recognize them quickly among other brands. Even though
customers might not hold any other specific brand associations, having a strong
brand presence in mind can accelerate the decision-making process considerably
(Keller, 1993). As Keller (1993) elaborates, the likelihood model by Petty and
Cacioppo (1986) supports this assumption by suggesting that customers’ decisions
are mainly based on brand awareness when dealing with low involvement products.
In turn, strong brand awareness can not only stimulate brand choice, but also cus-

tomers’ brand perceptions, attitudes and even loyalty (Aaker, 1996b).

Djelassi and Decoopman (2013) identified crowdsourcing as a new and innovative
marketing tool which possibly creates a favorable ‘buzz’. As a matter of fact, its

growth highly depends on the campaign, its integrated communication channels as
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well as sales promotions, to name a few essential elements. The two aforementioned
authors believe that crowdsourcing campaigns make people not only talk about the
crowdsourcing event as such but also about the brand, along with the company as an
initiator. Thus, Djelassi and Decoopman (2013) assume that online crowdsourcing
can lead to increasing brand popularity as well as brand awareness which leads to the
following hypothesis:

HZ1: Non-participants tend to have a higher awareness for crowdsourcing brands

than for non-crowdsourcing brands.

3.1.3 Perceived Quality of the Brand

CBBE does not merely imply that the brand is well-known in its product category, as
outlined by the aforementioned concept of brand awareness, but that it is also per-
ceived as valuable by customers. Consequently, quality represents a key aspect in the
suggested brand equity framework. Perceived quality is a rather subjective instead of
objective evaluation which exists in the customers’ minds, is highly abstractive
(Netemeyer, Krishnan, Pullig, Wang, Yagci, Dean, Ricks & Wirth, 2004) and at-
tempts to capture “consumers judgement about a product’s overall excellence or su-
periority” (Zeithaml, 1988, p.3). Aaker (1996b) identified perceived quality as the
only brand association that can possible drive the firm’s financial performance as
well as other elements of how the brand is perceived by customers. “Perceived quali-
ty is usually at the heart of what customers are buying, and in that sense, it is the bot-
tom-line measure of the impact of brand identity” (Aaker, 1996b, p. 19). It can be
considered as a form of value perception and thus, be associated with brand choice,
brand purchase intent as well as customers’ willingness to pay a premium price
(Netemeyer et al., 2004). As with all other remaining dimensions of the brand equity
framework, this dimension is based on customers’ perceptions instead of those from

managers or experts (Yoo & Donthu, 2001).

Co-created products are believed to better suit customers’ needs and tastes which are
reflected by the means of their empowerment (Dijk et al., 2014; Filler, 2010). Thus,
it is more likely that customers establish higher levels of satisfaction as well as

commitment towards brands which have partly been shaped by their personal brand
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engagement (Nysveen & Pedersen, 2014; Hollebeek, 2011; Filler, 2010). Sloane
(2011) even creates a link to the concept of crowdsourcing by stating that this specif-
ic form of online engagement positively stimulates customers’ experiences with the
product or service in question. Based on those findings, it is suggested by the re-
searchers that similar effects might arise for non-participants when dealing with
crowdsourcing brands. Thus, the researchers deduce for the following empirical re-
search that customers who have never participated in any crowdsourcing campaign,
generally evaluate crowdsourcing brands as being of overall higher quality in terms

of products, customer service and store environment.

H2: Non-participants tend to perceive crowdsourcing brands being of higher quality

than non-crowdsourcing brands.

3.1.4 Brand Loyalty

By defining it as customers’ attachment towards a certain brand, Aaker (1996a) con-
siders brand loyalty to be a core dimension within the CBBE framework. Customers’
brand preference results in a higher likelihood of purchasing the brand as a first
choice compared to any other offering (Yoo & Donthu, 2001). Thus, several ad-
vantages can be detected for companies such as the ones outlined by Aaker (1996a):
“A loyal customer base represents a barrier to entry, a basis for price premium, time
to respond to competitor innovations, and a bulwark against deleterious price compe-
tition” (p. 106).

Linking the dimension of brand loyalty to the concept of customer engagement,
Nysveen and Pedersen (2014) suggest in their research that customers participating
in co-creation perceive a stronger brand experience possibly leading to higher levels
of brand satisfaction and finally, brand loyalty. This in turn is based on Hollebeek’s
conceptual model from 2011, which highlights that “customer involvement influence
customer-brand engagement, that customer-brand engagement influence relationship
quality (trust, commitment and satisfaction), and that relationship quality influence
loyalty” (Nysveen & Pedersen, 2014, p. 810). Considering online crowdsourcing as
one form of customer engagement with strong similarities to co-creation, the re-

searchers expect similar consequences for non-participants of online crowdsourcing
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campaigns. Filler et al. (2013) create a direct linkage between the concept of
crowdsourcing and brand loyalty by assuming that crowdsourcing campaigns have
the potential to strongly engage customers. Consequently, “firms may use
crowdsourcing to turn consumers into loyal and committed brand ambassadors” (p.
43). For the empirical study similar findings are supposed by the researchers with
regard to non-participating customers, leading to the third hypothesis:

H3: Non-participants tend to be more loyal towards crowdsourcing brands than to-

wards non-crowdsourcing brands.

3.1.5 Brand Associations

Aaker (1991) defines the term brand associations as “anything linked in memory to
the brand” (cited in Yoo & Donthu, 2001, p. 3). Brand associations can indicate dif-
ferent levels of strength. Hence, customers’ link to a certain brand is probably
stronger when grounded on numerous experiences and exposures with that brand
(Aaker, 1991 in Yoo & Donthu, 2001). While Aaker (1996b) assumes that brand
associations are driven by the brand’s identity, Keller (2008) considers them as a
reflection of the brand image which customers might hold. According to the former,
the concept encompasses three different perspectives: the brand-as-product perspec-
tive (perceived value), the brand-as-person perspective (brand personality) and lastly,
the brand-as-organization perspective (organizational associations). Each of these

three perspectives will be outlined in the following:

Perceived Value

This dimension reflects the brand-as-product perspective by highlighting the brand’s
value proposition. If brands fail to offer its customers superior value, they will prob-
ably not be able to compete on the market in the long run (Aaker, 1996a). Referring
to the aforementioned findings highlighting the assumed higher quality perception of
brands that have been created by the means of customer empowerment, similar can
be assumed for the brand’s value. If the overall perceived quality of the crowdsourc-
ing brand is high, the brand’s value will probably also be perceived as valuable by

customers alongside. This inference leads to the following hypothesis to be claimed:
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H4: Non-participants tend to perceive crowdsourcing brands being of higher value

than non-crowdsourcing brands.

Brand Personality

The second dimension of brand associations, the brand-as-person perspective, has
mainly been popularized by Fournier (1998). She considers a brand’s personality not
in terms of interpersonal attributes but rather “as the relationship role enacted by the
brand in its partnership with the consumer” (cited in Keller, 2008, p. 388). The
brand’s personality can even create a link to customers’ self-expressive and emotion-
al benefits. Especially brands which hardly offer any physical differences compared
to other brands can benefit from a strong personality based on which customers are

able to make a visible statement to their social setting (Aaker, 1996a).

Concerning previous academic work dealing with crowdsourcing, the company at-
tributes of being customer-oriented as well as innovative have mainly been put into
focus. With regard to the former, customers do not only have stronger confidence in
a brand which is perceived as customer-oriented, but they also have the feeling that
the organization behind the brand honestly cares about them. Thus, it is easier to ac-
tually like the brand and the organization behind it (Aaker, 1996b). Fuchs and
Schreier (2011) point out that customer empowerment is significantly and positively
related to the perception of customer orientation. Additionally, Filler (2010) sug-
gests that non-participating customers generally rate companies which explicitly in-
teract with their customers as more customer-oriented and innovative. Referring to
innovation, Dijk et al. (2014) support the assumption by stating that co-created prod-
ucts, as one form of customer engagement and being similar to crowdsourced prod-
ucts, lead to stronger perceptions of innovativeness by those not directly being in-
volved in the creation process. Previous academic work also highlights several other
attributes which possibly arise in the context of customer engagement and thus, can
be linked to the paper’s focus on crowdsourcing. Dijk et al. (2014) for example be-
lieve co-created products to be perceived as more authentic, unique and sincere
among non-participants compared to non-co-created products. Djelassi and Decoop-
man (2013) identified in their empirical research that participants of crowdsourcing

campaigns tend to establish an intensified brand image. According to them,
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crowdsourcing can help promoting a young, but also exciting brand image to the
public.

With crowdsourcing being one form of customer engagement and co-creation a high-
ly similar concept, inferences are made to the context of online crowdsourcing. By
taking the aforementioned findings into consideration, the researchers deduce that
non-participating customers perceive the brand’s personality of a crowdsourcing
brand as more favorable than a non-crowdsourcing brand. In this context, the term
favorable refers to the preceding brand attributes of being innovative, customer-

oriented, authentic, unique, sincere, young as well as exciting.

H5: Non-participants tend to perceive a crowdsourcing brand’s personality as more

favorable than a non-crowdsourcing one’s.

Organizational Associations

Lastly, brands can be looked at from a brand-as-organization perspective. According
to Aaker (1996b), organizational associations encompass all organizational elements
that can be found behind the brand including its people, values, skills and programs.
Netemeyer et al. (2004) define organizational associations as “those beliefs held by
the consumer that the company that markets the brand is honest, trustworthy, and
cares about its customers” (p. 219). This highly corresponds with Aaker’s (1996a, b)
and Keller’s (2008) assumption that brand credibility is an essential factor in terms of
organization beliefs, including the dimensions of brand expertise, trustworthiness and
brand likeability. “In other words, credibility measures whether consumers see the
company or organization behind the brand as good what it does, concerned about its
customers, and just plain likeable” (Keller, 2009, p. 68). Organizations can highlight
these elements to emphasize that there is more behind a brand than simply its service
or product as such. Referring to the applied brand of McDonald’s in the paper’s em-
pirical study, “Ronald McDonald House, for example, adds to the visibility, image,
and interest of McDonalds by suggesting that McDonalds as an organization is inter-
ested in more than fast food” (Aaker, 1996, p. 113).

Claims made by trustworthy organization are more easily believed by customers.

Moreover, those organizations are perceived as honest, sensitive to their customers’
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needs as well as dependable. Hence, trust plays a vital role in organizations’ desired
relationships with their customers (Aaker, 1996b) and can also be applied to the con-
text of crowdsourcing. Crowdsourcing is considered being a tool which helps regain-
ing customers’ trust in the firms’ marketing (Fiiller et al., 2013). Fuchs and Schreier
(2011) believe non-participating customers to have more favorable corporate atti-
tudes towards firms that focus on customer empowerment. They propose firms to
consider customer empowerment strategies more strongly in order to improve gen-
eral corporate associations held by the public. Fuller (2010) also deals with organiza-
tional associations in his research and concludes that “an enjoyable and compelling
co-creation experience positively affects trust” (p. 5). Participants are assumed to
establish a relatively stronger relationship with an engaging company leading to
higher levels of trust (Casalo et al., 2007; Hollebeek, 2011 in Brodie et al., 2013).
Referring to the context of crowdsourcing, Fuller et al. (2013) assume that it might
create a more authentic and transparent image. It might transform customers into
brand ambassadors “who enjoy a high level of trust and product-related product-
credibility among their followers” (p.48). Based on all existing findings, the re-
searchers suppose that non-participating customers perceive a crowdsourcing com-
pany as more favorable in terms of trustworthiness, likeability as well as credibility

compared to non-crowdsourcing companies.

H6: Non-participants tend to perceive a crowdsourcing organization as more favor-

able than a non-crowdsourcing organization.

3.1.6 Behavioral Intentions

Even though, Aaker (1996a, b) and Keller (1993) do not explicitly list consumers’
behavioral intentions in their CBBE frameworks as a separate dimension, it is indis-
pensable to closely investigate them as they are strongly linked to the remaining di-
mensions of brand awareness, perceived quality, brand loyalty and associations. As
aforementioned, CBBE can possibly result in firms’ higher profitability and market
share. Thus, all dimensions can in some way be linked to customers’ purchase inten-
tions or buying preferences. While strong brand awareness mainly influences brand

choice, brand associations give customers a reason to buy the brand due to favorable



28

attitudes and feelings towards the brand and the organization. Perceived quality as
well as brand loyalty cannot only result in brand choice and (repetitive) purchase
intentions but also in the willingness to pay a premium price (Aaker, 1996a, b;
Netemeyer et al., 2004).

Regarding companies’ usage of crowdsourcing, emphasis should be placed on empir-
ical findings indicating that customer empowerment might result in more favorable
behavioral intentions of non-participants, including for example purchase intentions
and positive word of mouth (Fuchs & Schreier, 2011). Derived from the preceding

findings, the following hypothesis will be investigated in the course of the research:

H7: Non-participants tend to have more favorable behavioral intentions towards

crowdsourcing organizations than towards non-crowdsourcing organizations.

3.1.7 The Mediating Role of Brand Familiarity

The term brand familiarity is often used interchangeably with other ones such as
brand knowledge or brand experience. It can be considered as an umbrella term en-
compassing prior knowledge of the brand such as strength of belief and consumer
expertise (Perera & Chaminda, 2013). The concept of brand familiarity is stored in
customers’ minds and consists of all evaluative as well as descriptive brand infor-
mation (Keller, 2003). This implies that not merely physical attributes are meant to
be dealt with but also more abstract and intangible ones. Based on this premise,
Fournier (1998) established her widely accepted metaphor of interpersonal relation-
ships within the field of branding to capture people’s relationship with brands. In
general, brand knowledge or familiarity can encompass several dimensions, e.g. cus-
tomers’ thoughts, feelings or experiences with the brand in question. Hence, a higher
likelihood has been detected for familiar brands to be purchased compared to newly-

introduced ones as they are strongly linked to customers’ prior experiences and be-
liefs (Perera & Chaminda, 2013).

In the context of the research project, brand familiarity is chosen as the mediating
variable between the established linkage of crowdsourcing and brand equity. Accord-

ing to Perera and Chaminda (2013), higher levels of brand familiarity result in higher
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levels of brand trust as well as satisfaction, both elements discussed within the CBBE
framework. Moreover, the researchers believe that familiar brands stimulate custom-
ers’ purchase intentions to a stronger extent, which is also included by the aforemen-
tioned discussed dimensions of behavioral intentions. “By creating differential con-
sumer responses and affecting the success of brand-building marketing programs
[such as crowdsourcing campaigns], brand knowledge is the source of brand equity”
(Keller, 2003, p. 596) and thus, has been decided to be included as the mediating
variable. To put more precisely, the researchers suppose that a company’s implemen-
tation of crowdsourcing for marketing purposes does not only affect the dimensions
of CBBE as well as customers’ behavioral intentions in a direct way, but also de-
pends on the customers’ familiarity with the brand. Hence, the following hypothesis

was deduced:

H8: The more familiar non-participants are with a brand, the more favorable will be

their resulting brand perceptions and behavioral intentions.

3.2 Conceptual Research Model

Based on the preceding theoretical findings concerning crowdsourcing as a strategic
marketing tool and brand equity, a conceptual model has been created, which is sup-
posed to serve as the basis for an empirical research in order to either confirm or re-

ject the claimed hypotheses.
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Brand
Familiarity
Consumer-Based
Brand Equity

- Brand Awareness

- Perceived Quality
- Brand Loyalty

- Brand Associations

Behavioral
Intentions

Crowdsourcing

Figure 3.1: Conceptual Research Model

The companies’ usage of crowdsourcing as a strategic marketing tool represents the
model’s starting point. The tool is supposed to be implemented by firms in order to
stimulate customers’ brand perceptions first, encompassing its four major dimensions
of brand awareness, perceived quality, brand loyalty and brand associations, in or-
der to then also affect non-participants’ behavioral intentions towards the
crowdsourcing company. Concerning the chosen order, the four CBBE dimensions
are considered to be prerequisites for customers to be willing to (re)purchase the

brand, recommend it to others or pay a premium price for it.

To put it more precisely, it is assumed that crowdsourcing brands lead to stronger
brand awareness (H1), a higher perception of brand quality (H2), along with stronger
brand loyalty (H3) compared to non-crowdsourcing brands among those customers
who do not actively take part in the crowdsourcing process, the non-participants.
Highlighting customer engagement in form of crowdsourcing campaigns to the pub-
lic, companies can also achieve more positive brand associations from customers.
Accordingly, non-participants are believed to have a more favorable brand personali-
ty (H4), value perception (H5) as well as organizational associations (H6) in mind

relatively to non-crowdsourcing brands.

With regard to all four dimensions of the CBBE framework (see fig. 3.1), emphasis
needs to be placed on the fact that the created linkage between the two concepts of

crowdsourcing and CBBE is mediated by the customers’ familiarity with the brand in



31

question. The more the customers know about the specific brand and are familiar
with it, the stronger and more positive are the brand perceptions and behavioral in-
tentions (H8). In reverse, companies are believed to not be able to establish strong

brands, if customers do not show any brand familiarity.

In case crowdsourcing firms manage to create positive CBBE for their brands, more
favorable behavioral intentions of non-respondents are expected (H7). Indications
might be for example customers’ given recommendations to peers, positive word of
mouth, (repetitive) purchase intentions or their willingness to pay a premium price
for the specific product or service. If all these prerequisites are given, positively
stimulated brand equity as well as favorable behavioral intentions contribute to the
firms’ financial performance, also known as financial brand equity. Thus, firms
might profit from their explicit usage of customer engagement in form of
crowdsourcing by achieving higher profits and a better market share. However, as
this very last step exceeds the focus of this thesis, though, the linkage to financial
based brand equity will not be dealt with in this study.
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4. Methodology

The following chapter will elaborate the study’s methodology by first pointing out
the guiding research philosophy based on which the study’s research strategy, ap-
proach, design and method was chosen. Also an outline will be given concerning the
case selection and description. Next, the applied sampling method will be discussed,
followed by the process of operationalization which defines the measurements of the
intangible concepts of brand perceptions and behavioral intentions. The chapter will

finish with the applied data collection method, along with the data analysis.

4.1 Research Philosophy

In order to be able to identify the most suitable data collection method for the
planned empirical research it was of importance to first determine the research’s
methodological philosophy which served as a guidance for all other methodological
decisions. In this regard, an internal realist ontology and a positivist epistemology

was chosen.

Referring to the researcher’s perception of reality, an internal realist position as-
sumes the existence of one single reality. Being of obscure nature, the truth as well as
all gathered facts can never be directly accessed in total (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe &
Jackson, 2012). Thus, the researchers needed to be aware of the limitations of col-
lecting purely objective information. Considering the research’s context, customers’
prior experiences with the brand in question could, for instance, reasonably influence
their brand perceptions in a subjective way. Putnam (1987) considers internal realism
being a so-called middle road: the understanding of the world is co-determined by
the external world, but always within the framework of the peoples’ conceptual
schemes, encompassing their cultural frameworks, beliefs, and so on. Hence, Putnam
(1981) considers the position as an “objectivity-for-us” (cited in Vlerick, 2014, p.
271).

Having taken the research object’s intangibility into account, namely brand percep-
tions and behavioral intentions of non-participants, it was essential to identify “indi-
rect evidence” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012, p. 19) when holding an internal realist

position. The applied operationalization (see section 4.6) highlights the process of
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having gathered evidence for the research object in form of indicators gauging the

abstractness of brand perceptions and behavioral intentions.

Epistemology deals with the question of what acceptable knowledge is and whether
the social world can be studied in the same way as natural sciences (Bryman & Bell,
2011). In this regard, the chosen positivist view believes in the existence of an exter-
nal social world which should be measured rather objectively (Easterby-Smith et al.,
2012). Hereby, the research’s role is to test existing theory in order to then be able to
develop certain patterns that possibly arise (Bryman & Bell, 2011). By having fol-
lowed a positivist epistemological position, the researchers attempted to reveal causal
linkages with the stated RQ (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012), in this case the relation-
ship between crowdsourcing for marketing purposes and non-participants’ brand

perceptions as well as their behavioral intentions.

As Bryman and Bell (2011) point out, different epistemological characteristics are
often combined in research projects. One major limitation of the chosen positivist
position is the fact that it is not considered being useful for providing decision-
makers with recommendations for future actions (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Still,
the presented research project was planned to overcome the limitation by presenting
useful managerial implications after data analysis and interpretation. Marketing as
well as innovation managers are supposed to be given insights whether crowdsourc-
ing can be used as a valuable strategic tool to attract non-participants. Consequently,
it was not strictly relied on the characteristics of just one philosophy. Furthermore, a
positivist epistemology is often considered as a rather artificial as well as inflexible
approach that hardly enables theory to be generated (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012).
This pitfall was counteracted by a deductive research approach which focuses on
theory testing (see section 4.2 for deductive research approach). By having claimed
several hypotheses deduced from theoretical frameworks, the research’s overall aim

was to corroborate or reject these by analyzing empirical data.

4.2 Research Strategy and Approach

Being in line with the above-discussed philosophical orientation, a quantitative re-
search strategy was applied. According to Easterby-Smith et al. (2012), the correla-

tion of an internal realist ontology with a positivist epistemological position requires
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an exposure of the studied phenomena, mainly by theory testing. By the means of a
quantitative strategy the object of study, non-participants’ brand perceptions and be-
havioral intentions, could be attempted to be measured mainly objectively. This in
turn supports the aforementioned choice of the epistemological position which re-
quires findings to be drawn from objective methods (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012).
Consequently, empirical data in form of quantification of customers’ brand percep-

tions and behavioral intentions was needed for the study to be conducted.

As already indicated, corresponding to the positivist epistemological position as well
as the quantitative strategy, the research’s major role was to test theory and identify
patterns (Bryman & Bell, 2011). For that reason, the project predominantly followed
a deductive research approach. This implies that existing theory is used in order to
conduct empirical research which in turn is supposed to either corroborate or reject
the prior stated hypotheses. Based on a critical discussion of the concepts of
crowdsourcing and CBBE, 8 major hypotheses were claimed highlighting the rela-
tionship between the two concepts, and also the research instrument, the online sur-
vey (see section 3.3.), was designed. As Bryman and Bell (2011) point out, though, a
clear distinction between the two research approaches of deduction and induction
barely exists. Accordingly, the analysis and interpretation of the obtained empirical
data might result in the generation of additional theory. The influence of induction is
especially of likelihood in the discussion of crowdsourcing which represents a rather
new phenomenon in academia and thus, has not been scientifically discussed to a
very large extent. Similar limitations applied to the process of formulating hypothe-
ses which might not have been completely deductive from discussed literature either.
The researchers’ subjective beliefs as well as opinions regarding the covered topic

could possibly have influenced the process to some extent.

The researchers are mindful that a quantitative study might hold some weaknesses.
Bryman and Bell (2011), for example, are of the opinion that following a quantitative
strategy often bears the risk of displaying the phenomenon being analyzed in a rather
static way, hardly in relation to the life of the respondents. Referring to the project’s
context, this implies that merely the relationship between crowdsourcing and non-
participants’ brand perceptions and behavioral intentions is highlighted. However,

the underlying reasons behind the linkage are missed out as the researchers were not
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able to gauge a deeper understanding of the measured perceptions of crowdsourced
brands only through quantification. This is also the reason why Bryman and Bell
(2011) assume quantitative measures to have “an artificial and spurious sense of pre-

cision and accuracy” (p. 168).

4.3 Case Selection and Description

The case on which the hypotheses were tested is the ‘Mein Burger’ (My Burger)
campaign by McDonald’s Germany in 2012. During this campaign customers were
invited to create their own burger online (Razorfish, 2012). Therefore, McDonald’s
set up an online platform with a ‘Burger Configurator’ tool. With this tool, people
could choose from various ingredients to create their dream burger and give it a per-
sonalized name. McDonald’s also provided the participants with do-it-yourself tools
to create their own marketing campaign to promote their burger online for example
by making personalized banners, videos or posters. People could then vote for their
favorite burgers on the ‘Mein Burger’ campaign website. The ten burgers with the
most votes were prepared by the contestants in a test kitchen and a jury chose the
five finalists. Those five finalist burgers were then produced and sold for one week
each at McDonald’s restaurants in Germany. Additionally, the five finalist burgers
and their creators also got their own TV commercials. During these five weeks, the
public could vote again to determine the ‘taste’ winner of the competition. In the end,
one burger was chosen as the winner of the McDonald’s ‘Mein Burger’ competition.
The winner in 2012, was the ‘McPanther’, whose promotional material was used in

the questionnaire of the present survey.

The McDonald’s ‘Mein Burger’ campaign was chosen for several reasons. First, the
campaign fulfills all criteria for a crowdsourcing project as stated in chapter 2.1. The
campaign used the internet as a medium and the co-creation process, the creation of
the burger and marketing campaign, took place online as well. Furthermore, McDon-
ald’s issued a true open call and thereby defined the crowd as everyone who is will-
ing to participate and has access to the internet. The task given to the crowd was
clearly defined with the goal to create a burger which would be able to get the high-
est amount of votes. Hence, the task was truly participative because participants con-

tributed with their ideas and creativity while McDonald’s provided them with the
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tools they needed to create the burger and their marketing campaign and produced
the burgers in the end. Concerning the compensation, McDonald’s obtained value
was threefold (Bhasin, 2012). First off, McDonald’s acquired new product ideas and
saved costs for research and development. Secondly, they obtained a lot of publicity,
especially in the form of buzz on the internet through all the individual marketing
campaigns which were created and shared. Lastly, they found a very effective way to
increase their customer engagement. The recompense for the consumers consisted
mainly of the opportunity to have their own burger creation being sold in all McDon-
ald’s restaurants nationwide. The winning burger is also sold for one day at the

McDonald’s which is closest to the winner’s hometown.

Moreover, the McDonald’s ‘Mein Burger’ campaign was chosen because it was
highly successful and is now recognized as an exemplary case of crowdsourcing use
(Razorfish, 2012). The first edition of the campaign in 2011 was awarded the AME
silver medallion in the category ‘use of medium, social media’ (AME Awards,
2012). In 2012 over 300,000 burgers and 22,000 marketing campaigns were created
(Razorfish, 2012). The campaign is particularly interesting regarding research con-
cerned with brand perceptions of crowdsourcing non-participants, due to its wide
reach. Because people shared their own marketing campaigns on their social media
sites and the broadcast of television commercials, the campaign was also widely no-
ticed by non-participants. In the end in 2011, the online buzz was converted into the
best sales numbers of any promotional campaign of McDonald’s ever, especially
considering the low media budget (AME Awards, 2012). The responsible advertising
agency, Razorfish (2012), stated that the results of 2012 even surpassed the ones of
the first year.

4.4 Research Design and Method

The research design “provides a framework for the collection and analysis of data”
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 40) and therefore connects the research question to the
research method, which is defined as “the technique for collecting data” (Bryman &
Bell, 2011, p. 41). The choice of the right research design and method assures that
the purpose of the study is aligned with the actual findings of the survey.
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This study draws on an experimental research design which is considered being one
of the most powerful methods in science when trying to identify connections be-
tween the discussed concepts (Kirk, 2013). According to Easterby-Smith et al.
(2012), the choice is in line with the applied positivist and internal realist research
philosophy which implies the researchers’ work with hypotheses covering the phe-
nomenon being studied. In this regard, experimental methods are considered to be an
ideal way of collecting the needed data for selecting the correct hypotheses. Kirk
(2013) characterizes experimental designs by the researchers’ manipulation of the
independent variable, their control of the environment for extraneous variables for
example by the random assignment of participants to the independent variable as
well as the detailed measurement of the dependent variables. In this regard, experi-
mental designs attempt to reveal possible connections between the independent and
dependent variable by extracting “the maximum amount of information with the min-

imum expenditure of resources” (Kirk, 2013, p. 24).

More specifically, the study was carried out according to a posttest-only control
group design. One major characteristic of this design, which as aforementioned ap-
plies to all experimental designs, is the ability to manipulate an independent variable
so that one may observe its possible influence on the dependent variables (Bryman &
Bell, 2011). The independent variable in this study is the crowdsourcing activity of a
company and the dependent variables are the different measures for brand percep-
tions and behavioral intentions. In the specific case of a posttest-only control group
design, only the experimental group is exposed to the treatment, the crowdsourcing
activity of a company, and both the control group and the experimental group are
only tested after the treatment (Malhotra, 2010). This procedure is especially advan-
tageous because it eliminates pretesting and as a result prevents an interaction effect,
in which participants are influenced by their previous answers (Malhotra, 2010).

Other benefits resulting from this procedure are cost and time savings.

An experimental design “encourage[s] clarity about what is to be investigated, and
should eliminate as many alternative explanations” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012, p.
41). The elimination of alternatives is achieved through the best possible control of
extraneous variables. Therefore, the researchers controlled the sample from the be-

ginning considering age, gender, nationality and federal state which increased the
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internal validity of the study on the one hand. The external validity on the other hand,
is relatively low because the applied design is an artificial set up which does not rep-
licate the reality. Hence, the study did not measure the development of perceptions
and behavioral intentions in their natural environment. Time and budget restrictions,
however, inhibited longitudinal studies in a natural environment where customers
could have formed brand perceptions while being confronted with a real life
crowdsourcing project. These limitations have to be taken into consideration while

evaluating the validity of the study.

The research design was realized through a web-based, self-completion questionnaire
which could be created, distributed and completed online. Easterby-Smith et al.
(2012) point out that survey methodologies are particularly linked to a positivist po-
sition as they attempt to reveal causal relations and patterns which cannot be ac-
cessed directly. The chosen type of questionnaire yields several advantages in rela-
tion to the study. Firstly, it is an inexpensive and fast method to conduct a survey,
because data can be for example automatically downloaded and participants can fill
out the survey according to their own time schedule (Bryman & Bell, 2011;
Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Furthermore, as crowdsourcing is an online phenome-
non, non-participants affected by crowdsourcing activities need to have access to the
internet in order to notice the project. Hence, a web-based survey is especially ap-
propriate for the purpose of this research study. Still, also several disadvantages need
to be taken into consideration when choosing this method. As Bryman and Bell
(2011) point out, self-completion questionnaires do not necessarily lead to the de-
sired response rate based on which a sampling-related error might occur. There is
also a higher likelihood of missing data as well as limitations when it comes to the
survey design (Bryman & Bell, 2011). However, by having sent out a reminder to all
participants a relatively high response rate could be achieved. Also the occurrence of
missing data was prevented by designing the questionnaire in such a way to make

respondents answer all questions before moving on.
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4.5 Sampling Method

Due to the experimental character of the survey and in order to be able to compare
the brand perceptions and behavioral intentions between the control group and the

experimental group, two different sample groups had to be obtained.

Therefore, the sampling process was divided into two main steps. First, a sample of
60 people was obtained from the targeted population and afterwards, in a second
step, the sample was divided into one control and one experimental group. The first
sample was obtained by recruitment through the researcher personal networks due to
reasons of accessibility. Non-participants of the McDonald’s crowdsourcing cam-
paign could not be chosen as an initial population because potential respondents
could not be asked beforehand about their participation in order not to bias the study
(Bryman & Bell, 2011). Otherwise this could have led to demand artifacts, where the
respondent tries to answer according to the suspected purpose of the study (Malhotra,
2010). Due to this circumstance, an initial population was chosen which was readily
accessible to the researchers: German students at the age of 21 to 28, which consti-
tute a small part of the non-participants of the McDonald’s crowdsourcing campaign.
As general characteristics, such as the composition of the campaign’s non-
participants, were not known by the researchers, it was not possible to generate a
representative sample of the population. The choice to limit the population to Ger-
man students at the age of 21 to 28 was therefore also taken in order to increase the
sample’s representativeness of the population. The age groups were chosen for rea-
sons of accessibility to ensure an equal spread among the two sample groups. The
respondents of the survey were then recruited from the researchers’ personal net-

works.

The experimental posttest-only control group design of the survey requires that sam-
pling units are randomly assigned to a treatment group and that the composition of
the control and experimental group are as equal as possible (Malhotra, 2010;
Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). These procedures are supposed to ameliorate the inter-
nal validity of the survey and thus, make the survey replicable (Bryman & Bell,
2011). They ensure that the differences observed in the levels of the dependent vari-
ables are actually attributable to the manipulation of the independent variable and not

influenced by extraneous variables (Malhotra, 2010). The two sample groups were
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controlled for the following characteristics before the survey: age (divided into two
groups: 21-24 years and 25-28 years), gender, educational status (student), nationali-
ty and federal state. The study only contained students to avoid differences in prod-
uct and brand perceptions due to different educational background (Mityko, 2012).
Lastly, the control for the nationality and federal state is supposed to mitigate influ-
ences resulting from different cultural environments (Jandt, 2009).

The equal distribution of participants with the same characteristics to the treatment
groups was executed through matching, a procedure which Malhotra (2010) de-
scribes as “comparing test units on a set of key background variables before assign-
ing them to treatment conditions” (p. 257). This was done to the best possible extent.
However, it was not possible to find exactly the same amount of people for both
sample groups who come from the same federal states. In some instances, therefore,
participants were matched who originally come from neighboring federal states. Af-
terwards, one of the participants from a matching pair was randomly assigned to one
of the treatment groups. Thereby, each sample unit had the same possibility to be
included in the experimental group, which corresponds to the probability sampling
method of simple random sampling (Bryman & Bell, 2011). By randomly assigning
the participants to one treatment group, the effect of other extraneous variables,
which were not previously controlled for, are equally distributed between the two
sample groups (Malhotra, 2010). Through this the internal validity was further
strengthened. These procedures resulted in two sample groups, which are almost

equal in their composition.

As already mentioned, the sample also needed to be controlled for non-participants
and participants of crowdsourcing, which could not be done prior to the survey dis-
tribution. Therefore, the survey contained one question whether the respondent has
ever participated in the McDonald’s crowdsourcing campaign. In the data clearance
process those respondents were filtered out and replaced by respondents with the

same demographic characteristics.

The chosen sample size was 60 participants, which equaled 30 participants per sam-
ple group. This rather small sample was chosen due to the resource restrictions of the
research project especially in terms of time and budget (Bryman & Bell, 2011) and is

also typical for an experimental research design to be chosen (Diamantopoulos,
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Smith & Grime, 2005; Hoch & Ha, 1986). Furthermore, the sample size needed to
remain manageable in regards to the complexity of the process to control for the ex-
traneous demographic variables and their equal distribution among the sample
groups, especially because this process had to take place prior to the start of the sur-
vey. Hence, the gain in precision through a large sample size was weighed against
the relative costs of the survey. While taking the occurrence of a sampling error into
account, which is more likely to occur in a small sample (Bryman & Bell, 2011), the
decision was taken in line with Easterby-Smith et al. (2012) who state that a sample
which is representative of the population is preferable to a precise sample. Especially
in this particular case, considering the purpose of the research to detect differences in
perceptions between two groups, the main priority was to assure the two sample

groups are equal in their composition.

4.6 Operationalization

As already mentioned, the research object’s abstractness and intangibly required in-
direct evidence to be collected. This was done through the process of operationaliza-
tion which is in line with the proposed positivist epistemological orientation
(Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). It implies indicators to be determined which are able to
gauge the discussed concepts of the research object in order to make them measura-
ble (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Thus, in order to measure the effect of crowdsourcing on
brand perceptions as well as behavioral intentions, it was indispensable to identify
variables and constructs which operationalized the latter. Therefore, the study relied
on existing scales in academia measuring CBBE and behavioral intentions. One ma-
jor advantage hereby was the fact that scale items could be used which have already
been tested for validity and reliability by other researchers in their previous work.
Care needed to be taken, though, as most chosen scale items were modified by the
researchers in order to fit the context of online crowdsourcing as well as the investi-
gated brand of McDonald’s. Thus, most items were reworded to a certain extent re-
sulting in the risk that changes could possibly affect the research instrument’s validi-
ty and reliability. Still, as the items remained the same with regard to content, no

reasonable threat was assumed by the researchers.
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All items covering CBBE as well as the respondents’ behavioral intentions were
measured on a 7-point-Likert-scale that is considered being a suitable measurement
scale for concepts such as attitude (Anselmsson & Johansson, 2007; Easterby-Smith
et al., 2012). The applied Likert scale captured the respondents’ level of agreement
with the presented statements with (1) strongly disagree, (7) strongly agree and (4)
indicating neutrality. Having already been pre-coded, one major advantage of Likert
scales is the fact that they are easy and quick to apply. Moreover, Malhotra (2010)
assumes that this form of measurement can easily be understood by all respondents

which is an essential prerequisite for self-completion questionnaires to be used.

The development of the scales for the different CBBE dimensions was inspired by
the CBBE framework of Buil et al. (2008), who, in turn, accumulated the items of
their scale from various authors. This CBBE scale is particularly suitable for the case
of the empirical study of McDonald’s, because it was developed to measure the
brand equity of FMCG brands. In the following, the original authors of the single

scales are referenced (see table 4.1).

Referring to the concept of CBBE, the first dimension of brand awareness was
measured by having modified the existing scale items of Yoo et al. (2000) and
Netemeyer et al. (2004). These four items refer to Aaker’s (1996a) defined elements
of brand awareness, namely top-of-mind (AW1), brand knowledge (AW?2), brand
recognition (AW3) as well as brand opinion (AW4). Concerning the latter, the value
of responsibility was chosen as this is explicitly advertised as one of the crowdsourc-
ing company’s core values (McDonald’s, 2015). The second dimension, perceived
quality of the brand, was measured by the modified items derived from Lehman,
Keller and Farlay (2008) and Netemeyer et al. (2004). While the first two items re-
ferred to product quality (PQ1) and variety (PQ2), the specific quality dimensions
mentioned in PQ3 as well as PQ4, customer service and store atmosphere, were
based on the brand’s advertised core values (McDonald’s, 2015) and touched upon

the items of ambiance and service mentioned in Lehmann et al. (2008).

Three items were used to measure the respondents’ brand loyalty (BL1), encompass-
ing first choice (BL2) and brand preference (BL3) (Yoo et al., 2000).

The first sub dimension capturing brand associations, namely perceived value (PV1-

2), was measured following the existing items proposed by Lassar et al. (1995),
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Aaker (1996a) and Netemeyer et al. (2004). The second sub dimension, brand per-
sonality, was based on the items capturing the traits of innovation (BP1-3) and car-
ing/customer-orientation (BP4-6), both suggested in Lehman et al. (2008). Moreover,
Aaker’s (1997) characteristics of youth, uniqueness, sincerity as well as excitement
(BP7-10) were chosen in correspondence with the findings in the crowdsourcing lit-
erature (see section 3.1.5). The third sub dimension of brand associations, organiza-
tional associations, was retrieved from Aaker (1996a) and Pappu et al. (2005, 2006)
and referred to trust (OA1), likability (OA2) as well as credibility (OA3).

Lastly, the items covering the respondents’ behavioral intentions touched upon the
definition of Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman (1996) who point out that customers’
favorable behavioral intentions are mainly shaped by their willingness to recommend
the company or service to others (IN1), to pay a price premium for it (IN3) as well as
to stay loyal to the company by continuing their purchases at the given company
(IN2). The choice of the three items was then supported by the theoretical findings

(see section 3.1.6) which explicitly list those in the context of crowdsourcing.

Table 4.1: Compilation of Scaling Items

Scale Items of Applied Research Instrument

When | think of fast food restaurants, McDonald's is

AWL one of the first brands that comes to my mind.
Yoo et al., (2000) & Netemeyer
AW?2 | I am familiar with the standard menu at McDonald’s. etal. (2004), in Buil etal,,
(2008); Aaker
) ) . (1996a)
AW3 I recognize a TV commercial of McDonald’s without

seeing the company’s name or logo.

AW4 | One of McDonald’s core values is responsibility McDonald’s (2015); Aaker

(19964a)
McDonald’s constantly satisfies its customers with Ambler (2003), in Lehman et al.
PQ1 - ’
quality products. (2008)
Compared to other fast food brands, McDonald’s
PQ2 Netemeyer et al., 2004)

offers a high variety of product offerings.

McDonald’s (2015); Lehman et

McDonald’s is k for i ice.
PQ3 cDonald’s is known for its gOOd customer service al. (2008)
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McDonald’s provides its customers with a clean and

PQ4 welcoming environment.
BL1 | I consider myself to be loyal to McDonald’s.
BL2 McDonald’s would usually be my first choice when

considering different fast food restaurants.

Yoo et al. (2000), in Buil et al.

BL3 I would not go to another fast food restaurant if a (2008)

McDonald’s restaurant is close by.
PV1 | McDonald’s is good value for money.

Lassar et al. (1995); Aaker

V2 Even with a low budget, | can choose from a variety (1996a); Netemeyer et al. (2004),

of products to buy. in Buil et al. (2008)
BP1 | McDonald’s is a leader in the field of fast food.
BP2 | McDonald’s is innovative.
BP3 | McDonald’s constantly improves its product offering.
BP4 | McDonald’s cares about its customers. Lehman et al. (2008)
BP5 | McDonald’s has the interests of its customers at heart.
BP6 | McDonald's is committed to me as a customer.
BP7 | | consider McDonald’s to be a youthful brand.
BP8 | The brand McDonald’s is unique.
BP9 | The brand McDonald’s is sincere. Aaker (1997)
BP10 | The brand McDonald’s is exciting.
OA1 | | trust McDonald’s as a company.

Aaker (1996a); Pappu et al.
OA2 | | like McDonald’s as a company. (2005, 2006), in Buil et al.
(2008)

OA3 | McDonald’s as a company is credible.
IN1 | I would recommend McDonald’s to my friends.

The next time | am going to eat at a fast food restau-
IN2 . .

rant, | intend to eat at McDonald's. Zeithaml et al. (1996)
IN3 I am willing to pay more for a burger at McDonald's

than at other fast food restaurants.
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4.7 Data Collection Method

The chapter describes the applied sampling procedure, the creation of the research
instrument, including its outline and pre-test, as well as the final data collection pro-

Cess.

The Sampling Procedure

Based on the given controls in terms of the participants’ demographics, potential
respondents were contacted by the researchers within their personal network. At the
first point of contact, consisting of an email on Facebook, the study was presented
and the students were kindly asked for their willingness to participate. In this regard,
respondents were informed about issues of data privacy and security and that by par-
ticipating they would agree to the use of their data for the stated purpose. In case the
contacted people were willing to take part in the study, they were asked to state their
demographics in the response mail in order to assign them to one of the two sample
groups. All demographics of the volunteering participants were then listed in an Ex-
cel file based on which the composition of the two groups was controlled. Having
ensured that all participants were currently enrolled as students and from Germany,

two randomly created groups could be created based on age, gender and federal state.

The Survey Outline

The survey consisted of two questionnaires with treatments for the two sample
groups (see appendix 1). The applied outline looked as follows: First, a short intro-
duction formulated by the researchers indicated the assumed duration of filling out
the survey and provided a brief instruction of how to do so. The instruction placed
emphasis on the applied 7-point Likert-scale (see section 4.5) and the meaning of
each response option. The researchers also highlighted the fact that all gathered data
was treated confidentially and used for the purpose of this Master’s thesis only. The
participants were also told that the study purpose would be revealed at a later point of
the study in order to keep the responses as uninfluenced as possible. Hence, the re-
searchers attempted to minimize any potential bias.

After the given introduction, both surveys started off with the mediating variable of
brand familiarity (see section 3.1.7) by having asked the respondents whether they

are frequent customers at the analyzed crowdsourcing company McDonald’s.
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The surveys’ only difference laid in the following presentation of McDonald’s prod-
ucts. The first sample group was shown the company’s logo together with an image
of an ordinary burger. The visualization was described by pointing out that McDon-
ald’s newest burger creation is displayed on the image. Being part of an especially
created promotional edition at McDonald’s, it was said that the burger is only sold at
McDonald’s restaurants in Germany for one week. Contrary, the second sample
group was shown an image of a crowdsourced burger as well some main facts of
McDonald’s crowdsourcing campaign ‘Mein Burger’ (see section 4.3), including its
last year’s voted winner. The below-displayed text then explained the entire process
and meaning of the campaign to the respondents.

After the two different visualizations and descriptions, the surveys’ ensuing scale
items were identical again. The respondents’ brand perceptions and behavioral inten-
tions were checked and it was controlled for participants and non-participants of
crowdsourcing. This was done by having provided a brief description of the concept
of crowdsourcing for marketing purposes based upon which the participants were
asked whether they have ever actively taken part in McDonald’s crowdsourcing
campaign or in any other one. The respondents who indicated their past participation

in McDonald’s campaign ‘Mein Burger’ were then filtered out by the researchers.

Lastly, the respondents’ demographics were asked including gender, age, educational
status as well as origins. This was done to check whether the prior established com-
position of the sample groups could be kept but also to be able to conduct statistical
analyses based on demographics at a later point in time. Again, participants were
filtered out who indicated to not be a student as well as those who did not originally

come from Germany (see section 4.5).

The Creation of the Survey

The two research instruments were created with the means of an online survey soft-
ware called ‘SurveyMonkey’ (2015). The tool allowed the researchers to simultane-
ously send out the survey links to the two sample groups as well as to constantly
check for the given responses in form of a summary or by a detailed presentation of
each response separately. Next to the possibility of including images in the survey
template, the software was chosen because of several other features. For example, a

process indicating bar enabled participants to constantly check for the percentage of
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the study which still needed to be completed. By having applied a certain pattern in
the question order, participants could not turn to the next page without having an-
swered all questions. Moreover, they were automatically led to the end of the study
when having indicated demographics not being part of the initial sample (e.g. no stu-

dent, not of German nationality).

The Conducted Pilot Study

After having created the surveys with the described online tool, preliminary versions
of the research instruments were send out to get pre-tested. The pre-testers were pre-
viously contacted per email and taught about their assigned role. In total, six people
were chosen, three for each version of the survey, who corresponded with the intend-
ed research sample in terms of the given demographics. Based on the individual
feedback given by each pre-tester, several adjustments could be made, mainly in

terms of wording and grammar.

Sending out the Survey to Participants

Based on the prior-established group division resulting from the participants’ given
demographics, the survey links were electronically sent to each participant individu-
ally with the request to complete it within the given time period. During that time,
gathered data was continuously stored in SPSS. When the researchers realized cer-
tain demographics to be missing which were initially listed in one of the two sample
groups, a friendly reminder was sent out to all participants with the attempt to raise
the response rate. Still, during data storage the researchers realized that the group
composition did not turn out as initially planned. For that reason, it was necessary to
find additional participants having the same demographics in order to restore the
required equality between the two sample groups. In this regard, the same steps were
applied as aforementioned in the sampling procedure in order to randomly assign

them to one of the two groups.

4.8 Data Analysis

The following section will elaborate on the data processing, outline the final re-
spondents of this study as well as the required statistical tests for capturing differ-

ences in brand perceptions and behavioral intentions. Lastly, the researcher will pre-
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sent the outcome of their conducted reliability testing.

Data Preparation

Based on the final data stored in SPSS, the process of data clearance was applied.
This implied that all datasets from respondents were deleted which were either in-
complete or indicated that the respondent had already participated in the McDonald’s
crowdsourcing campaign ‘Mein Burger’ in previous years.

In course of the research, the researchers decided to work with two separate data sets,
one encompassing all the remaining responses after the data clearance and one with-
out respondents who could be identified as holding a very strong negative attitude
towards McDonald’s as a company. Those respondents evaluated both questions,
how they like the brand McDonald’s and if they are a frequent customer, with
strongly disagree. This was based on the reason that those extreme critics could
have possibly distorted the overall findings by having generally answered all ques-

tions with the lowest response options.

Furthermore, composite variables for brand equity itself, its different dimensions and
the behavioral intentions were created. The composite variables were generated by
adding the single items belonging to one dimension. In order to be able to compare
the means of the composite variables with each other, indexes were calculated to
balance out different numbers of items in one dimension. The indexes display the
means on a scale from 0 to 100. A detailed table on how to interpret the indexed

means in comparison to the Likert scale can be found in appendix IlI.

Respondents

Referring to the complete dataset encompassing all valid responses, subjects were 60
Germans, currently enrolled as students. Each respondent was randomly assigned to
one of the two sample groups which were equal in size (N=30 per group). Out of all
respondents, 33 were female and 27 were male, balanced in age (30 each for the age
of 21-24 and 25-28). Excluding the McDonald’s campaign ‘Mein Burger’, 12 of
those already made experiences with crowdsourcing before by having actively taken
part in a campaign. Taking a closer look at all respondents of the control group
(N=30), 17 female and 13 male, equally distributed among the two age groups, 8 of

those have already taken part in a crowdsourcing campaign. The experimental group
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(N=30) consisted of 16 female and 14 male respondents, again equally spread among
the two age groups, out of which only 4 have already been an active part in a previ-

ous crowdsourcing campaign.

Table 4.2: Composition of Sample Groups

Control Group Experimental Group

Sample Size N

Gender Female 17 16

Male 13 14

Age Group 21-24 15 15

25-28 15 15

Crowdsourcing Participants 8 4

The control as well the experimental group indicated a mainly similar distribution in
terms of their federal states (see appendix 1V).

The subsample, without the extreme critics of McDonald’s, consisted of 53 subjects,
out of which 29 were female and 24 male. Four strong critics were removed from the
control group and three from the experimental group. In this case 27 respondents
belonged to the younger age group of 21-24 and 26 respondents to the one including
the age of 25-28. 11 out of the 53 people in the subsample have already actively tak-

en part in a crowdsourcing campaign.

Testing of Differences in Brand Perceptions and Behavioral Intentions

The major analyses, which were supposed to capture differences between the re-
spondents’ brand perceptions and behavioral intentions towards a crowdsourcing - as
well as non-crowdsourcing brand, were conducted by using the One-way ANOVA.
The test is used when attempting to identify differences in means between groups to
discover a possible influence of an independent variable (Malhotra, 2010). In a One-
way ANOVA the independent variable equals the factor representing the experi-
mental treatment. Referring to the study’s context, the experimental treatment was

represented by McDonald’s crowdsourcing campaign. The ANOVA tests the null
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hypothesis if all means of the different groups are equal and thus, verifies if the ex-
perimental treatment has an effect (Field, 2009). In this regard, a significance value
of < .1 was chosen to indicate significant differences between the two samples and to
reject the null hypothesis. Even though, a value of < .05 is often chosen in statistics
(Field, 2009), the researchers decided for a higher value in order to also capture indi-
cations and tendencies for brand perceptions and behavioral intentions, which other-
wise would have been missed out with a lower significance value. The One-way

ANOVA test was run by using SPSS (see chapter 5 for results).

An ANOVA analysis normally requires metric data - interval or ratio scaled (Mal-
hotra, 2010). The use of a 7-point-Likert-scale in this study results in ordinal data,
which would have been more accurate to analyze with a test for non-parametric data
like the Mann-Whitney U test. However, the researchers discovered that the mediat-
ing variable of the respondents’ familiarity with the brand of McDonald’s was rea-
sonably influencing their answers. Because the mediating variable was not equally
distributed between the two sample groups beforehand, weights were applied to the
data in order to reduce the influence of the effect (see appendix V for exact values of
the weights). In SPSS those weights are rounded off to the nearest integer in non-
parametric tests and thus, do not precisely reflect the assigned weights, which would
have led to a distortion of the data. To counteract this circumstance, the One-way
ANOVA was chosen to analyze the data which does not round of the applied
weighting. Even though ANOVA normally requires metric data, its usage is appro-
priate with data resulting from a Likert scale. In a marketing context, data from Lik-
ert scales is often treated as being interval scaled in order to enable the application of
ANOVA (Malhotra, 2010). This was for instance also done by van Dijk et al. (2014),
who examined the influence of co-creation of brand perceptions through the use of

Likert scales.

Reliability Testing

Before having run the required statistical analyses in SPSS to identify a potential
difference of non-participating customers’ response to a crowdsourced as well as
non-crowdsourced brand, it was essential to test for scale reliability (see appendix
VI, A). By having used Cronbach’s Alpha as a measurement tool for internal con-

sistency, it could be identified how well the chosen scale items are related within one
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dimension (Field, 2009). This is especially common when making use of multiple
Likert scales that in turn form a measurement scale. According to Malhotra (2010), a
value of .6 and higher is an acceptable value for Cronbach’s Alpha, thus indicating a

reliable scale. Weighed variables were used as the basis for the analysis.

A reliability analysis was run for each composite variable, representing one dimen-
sion of the survey with the following outcomes (see table 4.4): The dimension of
perceived quality of the brand appeared to have good internal consistency, o = .777.
The same applied to brand loyalty, a. = .792, organizational associations, o. = .905 as
well as brand personality, a = .844. Also behavioral intentions turned out to have
acceptable internal consistency, a = .651. Merely the dimensions of brand aware-
ness, a = .456, and perceived value of the brand, o = .517, resulted in a value less
than .6. Still, deleting one of the items measuring brand awareness or perceived value
would not have resulted in any improvement of the dimension’s Cronbach’s Alpha
level. Thus, all items contribute to the scale’s overall reliability. The relatively low
internal consistency of the dimension of perceived value can be explained by the

small number of items, two in this case.

Table 4.3: Cronbach’s Alpha - Composite Variables

Dimension No. of Items Cronbach’s Alpha

Brand Awareness 4 0.456

Perceived Quality 4 0.777

Brand Loyalty 3 0.792

Perceived Value 2 0.517

Organizational Associations 3 0.905

Brand Personality 10 0.844

Behavioral Intentions 3 0.651

One of the major disadvantages of Cronbach’s Alpha as a measurement tool is the
fact that its overall value depends on the number of items. Hence, if the number of
items on a scale increases, the value of Cronbach’s Alpha will do as well (Field,

2009). A larger value could be achieved by simply adding additional items, not even
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closely related to the specific dimension of perceived value. Based on this test char-
acteristic, it can be assumed that the corresponding Cronbach’s Alpha level could be
enhanced by increasing the number of items. However, as the items and dimensions
were derived from prior academic studies, which were already tested for reliability,
the composition of items was remained. It needs to be admitted, though, that the giv-

en items do not correlate as much as expected.
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5. Results

This chapter will analyze and present the results of the conducted survey. First, the
effect of the mediating variable and its implications for the subsequent analysis will
be discussed. Afterwards, differences in brand perceptions and behavioral intentions
of the two treatment groups will be investigated, once on the complete data set and
once on the subsample excluding the strong critics of McDonald’s. Then, additional

findings will be presented.

5.1 Mediating Effect of Brand Familiarity

As stated in the theoretical framework, brand familiarity may have an effect on brand
perceptions and behavioral intentions (see section 3.1.7). It was assumed in Hypothe-
sis 8 that the more familiar respondents are with the brand, the more favorable will
be their answers in the survey. To examine this mediating effect, a correlation analy-
sis was conducted between the mediating variable frequent customer of McDonald’s
and the overall evaluations of all items, accumulated in the composite variables
brand equity and behavioral intentions (see appendix IV, C). The composite varia-
bles were calculated by adding the corresponding items. The Pearson correlation
coefficient, r, was used in the analysis, which ranges from -1.0 to 1.0 and determines
the extent to which the two variables are correlated (Field, 2009; Malhotra, 2010). A
value of £ .1 signifies a small effect, + .3 a medium and + .5 a large effect of the me-

diating variable on the overall evaluations (Field, 2009).

The analysis showed that brand familiarity was strongly correlated with the overall
evaluations of brand equity (r = 0.589, p < 0.05) and behavioral intentions (r = 0.637,
p < 0.05). The higher the brand familiarity, the more favorable were the ratings of the
respondents. Additionally, a cross tabulation of the sample groups and the mediating
variable showed that the mediating variable was unequally distributed between the
experimental and the control group (see table 5.1). The control group contained a

larger proportion of respondents who are not frequent customers of McDonald’s.
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Table 5.1: Distribution of Mediating Variable

Sample Group

Control Experimental
Group/Non- Group/Crowd-
crowdsourced sourced Total
| am a frequent customer [ESife]gle]\ABIEET](E: 13 8 21
at McDonald's. Disagree 11 8 19
Slightly Disagree 3 6 9
Neutral 1 1 2
Slighlty Agree 1 5 6
Agree 1 2 3
Total 30 30 60

The unequal distribution of the mediating variable between the two sample groups
and its strong positive correlation with the overall evaluations of brand perceptions
and behavioral intentions had some consequences. Hence, it could be inferred that
any possible findings of differences between the two sample groups would be largely
influenced and distorted by the mediating variable and not exclusively by the
crowdsourcing activity as an independent variable. To counteract this effect and bal-
ance the unequal distribution, weights were applied to the data as described in sec-
tion 4.8.3. From this point on, all analyses of the data were conducted with the
weighed data set.

H8 (SUPPORTED): The more familiar non-participants are with a brand, the more
favorable will be their resulting brand perceptions and behavioral intentions.
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5.2 Participants’ Differences in Brand Perceptions and Behavioral
Intentions — Complete Data Set
In the following section, the researchers will outline the findings of the analysis us-

ing the original data set and connect those with the claimed hypotheses.

5.2.1 Composite Variables

The respondents’ differences in their brand perceptions and behavioral intentions
were revealed by taking the complete data set into account including the strong crit-
ics of McDonald’s (see appendix VI, D). In this regard, the One-way ANOVA was
first conducted with the composite variables. This implies that all items belonging to
one dimension were simultaneously taken into account by having merely analyzed
the overall dimension. In order to be able to also detect more detailed differences
between the two sample groups, the same test was run for each scale item individual-
ly in the second step (see section 5.2.2). The ANOVA F, reported in the following,
identifies whether the means of the two groups significantly differed from each other
in terms of the dependent variables. In the case of this study, the ANOVA F shows if
the crowdsourcing activity (independent variable) had a significant influence on
brand perceptions and behavioral intentions (dependent variables). Whether the con-
trol group or the experimental group was more affected by the crowdsourcing activi-
ty, was determined by a comparison of means (see appendix VI F). Also a measure
of strength is reported by the used w?, omega squared, to show how strongly the in-
dependent as well as the dependent variables are linked with each other. The effect
size can be considered as a measurement of practical significance and reveals the
degree to which the phenomenon being studied exists. With regard to the interpreta-
tion of the given effect sizes, the researchers followed the proposed guidelines of
Field (2009) and Malhotra (2010) by having determined .01 as a small, .06 as a me-

dium and .14 as a large effect.

All significant values are reported at a significance level of p <.1. There was a sig-
nificant effect of crowdsourcing on the respondents’ brand awareness [F(1, 58) =
3.943, p = .052, ®? = .047]. This indicates that the company’s activity in crowdsourc-
ing accounted for approximately 4.7% of the total variance in the non-participating
customers’ brand awareness. The One-way ANOVA also revealed a statistically
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significant main effect of crowdsourcing on non-participants’ brand loyalty [F(1, 58)
=.3.801, p = .056, »? =.045], implying that the independent variable accounted for
approximately 4.5% of the total variance in the dependent variable. As shown in ta-
ble 5.2, no significant effects (ns) could be determined for the remaining dimensions
of CBBE, namely perceived quality of the brand, perceived value, organizational

associations, brand personality, and lastly behavioral intentions.

Even though, the differences in means of most dimensions were not significant ac-
cording to the One-way ANOVA, a qualitative comparison of the means indicated
that the crowdsourcing activity had a larger effect on the experimental group than on
the control group. It could be observed that the means of all dimensions, except per-
ceived quality, were higher for the experimental group than for the control group (see
appendix VI, F), although just two dimensions showed significant differences in the
One-way ANOVA test.

Table 5.2: ANOVA Results - Composite Variables

Dimension F-Ratio Significance Value Effect Size

Brand Awareness

Perceived Quality

Brand Loyalty

Perceived Value

Brand Personality

Organizational Associations

Behavioral Intentions

5.2.2 Single Items

After having detected the significant effects of crowdsourcing on the overall CBBE
dimensions as well as on behavioral intentions, all scale items were also tested indi-
vidually in order to be able to make more detailed statements. The following findings
can be reported in this regard:
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Brand Awareness

The overall dimension of brand awareness turned out to be significantly affected by
the independent variable. Taking a closer look at the single items, it can be reported
that the company’s usage of crowdsourcing had a statistically significant effect on
non-participants’ ability to name the brand from top-of-mind (AW1) [F(1, 58) =
4.599, p = .036, w? =.057] as well as on their brand knowledge (AW2) [F(1, 58) =
4.735, p = .034, w?=.059]. Hence, respondents were more likely to state McDon-
ald’s as the first fast food brand which comes to their mind and are more certain
about their knowledge of the brand. To be more precise, the implementation of
crowdsourcing accounted for approximately 5.7% of the total variance in top-of-mind
and 5.9% of the variance in brand knowledge, indicating a small effect. No signifi-
cant effects could be determined for the remaining dimensions of brand awareness,
namely brand recognition (AW3) and brand opinion (AW4) (see table 5.3).

H1 (SUPPORTED): Non-participants tend to have a higher awareness for

crowdsourcing brands than for non-crowdsourcing brands.

Table 5.3: ANOVA Results - Brand Awareness

Brand Awareness F-Ratio Significance Value Effect Size

AW1

AW?2

AW3

AW4

Brand Awareness (Composite)

Perceived Quality of the Brand

With the overall dimension of perceived quality of the brand not having been signifi-
cantly affected by the crowdsourcing activity, also three out of the four single items
did not indicate to be significantly stimulated by the independent variable. Non-
participants’ knowledge about the crowdsourcing campaign did not significantly af-
fected their evaluations of the product quality (PQ1), product variety (PQ2) or cus-
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tomer service (PQ3) (see table 5.4). There was merely a significant effect of
crowdsourcing on the respondents’ perception of store ambience (PQ4), [F(1, 58) =
3.682, p =.060, »?=.043], which was not large enough to compensate the insignifi-

cance of the other three items, though.

H2 (REJECTED): Non-participants tend to perceive crowdsourcing brands being of

higher quality than non-crowdsourcing brands.

Table 5.4: ANOVA Results - Perceived Quality

Perceived Quality F-Ratio Significance Value Effect Size

PQ1

PQ2

PQ3

PQ4

Perceived Quality (Composite)

Brand Loyalty

The third overall CBBE dimension of brand loyalty was again significantly affected
by the company’s implementation of crowdsourcing as a strategic marketing tool.
Having taken the individual scale items into account, the following findings can be
reported: The One-way ANOVA revealed a statically significant main effect of
crowdsourcing on non-participants’ consideration of being a loyal customer (BL1),
[F(1, 58) = 3.376, p = .071, »? =.038]. This indicates that the company’s activity in
crowdsourcing accounted for approximately 3.8% of the total variance in the re-
spondent’s evaluation of brand perceptions and behavioral intentions. A small signif-
icant effect of crowdsourcing could also be detected for the customers’ first choice of
the brand in question (BL2), [F(1, 58) = 3.184, p = .080, w?=.035]. With the cus-
tomers‘ brand preference (BL3) being the only insignificant item out of three, Hy-

pothesis 3 could be confirmed.
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H3 (SUPPORTED): Non-participants tend to be more loyal towards crowdsourcing

brands than towards non-crowdsourcing brands.

Table 5.5: ANOVA Results - Brand Loyalty

Brand Loyalty Significance Value Effect Size

BL1

BL2

BL3

Brand Loyalty (Composite)

Perceived Value

The CBBE dimension of perceived value, the first dimension belonging to the overall
dimension of brand associations apart from brand personality and organizational
associations, turned out to be not significantly affected by the brand’s engagement in
crowdsourcing. All scale items of the dimension, capturing non-participants’ percep-
tion of having good value for money (PV1) as well as their perception of being able
to choose from a variety of products to buy with a low budget (PV2), showed no sig-
nificant differences in their means for the two treatment groups, leading to a rejection

of Hypothesis 4.

H4 (REJECTED): Non-participants tend to perceive crowdsourcing brands being of

higher value than non-crowdsourcing brands.

Table 5.6: ANOVA Results - Perceived Value

Perceived Value Significance Value Effect Size

PV1

PV2

Perceived Value (Composite)
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Brand Personality

The second sub dimension of the overall dimension of brand associations, brand per-
sonality, consisted of 10 scale items out of which only one was significantly affected
by the usage of crowdsourcing. Hence, Hypothesis 8 could not be supported. The
scale item which was significantly affected was the brand’s attribute of being excit-
ing (BP10), [F(1, 58) = 8.431, p = .050, ®?=.110]. In this regard, the independent
variable accounted for approximately 11.0% of the total variance in the dependent
variable. This signifies that the crowdsourcing activity has a large influence on
whether or not respondents perceive the brand as exciting. No significant main effect
could be identified for all remaining brand traits such as being innovative (BP1-3),
customer-oriented (BP4-6), youthful (BP7), unique (BP8) or sincere (BP9) (compare
table 5.7).

H5 (REJECTED): Non-participants tend to perceive a crowdsourcing brand’s per-

sonality as more favorable than a non-crowdsourcing one’s.

Table 5.7: ANOVA Results - Brand Personality

Brand Personality F-Ratio Significance Value Effect Size

BP1 1.623 .208 ns
BP2 .318 .575 ns
2.051 157 ns
.661 420 ns
.009 924 ns
1.155 .287 ns
.626 432 ns
2.254 139 ns
2.175 146 ns

8.431 .050 110
Brand Personality (Composite) 2.645 .109 ns
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Organizational Associations

Also all three items of the last sub dimension of brand associations, organizational
associations, did not turn out to be significantly stimulated by the independent varia-
ble. In more concrete, as shown in table 5.8, no significant effects could be deter-
mined for customers’ trust in the company (OAL), their likability towards the com-
pany (OA2) as well as for the company’s credibility (OA3). Accordingly, the
crowdsourcing activity had no significant, favorable influence on the respondents’

organizational associations.

H6 (REJECTED): Non-participants tend to perceive a crowdsourcing organization

as more favorable than a non-crowdsourcing organization.

Table 5.8: ANOVA Results - Organizational Associations

Organizational Associations F-Ratio Significance Value Effect Size

Organizational Associations

(Composite)

Behavioral Intentions

Lastly, the overall dimension of behavioral intentions did not indicate to be signifi-
cantly affected by the company’s usage of a crowdsourcing campaign. Consequently,
no effect could be determined for the first two scale items, namely the customers’
willingness to recommend the company to friends (IN1) as well as their future pur-
chase intentions (IN2). However, the One-way ANOVA revealed a statistically sig-
nificant main effect of crowdsourcing on the respondents’ willingness to pay a pre-
mium price (IN3), [F(1, 58) = 3.146, p = .081, w?=.035]. The independent variable
accounted for around 3.5% of the total variance in the variable of willingness to pay

a premium price, indicating a small effect.
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H7 (REJECTED): Non-participants tend to have more favorable behavioral inten-
tions towards crowdsourcing organizations than towards non-crowdsourcing organ-

izations.

Table 5.9: ANOVA Results - Behavioral Intentions

Behavioral Intentions F-Ratio Significance Value Effect Size

IN1

IN2

IN3

Behavioral Intentions (Com-

posite)

5.3 Participants’ Differences in Brand Perceptions and Behavioral
Intentions — Subsample without Strong Critics of McDonald’s

After having analyzed the complete data set, the researchers also ran the One-way
ANOVA test for the subsample, without the strong critics of McDonald’s (see ap-
pendix VI, E). Those critics answered the questions about the mediating variable (“I
am a frequent customer at McDonald’s”) and OA2 (“I like McDonald’s as a compa-
ny”) with strongly disagree. Both data sets will be summarized and compared at the
end of Chapter 5.

5.3.1 Composite Variables

As aforementioned, the strong critics were removed from the data set in the clearance
process as they could have possibly distorted the overall findings capturing non-
participants’ brand perceptions and behavioral intentions. The following findings

could be revealed by having run the One-way ANOVA:

All significant values are reported at a significance level of p <.1. Out of the seven

overall dimensions, five turned out to be significantly stimulated by the independent
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variable, the company’s activity in crowdsourcing campaigns, compared to just two
in the complete data set. There was a significant effect of crowdsourcing on non-
participants’ brand awareness [F(1, 50) = 8.629, p = .005, w? =.128], brand loyalty
[F(1, 50) = 9.491, p = .003, ®w?=.140] as well as on the respondents’ perceived
brand personality [F(1, 50) = 6.926, p = .011, w?=.102]. On these three variables
the crowdsourcing activity had a large effect, accounting for approximately 12.8% of
the total variance of dependent variable of brand awareness, 14.0% of the total vari-
ance of brand loyalty and 10.2% of the variance in the dimension brand personality.
The One-way ANOVA also revealed that crowdsourcing had a statistically signifi-
cant main effect on respondents’ organizational associations [F(1, 50) = 5.983, p =
018, ®?=.087] and on their behavioral intentions [F(1, 50) = 4.313, p = .043,
®? =.060]. Again, it can be reported that the independent variable roughly accounted
for 8.7% of the total variance in the dependent variable of organizational associa-
tions and for around 6% of the total variance in the dependent variable of customers’
behavioral intentions. No significant effects could be determined for the remaining

CBBE dimensions, perceived quality of the brand and perceived value.

Looking at the means qualitatively, it can also be stated for the subsample that the
means of the experimental group were all higher than the means of the control group,
except for perceived quality. In contrast to the complete data set, only one item of the
dimension perceived quality (PQ3), showed a larger value for the control group

(compare appendix VI, F).

Table 5.10: ANOVA Results Subsample - Composite Variables

Dimension Effect Size

Brand Awareness

Perceived Quality

Brand Loyalty

Perceived Value

Brand Personality

Organizational Associations

Behavioral Intentions
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5.3.2 Single Items

As before, the second step lied in taking a closer look at the individual scale items in
order to identify more detailed differences within the overall CBBE dimensions. The

following was found out:

Brand Awareness

Referring to the first CBBE dimension of brand awareness which was significantly
affected by the independent variable, three out of four scale items supported this
overall finding. The One-way ANOVA revealed a statistically significant effect of
the company’s activity in crowdsourcing on non-participating customers’ ability to
remember the brand from top-of-mind (AW1) [F(1, 50) = 6.382, p = .015, w?=.094],
on their knowledge of the brand (AW?2) [F(1, 50) = 7.562, p = .008, w?=.112] as
well as their ability to recognize the brand quickly (AW3) [F(1, 50) = 3.897, p =
.054, &? = .453]. In this regard, crowdsourcing accounted for 9.4% of the variation in
top-of-mind, 11.2% of the variation in brand knowledge and 45.3% of the variation
of brand recognition, the largest effect of all single items. No significant effect could

be determined for the fourth scale item of brand awareness, brand opinion (AW3).

H1 (SUPPORTED): Non-participants tend to have a higher awareness for

crowdsourcing brands than for non-crowdsourcing brands.

Table 5.11: ANOVA Results Subsample - Brand Awareness

Brand Awareness F-Ratio Significance Value Effect Size

AW1

AW?2

AW3

AW4

Brand Awareness (Composite)
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Perceived Quality of the Brand

The second CBBE dimension, perceived quality of the brand, did not indicate to be
significantly affected by the independent variable. Hence, Hypothesis 2 needed to be
rejected for the subsample. As shown in detail in table 5.12, all four scale items,
product quality (PQ1), product variety (PQ2), customer service (PQ3) and store am-
bience (PQ4), were not significantly stimulated by the implementation of

crowdsourcing.

H2 (REJECTED). Non-participants tend to perceive crowdsourcing brands being

of higher quality than non-crowdsourcing brands.

Table 5.12: ANOVA Results Subsample - Perceived Quality

Perceived Quality F-Ratio Significance Value Effect Size

PQ1

PQ2

PQ3

PQ4

Perceived Quality (Composite)

Brand Loyalty

The conducted One-way ANOVA revealed a significant effect of crowdsourcing on
non-respondents’ overall brand loyalty. The same held true for all three single items
of the dimension so that Hypothesis 3 could be supported. In detail, a statistically
significant main effect of crowdsourcing was determined on the respondents’ consid-
eration of being a loyal customer (BL1) [F(1, 50) = 6.852, p =.012, ®? = .101], their
brand choice (BL2) [F(1, 50) = 10.300, p = .002, @?=.152] as well as their brand
preference (BL3) [F(1, 50) = 2.991, p = .090, ®?=.037]. This indicates that the
company’s activity in crowdsourcing accounted for approximately 10.1% of the total
variance in the dependent variable of BL1, 15.2% of BL2 and lastly, around 3.7% in

the total variance of BL3.
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H3 (SUPPORTED): Non-participants tend to be more loyal towards crowdsourcing

brands than towards non-crowdsourcing brands.

Table 5.13: ANOVA Results Subsample - Brand Loyalty

Brand Loyalty Significance Value Effect Size

BL1

BL2

BL3

Brand Loyalty (Composite)

Perceived Value

Perceived value represents the first sub dimension of the CBBE dimension of brand
associations, which was not significantly affected by the company’s activity in
crowdsourcing. The One-way ANOVA did also not reveal a statistically main effect
of crowdsourcing on the single items of the dimension, the respondents’ perception
of having good value for money when buying the brand (PV1) and their perception of
being able to choose from a variety of products to buy with a low budget (PV2)
(compare table 5.14).

H4 (REJECTED): Non-participants tend to perceive crowdsourcing brands being of

higher value than non-crowdsourcing brands.

Table 5.14: ANOVA Results Subsample - Perceived Value

Perceived Value Significance Value Effect Size

PV1

PV2

Perceived Value (Composite)
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Brand Personality

Out of the 10 scale items capturing brand personality, the last sub dimension of
brand associations, five turned out to be significantly affected by the company’s
crowdsourcing activity. Even though only half of the single items were significantly
affected, Hypothesis 5 could still be supported. The One-way ANOVA revealed a
statistically significant effect of the independent variable on the respondents’ percep-
tion of dealing with an innovative brand. In this case two out of three items were
significantly affected, namely the respondents’ perception of the company being a
leader in its field (BP1) [F(1, 50) = 4.769, p = .034, w?=.068] as well as their per-
ception of the company constantly improving its product offerings (BP3) [F(1, 50) =
3.281, p = .076, w?=.042]. Three more single brand traits were determined to be
significantly stimulated by the company’s activity in crowdsourcing, encompassing
being unique (BP8) [F(1, 50) = 5.994, p = .018, w?=.088], sincere (BP9) [F(1, 50) =
4952, p =.031, @?*=.071] as well as exciting (BP10) [F(1, 50) = 12.875, p = .001,
®? =.186]. The brand personality trait of being exciting was the only single item out
of the brand personality dimension which showed a large effect, with 18.6% of its
variance being explained by the experimental treatment. The remaining brand traits,
being customer-oriented (BP4-6) as well as youthful (BP7), did not turn out to be

significantly affected by the implementation of crowdsourcing campaigns.

H5 (SUPPORTED): Non-participants tend to perceive a crowdsourcing brand’s

personality as more favorable than a non-crowdsourcing one'’s.

Table 5.15: ANOVA Results Subsample - Brand Personality

Brand Personality F-Ratio Significance Value Effect Size
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1.714 .196 ns
5.994 .018 .088
4.952 .031 071
12.875 .001 .186
Brand Personality (Composite) 6.926 .011 102

Organizational Associations

The statistical analysis detected a significant effect of crowdsourcing on the overall
CBBE dimension of organizational associations, the second sub dimension of brand
associations. Thus, in contrast to the complete data set, Hypothesis 6 could be con-
firmed. The same can be reported for all three single scale items: the One-way
ANOVA revealed a significant effect of the independent variable on the respondents’
trust in the company (OA1) [F(1, 50) = 3.927, p = .053, ®?=.053], their likability
towards the company (OA2) [F(1, 50) = 5.265, p = .026, w?=.076] as well as their
perception of the company’s credibility (OA3) [F(1, 50) = 4.266, p = .044,
®? =.059]. In other words, the company’s activity in crowdsourcing accounted for
5.3% of the total variance in trust in the company, 7.6% of the variance in likability
towards the company and lastly, approximately 5.9% of the total variance in the de-

pendent variable of the company’s credibility.

H6 (SUPPORTED): Non-participants tend to perceive a crowdsourcing organiza-

tion as more favorable than a non-crowdsourcing organization.

Table 5.16: ANOVA Results Subsample - Organizational Associations

Organizational Associations F-Ratio Significance Value Effect Size

OAl

OA2

OA3

Organizational Associations

(Composite)




69

Behavioral Intentions

Finally, a more detailed look was taken at the single scale items of the dimension of
behavioral intentions. The indicated overall significant effect on the dimension re-
vealed that the knowledge of McDonald’s crowdsourcing campaign indeed stimulat-
ed non-participants’ brand perceptions. The One-way ANOVA showed that
crowdsourcing did not significantly affected the respondents’” willingness to recom-
mend the company to friends (IN1). Still, a statistically significant main effect of the
independent variable was identified on the customers’ future purchase intentions
(IN2) [F(1, 50) = 3.647, p = .062, w?=.048] as well as their willingness to pay a
premium price (IN3) [F(1, 50) = 7.842, p = .007, w?=.116]. Concerning the effect
size, the company’s activity in crowdsourcing accounted for around 4.8% of the total
variance of the dependent variable of purchase intentions and 11.6% of the willing-

ness to pay a premium price.

H7 (SUPPORTED): Non-participants tend to have more favorable behavioral inten-
tions towards crowdsourcing organizations than towards non-crowdsourcing organ-

izations.

Table 5.17: ANOVA Results - Behavioral Intentions

Behavioral Intentions F-Ratio Significance Value Effect Size

IN1

IN2

IN3

Behavioral Intentions (Composite)

5.4 Interaction Effects of Demographic Variables

In the following section, it was analyzed if respondents with different demographic
characteristics differ on how the crowdsourcing activity affected their brand percep-
tions and behavioral intentions (see appendix VI, G).
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First of all, it was determined whether the respondents’ gender influenced their brand
perceptions. A significant effect of gender on the level of brand equity was found [F
(1, 58) = 2.86, p = .096, »* = .03]. Thus, differences in gender accounted for 3% of
the variation in brand equity. Female respondents generally showed more positive
brand perceptions (M = 51.48), conceptualized in brand equity, than male respond-
ents (M = 45.82). This does not represent a possible threat of distortion of the survey
results, because the two sample groups were controlled beforehand for an equal dis-
tribution of male and female respondents. Gender had no significant effect on the

level of behavioral intentions (see table 5.18).

Moreover, it was tested whether the different age groups affected the overall level of
the respondents’ answers. There was no significant interaction effect found for the
different age groups and brand equity as well as for the age groups and behavioral
intentions (for detailed values see table 5.18). This means that in the study’s case of
21 to 28 year old students, age did not influence their overall brand perceptions and

behavioral intentions.

Lastly, it was tested whether the fact that respondents have previously taken part in
any crowdsourcing activity (apart from the McDonald’s ‘Mein Burger’ campaign)
had an influence on the level of their brand perceptions and behavioral intentions. No
significant effect could be identified for the interaction between previous participa-

tion in crowdsourcing campaigns and brand equity as well as behavioral intentions.

Table 5.18: ANOVA Results - Interaction Effect of Demographic Variables

F-Ratio Significance Effect Size

Value

Gender Brand Equity

Behavioral Intentions 0.138 0.711 ns

Brand Equity 0.474 0.494 ns

Behavioral Intentions 0.202 0.655 ns

Previous Brand Equity 2.283 0.613 ns

Crowdsourcing

Behavioral Intentions 2734 0104 .

Participation
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5.5 Summary of Results

As summarized in table 5.19, brand equity was stimulated to a small extent by the
company’s activity in crowdsourcing in the complete data set. The two CBBE di-
mensions of brand awareness and brand loyalty were significantly affected by the
implementation of crowdsourcing as a strategic marketing tool. However, the analy-
sis showed that behavioral intentions are unlikely to change when non-participants

are confronted with a crowdsourcing campaign.

Stronger effects of crowdsourcing on non-participating customers’ brand perceptions
and behavioral intentions were detected in the subsample, without the strong critics
of McDonald’s. In this regard, all dimensions turned out to be significantly affected,
except perceived quality of the brand and perceived value. The mediating variable of
brand familiarity seemed to be of particular importance for both samples, the original
one as well as the subsample. Having resulted in strong effects, the mediating effects
indicated that the more the respondents are familiar with the investigated brand, the
more likely it is that the crowdsourcing brand leads to positive changes in their brand

perceptions as well as behavioral intentions.

Table 5.19: Summary of Hypothesis Confirmation/ Rejection

Hypothesis | Dimension Complete Data Set Subsample Without

Strong Critics

Brand Awareness Supported Supported
Perceived Quality of the Brand | Rejected Rejected

Brand Loyalty Supported Supported
Perceived Value Rejected Rejected

Brand Personality Rejected Supported
Organizational Associations Rejected Supported
Behavioral Intentions Rejected Supported
Brand Familiarity/ Mediating Supported Supported
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6. Conclusion

Implications for management and theoretical contributions will be illustrated in this
chapter, preceded by a discussion of the preceding findings. Finally, the limitations

of the study along with suggestions for future research will be presented.

6.1 Discussion

This thesis showed that online crowdsourcing campaigns can, to some extent, be
used as a strategic marketing tool in order to change non-participating customers’
brand perceptions and their behavioral intentions. Referring to the prior-established
RQ, it was questioned (RQ1) to what extent a company’s usage of online
crowdsourcing as a strategic marketing tool for advertisement and promotion impacts
non-participants’ brand perceptions. Based on the preceding summary of results and
referring to the complete data set, it can be concluded that a company’s crowdsourc-
ing activity affects non-participants’ brand equity to a small extent, depending on
their familiarity with that specific brand. Second, the researchers asked (RQ2) to
what extent a company’s usage of online crowdsourcing as a strategic marketing tool
for advertisement and promotion impacts non-participants’ behavioral intentions
towards the brand. In this regard, no significant effect of crowdsourcing could be

determined on the respondents.

Concerning the complete data set, two connections made by the researchers in the
conceptual model could be confirmed (see section 3.2). First, the study’s findings
strengthened the claimed connection between the implementation of crowdsourcing
and changes in brand equity. In line with the findings of Djelassi and Decoopman
(2013) as well as Fuller et al. (2013), brand awareness and brand loyalty proved to
be the dimensions which were significantly linked to crowdsourcing. The study veri-
fied that non-participants tend to have a higher awareness for crowdsourcing brands
and tend to be more loyal towards them compared to non-crowdsourcing brands. The
researchers were surprised that particularly these two CBBE dimensions turned out
to be significantly affected by the company’s activity in crowdsourcing. This is be-

cause they supposed that especially brand awareness and brand loyalty require a
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longer period of time in order to get stimulated compared to the remaining dimen-
sions, considering in particular the artificial set up of the study.

Referring to the second linkage in the model, which could also be confirmed, the
created connection between the company’s implementation of crowdsourcing and
CBBE is mediated by the factor of brand familiarity. The retrieved results supported
the preliminary assumption that the more customers are familiar with the brand in
question, the more will their CBBE be stimulated in a positive way. This finding
reinforced the argument by Keller (2003), who stated that brand knowledge should
be considered as the source of brand equity. The link was also identified by Perera
and Chaminda (2013) in previous academic work. Consequently, it can be inferred
that non-participants’ brand perceptions and behavioral intentions could be more
easily changed and improved if they do not generally hold a negative attitude to-
wards the brand. According to theory, the surprisingly strong effect of brand famili-
arity does not only influence the extent to which brand perceptions and behavioral
intentions are stimulated, it can also result in higher levels of trust and satisfaction

with the crowdsourcing brand in the long run (Perera & Chaminda, 2013).

The third connection in the conceptual research model between positively stimulated
CBBE and favorable behavioral intentions could not be supported for the complete
data set. The study’s findings were therefore not consistent with past research (Fuchs
& Schreier, 2011). The lack of connection is especially surprising considering the
fact that the dimension of brand loyalty turned out to be significantly affected. This
contradicts the findings of researchers such as Aaker (1996a) and Yoo and Donthu
(2001) who claim brand loyalty to be one of the major prerequisites leading to favor-
able behavioral intentions. Even though, the connection between brand loyalty and
behavioral intentions could not be captured in this thesis, it can still be expected to

exist based on prior studies.

Some of the study’s insignificant dimensions still contained significant single items.
One of these is the brand personality trait of being exciting, which showed a strongly
significant effect and thus, reinforced the in chapter 3.1.5 stated findings of Djelassi
and Decoopman (2013). The results let assume that crowdsourcing campaigns are
still not expected by the majority of customers nowadays, which makes the cam-

paigns appear as an exciting and new tool for differentiation. Furthermore the
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crowdsourcing activity significantly influenced the willingness to pay a premium
price of respondents. This corresponds with the argument of Aaker (19963, b) and
Netemeyer et al. (2004), who state that certain CBBE dimensions can lead to the
customers’ willingness to pay a price premium. The researchers were very surprised
that this scale item turned out to be significant, even though the CBBE dimension of
perceived quality of the brand did not. This is because of the aforementioned argu-
ment of Netemeyer et al. (2004), who associated the brand’s quality with the custom-
ers’ willingness to pay more for a brand. The fact that those two single items, ex-
citement and the willingness to pay, were significantly stimulated by crowdsourcing
can be considered as a first indication of crowdsourcing campaigns being an en-
gagement tool that can possibly stimulate the brand personality and behavioral inten-
tions, if applied correctly. Those items represent the initial stage based upon which
firms could enhance the effect of crowdsourcing on brand perceptions and behavioral

intentions.

All in all, it was rather foreseeable for the researchers that the study’s findings were
not congruent with those dealing with participants of engagement methods (Dijk et
al., 2014; Fuchs & Schreier, 2011). When having derived the claimed hypotheses
from existing findings concerning participants (see chapter 3.1), the direct and active
engagement of participants with the crowdsourcing company played an essential role
in stimulating brand perceptions and behavioral intentions (e.g. Dijk et al., 2014;
Hollebeek, 2011; Fuller, 2010). As the engagement of non-participants is considera-
bly lower due to their passive role, brand perceptions as well as behavioral intentions
can therefore only be stimulated to a smaller extent.

In contrast to those expected findings, it was surprising that female customers
seemed to be more stimulated in their brand perceptions by the means of
crowdsourcing than male customers. This is in line with Dijk et al. (2014), who ex-
amined an effect of co-creation on the brand personality perceptions of women. They
explained the outcome by referring to Kempf, Laczniak and Smith (2006), who in
turn assume that women tend to be more sensitive towards brand cognitions in adver-
tisement than men during product trail. Thus, the results let assume that female non-
participants’ are more sensitive to the information presented in crowdsourcing cam-

paigns than their male counterparts.
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Subsample

Considering the subsample, the researchers could identify clear differences in the
findings. The conceptual model (see section 3.2) could be supported to a higher ex-
tent compared to the original data set. Not only the created linkage between the com-
pany’s activity in crowdsourcing and CBBE, mediated by the customers’ brand fa-
miliarity, proved to be right, also the assumption that positively stimulated CBBE is
linked to favorable behavioral intentions was strengthened. Accordingly, the argu-
ments of Aaker (1996a, b), Netemeyer et al. (2004) as well as Fuchs and Schreier
(2011), who all created a connection between brand equity and the stimulation of
behavioral intentions, could be strengthened and referred to the context of

crowdsourcing.

The trend which was already qualitatively indicated by the means in the complete
data set was reinforced in the subsample: brand perceptions of the experimental
group were stimulated to a stronger extent than those of the control group. Hence, a
stronger connection between the crowdsourcing activity and CBBE could be identi-
fied, as now, in addition to brand awareness and brand loyalty, also the dimensions
of brand personality and organizational associations were significantly affected.
Accordingly, the connections made by Fuchs and Schreier (2011) could be supported
and the findings of Fuller (2010, 2013) and Djelassi and Decoopman (2013) could be
extended to non-participants. It left perceived quality of the brand, contradicting the
supporting theory of Sloane (2011), and perceived value as the only insignificant
dimensions. As the effect of crowdsourcing on the item of willingness to pay a pre-
mium price was even larger in the subsample, it was all the more surprising and con-
troversial that the dimension of perceived quality of the brand was still insignificant.
If the willingness to pay a price premium is not based on the quality of the product,
there will have to be another cause. One might be the improved image of the brand
through the crowdsourcing campaign, which will be further illustrated in the subse-

quent paragraph.

Referring to the effect sizes of the significant dimensions, it is of interest to highlight
that brand awareness, brand loyalty as well as brand personality accounted each for

more than 10% of the total variance in the dependent variables and thus, indicated a
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very high effect relative to the remaining ones. As the two dimensions of brand
awareness and brand loyalty were already identified as being significantly affected
in the complete data set, stronger emphasis should be placed on brand personality,
which only resulted in significant effects when having taken out the strong critics of
McDonald’s. In this regard, the crowdsourcing brand was perceived as more innova-
tive, unique, sincere as well as exciting, as all for brand traits showed a significant
effect. Therefore, it can be confirmed that the findings of Dijk et al. (2014), that co-
creation makes non-participants perceive the brand as more sincere, also hold true for
crowdsourcing. One possible reason why especially those four character traits were
stimulated in this study may be the fact that they represent the general image of
crowdsourcing in the public’s mind. This image might then be transferred to the
crowdsourcing brand itself. Since it is still a new marketing tool, crowdsourcing can
appear innovative, exciting and unique to customers compared to traditional market-
ing tools. The companies’ attempt to engage customers in value creation activities
might let the companies appear as more sincere. Those potential consequences are of
paramount importance for companies as they could convey a highly favorable brand
image by the means of crowdsourcing and thus, could possibly also stimulate other
personality traits if the image of crowdsourcing evolves. However, this also implies
that if crowdsourcing is perceived as more negative in the future, so will be the brand

image.

6.2 Managerial Implications and Theoretical Contribution

Essential managerial implications can be derived from the fact that non-participants’
brand perceptions and behavioral intentions were considerably mediated by the fac-
tor of brand familiarity. Companies that decide to implement crowdsourcing as a tool
for advertisement and promotion need to take the impact of brand familiarity strong-
ly into account. Crowdsourcing as a strategic marketing tool seems to have a greater
impact on those who do not have a strictly negative attitude towards the brand. In
this case, companies can achieve highly satisfying results in terms of positive chang-
es in brand perceptions and behavioral intentions. Nevertheless, if companies market
a brand which appears to be controversial in public, they need to carefully consider

the implementation of crowdsourcing campaigns. It might either result in hardly any
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effects or could even turn into an unsuccessful campaign including negative feedback
and press. The effect of the mediating variable clearly indicates that customers’
brand attitudes and perceptions cannot be fundamentally changed by the mere im-

plementation of crowdsourcing, but stimulated and improved to a reasonable extent.

In general, the results showed that crowdsourcing can serve as a suitable strategic
marketing tool for advertisement and promotion, which can change brand percep-
tions and behavioral intentions, although not to the same extent for all non-
participating customers. The empirical study indicated that online crowdsourcing can
partly strengthen the company’s brand equity. Even though this effect turned out to
be rather small, it is still worthwhile to consider crowdsourcing as an additional tool
in marketing and branding. This is because of two main reasons. First, the changes in
brand perceptions and behavioral intentions might only amount to small benefits.
However, considered in its totality, encompassing the actual value creation and the
engagement of participants, crowdsourcing can be seen as worthwhile investment to
not only attract participants, but non-participants alongside. Especially the financial
aspect plays a convincing role in this regard: positive effects can be achieved at rela-
tively low costs. Second, crowdsourcing is still a rather new phenomenon in the field
of marketing and branding. Thus, implementing it as a tool for advertisement and

promotion can make the company gain a competitive advantage over other firms.

Concerning the theoretical contribution, this study was able to add to the very small
body of research concerning non-participants of crowdsourcing by examining the
change in their brand perceptions and behavioral intentions. The essential contribu-
tion consisted of two developments: on the one hand, the creation of the conceptual
research model highlighting the connections between crowdsourcing, CBBE and
behavioral intentions and on the other hand, the compilation of survey items measur-
ing CBBE as well as behavioral intentions, adapted to products and services of the
FMCG industry. The results of the conducted survey, thereby, contributed to the lit-
erature of brand equity by having extended the theoretical concept in terms of the
influence of online crowdsourcing. Along with that, also the research body about
crowdsourcing in the field of marketing and branding could be extended. The study
gave particular insights into the marketing effects of the engagement tool instead of

merely placing emphasis on its usage to generate ideas and material for marketing
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activities. The thesis proposed an approach to combine the phenomenon of
crowdsourcing with the theoretical concept of brand equity as an integral model and

did not only take one of its single dimensions into account.

Apart from the main contributions, the researchers considered the determined im-
portance of brand familiarity as highly valuable and interesting. Prior research did
not clearly identify the strength of its effect on brand perceptions and behavioral in-
tentions. For that reason, brand familiarity should be taken into account for the de-
velopment of future studies and the successful implementation of crowdsourcing

campaigns in practice.

6.3 Limitations and Future Research

Although the survey was successfully conducted and the research questions could be
answered, the research project faced some limitations, which should be taken into

consideration and could possibly constitute a point of departure for future research.

First of all, due to the limited time and resources of the research project the sample
was rather small, limited to German students, and the two sample groups did not turn
out to be totally equal, as initially planned. Additionally, the initial sampling had to
be done by recruitment from personal networks and thus, was not totally randomized.
Therefore, this study can be seen as an explorative first attempt to quantify the
changes in brand perception and behavioral intentions through crowdsourcing. Fur-
ther research should attempt to make the results more generalizable by increasing the
sample size, choosing all non-participants as the initial population and using true
random sampling. As the chosen target population was young and familiar with the
internet, it could also be of interest to investigate a population which is not as famil-
iar with the internet. The awareness of a crowdsourcing campaign could have a
greater influence on them, as they do not expect crowdsourcing campaigns and are
not accustomed to them. Future research should also investigate if customers of dif-
ferent cultural backgrounds perceive crowdsourcing differently, as the present study

was merely limited to German citizens.

Due to the nature of the study method being a self-completion questionnaire, the re-
searchers could only reproduce an artificial account of the crowdsourcing activity.

This might distort the findings of the study as the respondents did not experience the
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crowdsourcing activity in a natural setting, where for instance non-participants are
made aware of the campaign by a third party such as their friends. The lack of a so-
cial setting and longer time frame to form behavioral intentions and brand percep-
tions might have influenced the effect of the crowdsourcing activity on non-
participants to a reasonable extent. Consequently, the researchers strongly recom-
mend to conduct longitudinal studies on non-participants in a natural setting, which

accompany a real crowdsourcing campaign of a company.

Moreover, future studies aiming to investigate how crowdsourcing influences brand
equity should do further tests to improve the internal reliability of the proposed sur-
vey items and dimensions. The Cronbach’s alpha value for the dimensions aware-
ness and perceived value did not prove to be significant, even though they are, ac-
cording to theory, appropriate items to measure the respective dimensions and have
been tested for reliability beforehand. Hence, further tests are needed to identify
items which better represent the discussed dimensions.

Another limitation of the study is the choice of the case. Prior to the survey, the re-
searchers were not aware how many people have a very strong, often negative, opin-
ion about McDonald’s. This was mirrored in monotonous disagreeing answers to the
survey questions, where respondents did not seem to differentiate between the single
statements but were guided by their overall opinion about McDonald’s. This largely
influenced the study, as the effect of the mediating variable had to be artificially bal-
anced between the two sample groups, because time constraints and a lack of access
to more respondents prevented a renewed subsampling. Hence, one major recom-
mendation for future studies is to control for a mediating variable like brand familiar-
ity beforehand or choose a less controversial brand to obtain more objective results.
Furthermore, the McDonald’s campaign ‘Mein Burger’ represents a crowdsourcing
campaign which got mainly positive feedback. The researchers propose to extent the
research on non-participants by examining the change in perceptions of a
crowdsourcing campaign which got negative feedback and publicity. It could be of
interest to explore if those failed campaigns trigger a change in other dimensions of
brand equity than campaigns with positive feedback and if the extent of the change is
larger or smaller. As McDonald’s represents a company of the FMCG sector, in

which crowdsourcing is common, future research should include campaigns from
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industry sectors where crowdsourcing is not as common or the activities are not
widely known to public. Such sectors might for instance be durable goods like cars,
which might evoke a stronger response to the knowledge of the crowdsourcing activ-

ity due to the factor of surprise.

As already stated in the introduction, more and more brands start to use crowdsourc-
ing whether it is to create real value or to use it as a strategic marketing and promo-
tional tool. This development of crowdsourcing becoming mainstream could also be
a threat to a company’s attempt to differentiate itself through initiating a crowdsourc-
ing campaign. Therefore, it is of interest to track future developments of the phe-
nomenon and how perceptions and behavioral intentions of non-participants might
change in its course. All in all, crowdsourcing represents a phenomenon which
should be closely investigated by research in the future, not only because of its cur-
rent popularity, but also because new technological developments might further in-

crease the extent and intensity of crowdsourcing campaigns.
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Appendix

I. Survey Outline

Thank you for taking the time and participating in the survey for our Master’s thesis!

The survey will take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete.

Please closely read the given information and look at the pictures first, then fill out
the survey questions. Each statement can be evaluated on a scale from strongly dis-
agree (1) to strongly agree (7), please choose the option which seems the most ap-
propriate to you. The middle category (4) represents a neutral position.

Your identity will remain anonymous and all collected data will be treated confiden-
tially and used for the purpose of this Master’s thesis only. The purpose of the study
will be revealed at a later point of the study, in order to keep the responses as unin-
fluenced as possible.

Thank you for your help,
Sarah & Tatjana

1. Please indicate your level of agreement by choosing the response which seems
the most appropriate to you (7-Point-Likert Scale):

e Jam a frequent customer at McDonald’s.



92

[Below-shown image and corresponding text for control group; non-crowdsourced]
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On the above image you can see McDonald’s newest burger creation - the ‘McPan-
ther’. The ‘McPanther’, with it’s unique ingredients, is part of an especially created
promotional edition at McDonald’s. It will only be sold at McDonald"s restaurants in

Germany for one week.

[Below-shown image and corresponding text for experimental group; crowdsourced]
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The McDonald’s burger you see in the picture is the 'Mc Panther' and has been creat-
ed by the customer Duanne M., during McDonald’s ‘Mein Burger’ campaign. During
this campaign, customers were invited to create their own burger online. People
could use the '‘Burger Configurator' tool to choose from various ingredients to create
their dream burger and give it a personalized name. McDonald’s also provided the
participants with do-it-yourself tools to create personalized banners, videos and post-
ers to promote their burger online. On the 'Mein Burger' campaign website, people
could vote for their favorite burgers. The ten burgers with the most votes were pre-
pared in a test kitchen by the contestants and a jury chose the five finalists, among
them the 'McPanther'. The five finalist burgers were then produced and sold for one
week each at McDonalds in Germany. The five finalist burgers and their creator also
got their own TV commercials. During these five weeks, the public could vote again
to determine the winner of the competition. In the end, the ‘McPanther’ was the win-

ner of the McDonald"s 'Mein Burger' competition.

2. Please indicate your level of agreement by choosing the response which seems

the most appropriate to you (7-Point-Likert Scale):

e When | think of fast food restaurants, McDonald's is one of the first brands
that comes to my mind.

e [ am familiar with the standard menu at McDonald’s.

e I recognize a TV commercial of McDonald’s without seeing the company’s
name or logo.

e One of McDonald’s core values is responsibility.

3. Please indicate your level of agreement by choosing the response which seems
the most appropriate to you (7-Point-Likert Scale):

e McDonald’s constantly satisfies its customers with quality products.

e Compared to other fast food brands*, McDonald’s offers a high variety of
product offerings.

e McDonald’s is known for its good customer service.

e McDonald’s provides its customers with a clean and welcoming environment.
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* meant are similar fast food brands like Burger King, KFC or Subway etc.

4. Please indicate your level of agreement by choosing the response which seems

the most appropriate to you (7-Point-Likert Scale):

e | consider myself to be loyal to McDonald’s.

e McDonald’s would usually be my first choice when considering different fast
food restaurants.

e [ would not go to another fast food restaurant if a McDonald’s restaurant is

close by.

5. Please indicate your level of agreement by choosing the response which seems
the most appropriate to you (7-Point-Likert Scale):

e McDonald’s is good value for money.

e Even with a low budget, I can choose from a variety of products to buy.
e | trust McDonald’s as a company.

e | like McDonald’s as a company.

e McDonald’s as a company is credible.

6. Please indicate your level of agreement by choosing the response which seems
the most appropriate to you (7-Point-Likert Scale):

e McDonald’s is a leader in the field of fast food.

e McDonald’s is innovative

e McDonald’s constantly improves its product offering
e McDonald’s cares about its customers

e McDonald’s has the interests of its customers a heart

e McDonald's is committed to me as a customer

7. How well do the following adjectives describe the brand McDonald’s? (7-
Point-Likert Scale)
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e youthful
e unique.
e sincere

e exciting

8. Please indicate your level of agreement by choosing the response which seems

the most appropriate to you (7-Point-Likert Scale):

e [ would recommend McDonald’s to my friends..

e The next time | am going to eat at a fast food restaurant, | intend to eat at
McDonald's.

e | am willing to pay more for a burger at McDonald's than at other fast food

restaurants.

Purpose of the Study

The aforementioned questions aim at capturing the effects of online crowdsourcing
in the field of marketing. The term crowdsourcing describes an activity in which
companies engage and work together with customers to create value. Examples could
be the design of new products, ideas for advertising campaigns or even solutions to
scientific problems. The McDonald’s campaign ‘Mein Burger’ is a well-known ex-
ample of crowdsourcing and has enjoyed increasing popularity for several years by
now: the company outsources its marketing activities (in this case the generation of
new product ideas) to the public in form of an open call. Customers can then engage
with the company by actively participating in form of suggesting new product ideas

or simply by rating and voting for other customers’ ideas.

9. Have you ever actively taken part (including voting & rating) in McDonald’s

crowdsourcing campaign ‘Mein Burger'?

O Yes O No
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10. Have you ever actively taken part (including voting & rating) in any online

crowdsourcing campaign?

O Yes O No

Your identity will remain anonymous and all collected data will be treated confiden-
tially and used for the purpose of this Master’s thesis only.

11. Please indicate your gender:

O Female O Male

12. Please indicate which age group you belong to:

O 21-24years O 25-28vyears

13. Are you currently enrolled as a student?

O Yes O No

14. Are you of German nationality?

O Yes O No

15. Which state (Bundesland) are you from?

- drop down menu

Thank you very much for participating!
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I1) Letter Sent Out to Potential Research Participants

[translated version; original letter message was sent in German]

Dear XY,

In the context of our Master’s Thesis at Lund University School of Management &
Economics, we would kindly ask you to participate in our online survey as your pro-
file matches our target group requirements. The survey only takes about 10-15
minutes to complete and as a matter of fact, your identity will remain anonymously
and all collected data will be treated confidentially and used for the purpose of this
Master’s thesis only.

In order to keep your responses as uninfluenced as possible, we do not want reveal
the purpose of the study at this time. However, you will be informed during the

course of filling out the survey.

In case you are willing to participate, please get back to us with your age as well as
the federal state that you originally come from until [date] the latest. Based on the
provided information, we can assign you to a specific group and thus, can send you

the link to our survey. The survey should then be filled out by [date] the latest.

Your participation would be highly appreciated.
Tatjana & Sarah
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I11) Interpretation of Indexed Means

Points on Likert Scale Indexed Means

1 0

2 16.7
3 33.3
4 50
5 66.7
6 83.3
7 100

IVV) Sample Group Composition, Federal State

Federal State
Baden-Wirttemberg

Control Group
1

Experimental Group
1

Bavaria

Berlin

Brandenburg

Hessen

Lower Saxony

Northrhine-Westphalia

Rhineland Palatinate

Saxony

N (PN OO W~ O

Saxony-Anhalt

Schleswig Holstein

(=N N W O

Saarland

Total

30

30
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V) Applied Weights

Sample Group

| am a frequent customer [Sife]gle]\ABIEET](E:

at McDonald's.

Control Experimental
Group/Non- Group/Crowd-
crowdsourced sourced

0.81 1.31
Disagree 0.86 1.19
Slightly Disagree 1.5 0.75
Neutral 1.0 1.0
Slighlty Agree 3.03 0.6
Agree 1.51 0.75
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VI) SPSS Output

A. Reliability Testing

Brand Awareness

Reliahility Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha M of ltems
A5E6 4
ltem-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronhach's
Scale Mean if Variance if tem-Total Alpha if tem
Itern Deleted Itermn Deleted Correlation Deleted
When I think of fast food
restaurants, McDonald's
is one ofthe first brands 1389 7,796 236 413
that comes to my mind.
I am familiar with the
standard menu at 16817 6,458 219 432
McDonald's.
| could recognize a TV
commercial of McDonald’
s without seeing the 14,88 6.072 397 250
company's name or logo.
COne of McDonald's core
values is responsibility. 16,86 6.268 217 438
Perceived Quality
Reliability Statistics
Cronhach's
Alpha M of lems
N 4
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Mean if Variance if Itermn-Total Alpha if ltem
ltem Deleted [tem Deleted Correlation Celeted
McDonald's constantly
satisfies its customers 11,88 10,956 607 712
with quality products.
Compared to other fast
food brands, McDonald' s
offers a wide range of 1059 11,885 414 806
products.
McDonald’s is known far
its good custormer 11,49 9,847 789 619
SENvice.
McDonald' s provides a
clean and welcoming
environment for its 11,03 5,961 358 T4
customers.




101

Brand Loyalty

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha M of tems
7a2 3

ltem-Total Statistics

Scale Correctad Cronbach's
Scale Mean if Variance if [tem-Total Alphaifltem
ltern Deleted lterm Deleted Correlation Deleted
I consider myselfto be
loyalto McDonald’s. 618 10,388 583 758
McDonald™s would
usually be myfirst choice
when considering 562 7,028 J63 E63
different fast food
restaurants.
I'would not go to another
fastfood restaurantifa
McDonald' s restaurant is 6.10 10,258 959 793
close by,
Perceived Value
Reliability Statistics
Cronhach's
Alpha M of tems
A7 2
kem-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Mean if Wariance if ltermn-Total Alpha if ltem
[term Deleted [tem Deleted Correlation Deleted
McDonald s is good o
value for money. 416 1542 353
Even with a low hudget, |
can choose from a variety 3,02 2125 363
of products to buy.

Organizational Associations

Reliahility Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha M of ltems

905

3
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Item-Total Statistics

Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Mean if Variance if Item-Total Alphaif ltem
Iterm Deleted Itermn Deleted Correlation Deleted

ItrustMcDonald’s as a °

company. 7,23 7,408 840 B4

I'like McDonald's as a -

company. 7.2 8,104 791 Ba1

McDonald's as a

company is credible. 7,01 8,593 810 868
Brand Personality

Reliahility Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha M of ltems
844
ltem-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Meanif Wariance if [tem-Total Alphaifltem
ltern Deleted ltern Deleted Correlation Deleted

McDonald's is a leaderin - e

the field of fast food. 34,28 38,135 422 839

McDonald's is innovative. 35,28 53,662 587 824

McDonald s constantly

improves its product 3537 55253 il 819

offering.

McDonald's cares about

its customers. 36,01 54 658 697 817

McDonald s has the

interests of its customers 36,63 54210 628 821

at heart.

McDonald's is committed o

to me as 3 custamer. 36,68 56,417 583 826

| consider McDonald’s to

be a youthful brand. 35,76 559156 Ad4 840

The brand McDonald's is

unigue. 36,85 54 905 433 843

The brand McDonald's is

sincere. 36,89 55518 G625 822

The brand McDonald’ s is

exciting. ar1o 56,520 428 841

Behavioral Intentions

Reliahility Statistics
Cronhach's
Alpha M of tems

651

3
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Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Mean if Variance if [tem-Total Alpha if ltemn
Item Deleted Item Deleted Caorrelation Deleted
lwould recommend
McDonald’s to my 4,86 4 946 471 LT
friends.
The nexttime | am going
to eat at a fast food o o
restaurant, | intend to eat 518 4,928 613 =320
at McDonald's.
I amwilling to pay more
for a burger at o
McDonald's than at other 524 8,611 376 579
fast food restaurants.

B. Composition of Sample Group

Control Group/ Non-crowdsourced

Have you ever actively taken part (including voting & rating) in McDonald's
crowdsourcing campaign ‘Mein Buroer'?a

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent Percent
Valid No 30 100,0 100,0 1000

a. Sample Group = Control Group/Non-crowdsourced

Have you ever actively taken part {including voting & rating) in any
crowdsourcing campaian?=

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Vald  Yes 8 26,7 26,7 26,7
No 22 73,3 733 100,0
Total 30 100,0 100,0
a. Sample Group = Control Group/Non-crowdsourced
Please indicate your gender=
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Female 17 56,7 56,7 56,7
Male 13 433 433 100,0
Total 30 100,0 100,0

a. Sample Group = Control Group/Non-crowdsourced


lt03wifi
Freehand

lt03wifi
Freehand

lt03wifi
Freehand
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Please choose the age group you belong to=

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid — 21-24 15 50,0 50,0 50,0
2528 15 50,0 50,0 100,0
Total 30 100,0 100,0

a. Sample Group = Control Group/Non-crowdsourced

If yes, which state (Bundesland) are you from?=

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Baden-Wirttemberg 1 3.3 3.3 33
Bayern 1 3.3 3.3 6,7
Berlin 5 16,7 16,7 233
Brandenburg 1 3.3 3.3 267
Hessen 3 10,0 10,0 36,7
Niedersachsen 6 200 20,0 26,7
Nordrhein Westfalen 7 23,3 233 80,0
Rheinland-Pfalz 2 6,7 6,7 86,7
Sachsen 2 67 67 93,3
Sachsen-Anhalt 1 3.3 3.3 96,7
Schleswig-Holstein 1 3.3 3.3 100,0
Total 30 1000 100,0

a. Sample Group = Control Group/Non-crowdsourced

Experimental Group/Crowdsourcing

Have you ever actively taken part (including voting & rating) in McDonald's

crowdsourcing campaign 'Mein Burger'?=

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent Percent
Valid  No 30 100,0 100,0 100,0

a. Sample Group = Experimental Group/Crowdsourced

Have you ever actively taken part (including voting & rating) in any

crowdsourcing campaign?2

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Yes 4 13,3 13,3 13,3
No 26 86,7 86,7 100,0
Total 30 100,0 100,0

a. Sample Group = Experimental Group/Crowdsourced
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Please indicate your gender:

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Female 16 53,3 53,3 533
Male 14 48,7 48,7 100,0
Total 30 100,0 100,0

a. Sample Group = Experimental Group/Crowdsourced

Please choose the age group you belong to=

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  21-24 15 50,0 50,0 50,0
2528 15 50,0 50,0 100,0
Total 30 100,0 100,0

a. Sample Group = Experimental Group/Crowdsourced

If yes, which state (Bundesland) are you from?=

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Baden-Wirttemberg 1 3.3 3,3 3,3
Bayern 1 33 3.3 6,7
Berlin 5 16,7 16,7 233
Brandenburg 1 33 3.3 26,7
Hessen 3 10,0 10,0 36,7
Niedersachsen 6 200 20,0 56,7
Nordrhein Westfalen 7 233 233 80,0
Rheinland-Pfalz 1 33 33 83,3
Saarland 1 33 3.3 86,7
Sachsen 2 6.7 6,7 933
Schleswig-Holstein 2 6.7 6,7 100,0
Total 30 100,0 100,0




C. Mediating Effect

Correlation Mediating Variable and Brand Equity (Composite)

Correlations

lama
frequent

customer at
McDonald's. Brand_Equity
lam afrequent customer  Pearson Gorrelation 1 5847
atMcDonald's. Sig. (2-tailed) 000
I 60 60
Brand_Equity Pearson Correlation ,589“ 1

Sig. (2-tailed) ,ooo
I 60 G0

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Correlation Mediating Variable and Behavioral Intentions (Composite)

Correlations
lama
frequent
customer at Behavioral_In
McDonald's. tentions
| am a frequent customer Pearson Correlation 1 ,63?‘“
atMcDonald's. Sig. (2-tailed) 000
I &0 &0
Behavioral_Intentions Pearson Gorrelation 63T 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,ooo
I &0 &0

** Correlation is significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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D. ANOVA Complete Data Set, Weighed

Composite Variables

ANOVA
Sum of
Sguares df Mean Sguare F Sig.
Brandfwareness2 Between Groups £52,744 1 f52,744 3,943 052
Within Groups 8601 667 58 165,646
Total 10254 412 59
Perceived_Quality2 Between Groups 330,206 1 330,206 1,078 303
Within Groups 17753 647 58 306,097
Total 18083853 59
Brand_Loyalty2 Between Groups 2175,409 1 2175,409 3,801 056
Within Groups 33194 98649 58 872327
Total 35370,378 549
Perceived_VYalue2 Between Groups 230163 1 230163 JGEB a8
Within Groups 20033318 58 345402
Total 20263,480 59
Organizational_Associati Between Groups 714,247 1 714,247 1,348 260
ons2 Within Groups 30728725 58 529,808
Total 314424972 59
Personality? Between Groups 482775 1 482775 2,645 109
Within Groups 10584 587 58 182,443
Total 11067372 59
Behavioral_Intentions2 Between Groups 409 865 1 409 865 1127 293
Within Groups 21100477 58 363,801
Total 21510,342 549
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Single Items

ANOVA
Sum of
Squares df Mean Sguare F Sig.

AW1T When | think of fast Between Groups 4,055 1 4055 4,599 036
food restaurants, o
McDonald's is one ofthe  Within Groups 51,135 53 882
first brands that comes to
my mind. Total 55,189 59
AW2 1am familiar with the  Between Groups 8,830 1 8,830 4,735 034
standard menu at Within Groups 108,150 58 1,865
McDonald's.

Total 116,980 54
AW3 | could recognize a Between Groups 800 1 00 587 447
TV commercial of .
McDonald’ s without Within Groups 88,898 58 1,533
seging the company' s
name or logo. Total 89,798 59
AWV4 One of McDonald's Between Groups 039 1 03g 018 Bod
core values is Within Groups 126,516 58 2,181
responsibility.

Total 126,555 54
P21 McDonald's Between Groups 165 1 165 01 762
constantly satisfies its A )
customers with quality Within Groups 94,458 58 1,629
products. Total 94 624 59
PQ2 Compared to other Between Groups A54 1 554 284 5490
fastfood hrands, P )
McDonald's offers a wide Within Groups 108,347 38 1885
range of products, Total 109,901 549
PQ@3 McDonald's is Between Groups 1,360 1 1,360 JBE0 368
known for its good Within Groups 91742 53 1,582
customer semvice.

Total 93102 59
FQ4 McDonald's Between Groups 2,159 1 8,158 3,682 060
provides a clean and P )
welcoming environment Within Groups 128,525 58 2216
forits customers. Total 136,684 59
BL1 | consider myselfto Between Groups 8,821 1 8,821 3,376 071
he loyalto McDonald’s.  \wiin Groups 151,528 58 2,613

Total 160,350 59
BL2 McDonald's would Between Groups 10,672 1 10,672 3,184 080
usually be my first choice .
when considering Within Groups 194,393 58 3,352
different fast food
restaurants. Total 205,065 549
BL3 lwould not go to Between Groups 4 G559 1 4 659 1,678 214
another fast food P )
restaurantifa McDonalg®  /Vthin Groups 171,216 8 2952
s restaurantis close hy. Total 175,875 A9
Pv1 McDonald’'s is good Between Groups 2,288 1 2,288 1,078 ,303
value for money. Within Groups 123132 58 2123

Total 126421 54
P2 Even with a low Between Groups 0gs 1 0as JOED Bov
hudget, I can choose P )
from a variety of products Within Groups 90,903 58 1,567
to buy. Total 90,998 59
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OA1 I trustMcDonald's Between Groups 2,830 1 2,830 1111 296
as a company. Within Groups 147,795 58 2,548

Total 150,625 59
0A2 | like McDonald’s as Between Groups 2,373 1 2,373 1,027 315
acompany. Within Groups 134,003 58 2,310

Total 136,376 59
0A3 McDonald’s as a Between Groups 2581 1 2,621 1,278 263
company is credible. Within Groups 114,451 58 1,873

Total 116,972 59
EFP1 McDonald’'s is a Between Groups 1,941 1 1,941 1,623 208
'fggge" inthe field offast — yyiinin Groups £9,384 58 1,196

Total 71,325 59
EFP2 McDonald’s is Between Groups B0 1 G601 318 575
innovative. Within Groups 109,685 58 1,801

Total 110,285 59
EF3 McDonald’'s Between Groups 2,496 1 2,496 2,051 187
constantly improves its Within Groups 70,595 58 1,217
product offering.

Total 73,091 55
EF4 McDonald’s cares Between Groups 838 1 838 661 420
ahout its customers. Within Groups 73,581 58 1,269

Total 74418 55
EPS McDonald’s has the Between Groups 014 1 015 o049 824
interests of its customers Within Groups 94 386 58 1,827
atheart. Total 94 401 1]
BP& McDonald's is Between Groups 1,448 1 1,448 1,155 287
Eﬁggﬂrfgd tome as a Within Groups 72,696 58 1,253

Total 74144 58
BP7 | consider Between Groups 1,294 1 24849 G626 432
McDonald’s to be a Within Groups 120,251 58 2,073
youthful brand.

Total 121,550 58
EP& The brand Between Groups 5,486 1 5,486 2,254 139
McDonald's is unique. Within Groups 141,195 58 2,434

Total 146,681 58
BP9 The brand Between Groups 2,801 1 2,801 2174 146
McDonald’s is sincere. Within Groups 74,693 58 1,288

Total 77,4494 58
EF10 The brand Between Groups 14,694 1 14,694 8,431 005
WMcDonald's is exciting. — yithin Groups 101,083 53 1,743

Total 115777 58
INT I'would recommend Between Groups om 1 001 000 885
;‘l‘_‘i';agg_a'd’s‘” my Within Groups 185,660 53 3,201

Total 185,661 58
INZ The nexttime | am Between Groups 3502 1 3,602 1,387 244
e s Voo | ey | s | 2
atMcDonald's. Total 149 9649 58
IN3 1 am willing to pay Between Groups 3,01 1 3,021 3,146 08
sest | o
fastfood restaurants. Total 58712 59
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E. ANOVA Subsample Without Haters, Weighed

Composite Variables

ANOVA
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
BrandAwareness2 Between Groups 1317 657 1 1317667 8,629 o0&
Within Groups T35 151 a0 152,703
Total 8852 808 a1
Perceived_GQuality2 Between Groups 5,780 1 5,780 019 880
Within Groups 14805 810 a0 288,118
Total 14811 690 51
Brand_Lovyalty2 Between Groups 4712272 1 4712,272 9491 003
Within Groups 24826 041 a0 486 521
Total 20538313 51
Perceived_Walue2 Between Groups 471 696 1 471 6Y6 1,612 210
Within Groups 14630,736 a0 282 615
Total 15102432 51
Organizational_Associati Between Groups 1950,833 1 1860,833 5,983 018
ons2 Within Groups 16303,666 50 326,073
Total 18254 499 51
Personality2 Between Groups 1080,710 1 1080,710 6,926 011
Within Groups 7801818 50 156,038
Total 8882 628 51
Behavioral_Intentions2 Between Groups 1338,311 1 1338,311 4313 043
Within Groups 15613 063 50 310,261
Total 16851,374 51
Single Items
ANOVA
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
AW When | think of fast Between Groups 01T 1 6.017 6,382 015
food restaurants, o ' '
McDonald's is one ofthe  Within Groups 47,141 50 643
first brands that comes to
my mind. Total 53,159 51
AW2 1 am familiarwith the  Between Groups 13,895 1 13,985 7,562 ,oo8
standard manu at Within Groups 92,531 50 1,851
McDonald's.
Total 106,526 a1
AW3 | could recognize a Between Groups 47339 1 4,239 3,807 054
TV commercial of - '
McDonald's without Within Groups 54,383 50 1,088
seeing the company' s
name ar logo, Total 58,622 51
AW4 One of McDaonald's Between Groups 21 1 211 095 759
core values is Within Groups 110,352 50 2,207
responsibility.
Total 110,563 51
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PQ1 McDonald's Between Groups a2 1 872 544 464
constantly satisfies its Within Grouns
customers with quality P 80,168 50 1.603
products. Total 81,040 a1
PQ2 Compared to other Between Groups 076 1 076 039 843
fastfood brands, A )
McDonald's offers awide i Groups 96,314 50 1,926
range of products. Total 96,389 a1
PR3 MchlnaId‘s is Between Groups 056 1 056 034 854
known far its good Within Groups 82,411 50 1,648
customer service.
Total 82,468 51
PG4 McDonald's Between Groups 2,398 1 2,388 1,113 297
provides a clean and A )
welcoming environment Within Groups 107,775 50 2,156
for its customers. Total 110,173 A1
BL1 I consider myselfto Between Groups 16,476 1 16,476 6,852 012
be loyalto McDonald’s.  ywipnin Groups 120,218 50 2,404
Total 136,693 51
BL2 McDonald's wnulq Between Groups 28,397 1 28,397 10,300 o002
usually be my first choice
when considering Within Groups 137,855 50 2,757
different fast food
restaurants, Total 166,252 51
BL3 I'would not go to Between Groups 3,811 1 3,811 2,991 a0
another fast food A )
restaurantif a MeDonald’ Within Groups 147,315 50 2,946
s restaurantis close by, Total 186,127 a1
PW1 McDonald's is good Between Groups 4226 1 4,226 2,069 AT
value for money. Within Groups 102,148 50 2,043
Total 106,375 51
P2 Even with a low Between Groups ,303 1 ,303 235 630
hudget, 1 can choose A )
from avariety of products  /nin Groups 64,361 50 1,267
to buy. Total 64,664 A1
OA1 Itrust McDonald’s Between Groups 7,434 1 7,434 3,927 05A3
s a company. Within Groups 94,641 50 1,883
Total 102,074 51
OA2 I like McDonald's as Between Groups 7,697 1 7,697 5,265 026
a comparny. Within Groups 73,008 50 1,462
Total 80,795 51
OA3 Mch_naId‘s_ asa Between Groups 6,000 1 5,000 4 266 044
company is credinle. Within Groups 70,321 50 1,406
Total 76,320 a1
BP1 Mc_DDnald’s isa Between Groups 5,194 1 5,194 4 769 034
'fggge' inthe field offast  \within Groups 54,466 50 1,089
' Total 59,661 51
spz Mu:lDDnaId‘s is Between Groups 78 1 74 L 759
innovative. Within Groups 53,503 50 1,870
Total 93,682 51
BP3 McDunaId‘s _ Between Groups 3,737 1 3,737 3231 076
constantly IMproves its — yyiinin Groups 56,946 50 1,139
product offering.
Total 60,683 a1
BP4 M_cDDnald’s cares Between Groups 2,468 1 2,468 2,313 135
aboutits customers. Within Groups 53,349 50 1,067
Total 55,817 51
EF'S Mchn_aId‘s has the Between Groups 097 1 087 071 79
;’}TEE}S ofits CUSIOMETS  yitnin Groups £8,267 50 1,365
’ Total 69,364 a1
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EFPE McDonald's is Between Groups 895 1 8495 813 72
commitied to me as a Within Groups 55,021 50 1100
customer.
Total 85916 51
BP7Y I consider Between Groups 3,003 1 3,003 1,714 86
McDonald'sto be a Wit )
Within Groups 2
youthul brand. ithin Graup a7.581 50 1,75
Total 90,585 51
BF8 The hrand Between Groups 13,100 1 13,100 5,954 018
McDonald’s is unigue. Within Groups 109,276 50 2186
Total 122376 1
EP& The brand Between Groups 5446 1 5446 4952 KN
McDonald’s is sincere. Within Groups 54,985 50 1,100
Total 60,431 g1
BP10 The hrand Between Groups 20928 1 20928 12,875 ,0m
McDonald’s is exciling. — \within Groups 81,275 50 626
Total 102,204 51
M1 Twould recommend Between Groups 1113 1 1,113 401 530
McDonald’s to my Within Groups 138,368 50 2777
friends.
Total 138 981 51
IM2 The nexttime | am Between Groups B 685 1 8,685 3,647 062
going to eat at a fastfood Within Gr A ann
restaurant, | intend to eat thin roups 119,080 50 2382
atMcDonald's. Total 127,765 51
IMN3 am willing to pay Between Groups 6672 1 6,672 7,842 007
mare for a burger at Within Grouns "
McDonald's than at other thin P 42,544 50 851
fastfood restaurants. Total 49 216 51
F. Means
Complete Data Set — Composite Variables
Report
Mean
Group Sample Group
1 2 Total
BrandAwareness2 64,4841 71,0792 67,7800
Perceived_Quality2 48,1824 43,4917 45,8382
Brand_Loyalty2 26,7566 38,7963 32,7734
Perceived_Value2 41,1866 45,1028 43,1437
Organizatio-
o 39,4846 46,3833 42,9322
nal_Associations2
Personality2 47,3216 52,9933 50,1560
Behavioral Intentions2 25,9629 31,1889 28,5746
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Complete Data Set — Single Items

Mean

Report

Group Sample Group

2 Total

AW1 When | think of fast
food restaurants, McDon-
ald's is one of the first
brands that comes to my

mind.

AW?2 | am familiar with the
standard menu at McDon-

ald’s.

AWS3 | could recognize a TV
commercial of McDonald’s
without seeing the compa-

ny’s name or logo.

AW4 One of McDonald’s

core values is responsibility.

PQ1 McDonald’s constantly
satisfies its customers with

quality products.

PQ2 Compared to other fast
food brands, McDonald’s
offers a wide range of prod-

ucts.

PQ3 McDonald’s is known
for its good customer ser-

vice.

PQ4 McDonald’s provides a
clean and welcoming envi-

ronment for its customers.

BL1 | consider myself to be

loyal to McDonald’s.

6,11 6,63 6,37

4,72 5,49 5,10

5,26 5,51 5,38

3,38 3,44 3,41

3,06 3,17 3,12

4,50 431 4,41

3,66 3,36 3,51

4,34 3,60 3,97

2,34 3,10 2,72
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BL2 McDonald’s would usu-
ally be my first choice when
considering different fast

food restaurants.

BL3 | would not go to anoth-
er fast food restaurant if a
McDonald’s restaurant is

close by.

PV1 McDonald’s is good

value for money.

PV2 Even with a low budget,
| can choose from a variety

of products to buy.

OAL1 | trust McDonald’s as a
company.

OAZ2 | like McDonald’s as a

company.

OA3 McDonald’s as a com-

pany is credible.

BP1 McDonald’s is a leader

in the field of fast food.

BP2 McDonald’s is innova-

tive.

BP3 McDonald’s constantly
improves its product offer-
ing.

BP4 McDonald’s cares

about its customers.

BP5 McDonald’s has the
interests of its customers at

heart .

BP6 McDonald's is commit-

ted to me as a customer.

BP7 | consider McDonald’s

to be a youthful brand.

BP8 The brand McDonald’s

is unique.

2,96

2,52

2,82

4,12

3,28

3,32

3,51

5,63

4,91

4,52

3,96

3,48

3,26

4,19

2,94

3,80

3,08

3,21

4,20

3,71

3,71

3,92

5,99

4,71

4,93

4,20

3,45

3,57

4,48

3,55

3,38

2,80

3,02

4,16

3,49

3,51

3,72

5,81

4,81

4,73

4,08

3,47

3,42

4,33

3,25
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BP9 The brand McDonald’s

is sincere.

BP10 The brand McDon-

ald’s is exciting.

IN1 | would recommend

McDonald’s to my friends.

IN2 The next time | am go-
ing to eat at a fast food res-
taurant, | intend to eat at

McDonald's.

IN3 | am willing to pay more
for a burger at McDonald's

than at other fast food res-

taurants.

2,99

2,50

3,27

2,72

1,67

3,42

3,49

3,28

3,21

2,12

3,21

2,99

3,28

2,97

1,90

Subsample Without Strong Critics — Composite Variables

Report
Mean
Group Sample Group
1 2 Total

BrandAwareness2 64,1697 74,2175 68,9211
Perceived_Quality2 48,5115 47,8460 48,1968
Brand_Loyalty2 26,8297 45,8311 35,8151
Perceived_Value2 43,3454 49,3572 46,1882
Organizatio-

nal_ Associations? 42,7979 55,0238 48,5793
Personality2 47,9662 57,0658 52,2692
Behavioral Intentions2 26,7814 36,9076 31,5699
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Subsample Without Strong Critics — Single Items

Mean

Report

Group Sample Group

AW1 When | think of fast
food restaurants, McDon-
ald's is one of the first
brands that comes to my

mind.

AW?2 | am familiar with the
standard menu at McDon-

ald’s.

AWS3 | could recognize a TV
commercial of McDonald’s
without seeing the compa-

ny’s name or logo.

AW4 One of McDonald’s

core values is responsibility.

PQ1 McDonald’s constantly
satisfies its customers with

quality products.

PQ2 Compared to other fast
food brands, McDonald’s
offers a wide range of prod-

ucts.

PQ3 McDonald’s is known
for its good customer ser-

vice.

PQ4 McDonald’s provides a
clean and welcoming envi-

ronment for its customers.

BL1 | consider myself to be

loyal to McDonald’s.

2 Total
6,04 6,71 6,36
4,61 5,64 5,10
5,25 5,82 5,52
3,51 3,63 3,57
3,16 3,42 3,28
4,46 4,54 4,50
3,66 3,59 3,63
4,36 3,94 4,16
2,43 3,55 2,96
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BL2 McDonald’s would usu-
ally be my first choice when
considering different fast

food restaurants.

BL3 | would not go to anoth-
er fast food restaurant if a
McDonald’s restaurant is

close by.

PV1 McDonald’s is good

value for money.

PV2 Even with a low budget,
| can choose from a variety

of products to buy.

OAL1 | trust McDonald’s as a
company.

OAZ2 | like McDonald’s as a

company.

OA3 McDonald’s as a com-

pany is credible.

BP1 McDonald’s is a leader

in the field of fast food.

BP2 McDonald’s is innova-

tive.

BP3 McDonald’s constantly
improves its product offer-
ing.

BP4 McDonald’s cares

about its customers.

BP5 McDonald’s has the
interests of its customers at

heart .

BP6 McDonald's is commit-

ted to me as a customer.

BP7 | consider McDonald’s

to be a youthful brand.

BP8 The brand McDonald’s

is unique.

2,87

2,54

2,95

4,25

3,48

3,52

3,71

5,57

4,90

4,54

4,02

3,67

3,43

4,26

2,82

4,34

3,36

3,52

4,40

4,23

4,29

4,38

6,20

5,02

5,07

4,46

3,76

3,69

4,74

3,82

3,56

2,93

3,22

4,32

3,83

3,88

4,03

5,87

4,96

4,79

4,23

3,71

3,55

4,49

3,30
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BP9 The brand McDonald’s

is sincere.

BP10 The brand McDon-

ald’s is exciting.

IN1 | would recommend

McDonald’s to my friends.

IN2 The next time | am go-
ing to eat at a fast food res-
taurant, | intend to eat at

McDonald's.

IN3 | am willing to pay more
for a burger at McDonald's

than at other fast food res-

taurants.

3,08

2,48

3,47

2,70

1,65

3,72 3,38
3,75 3,08
3,77 3,61
3,52 3,09
2,36 1,98

G. Interaction Effects of Demographic Variables

Gender and Brand Equity

Brand_Equity2

Descriptives

95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
M Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error | Lower Bound UpperBound | Minimurm | Maximum
Female 32 | 514827 12,88932 2,30161 46,7876 56,1778 29,44 84,62
Male 28 | 458201 1291518 2,43293 40,8297 50,8105 25,00 73,08
Total G0 | 488245 13,15679 1,69811 45,4266 §2,222 25,00 84,62
ANOVA
Brand_Equity2
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 475 413 1 479,413 2,855 098
Within Groups 9738,750 58 167,909
Tatal 10218,163 59
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Gender and Behavioral Intentions

Descriptives
Brand_Equity2
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
M Mean St Deviation | Std. Error | Lower Bound UpperBound | Minimum | Maximum
Female 32 51,4827 12885832 230161 46,7876 561778 29449 8462
Male 28 45 8201 1291516 243253 40,8247 50,8108 25,00 73,08
Total &0 48,8245 1315670 1,69811 45 4266 522224 25,00 84 62
ANOVA
Behavioral_Intentions2
sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 51,233 1 51,233 138 11
Within Groups 21459109 a8 369 985
Total 21510,342 58
General Crowdsourcing Participation Brand Equity
Descriptives
Brand_Equity2
595% Confidence Interval for
Mean
I Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error | Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum | Maximum
Yes 12 | 43,7288 955045 2,76380 376414 49 8162 27,56 55,13
Ma 43 | 50,0897 13,68610 1,87501 46 1167 54,0627 25,00 84,62
Total 60 | 48,8245 13,156749 1,68811 45 4266 52,222 25,00 84,62
ANOVA
Brand_Equity2
Sum of
Squares df Mean Sguare F Sig.
Between Groups 387,017 1 387,017 2,283 36
Within Groups 9831146 aa 169,503
Total 10218163 55
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General Crowdsourcing Participation Behavioral Intentions

Descriptives
Brand_Exquity2
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
M Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error | Lower Bound Upper Bound | Minimum | Maximum
Femala 32 A1,4827 12,98832 230181 46,7876 A61778 29,49 84 62
Male 28 | 458201 1291516 | 2,43293 40,8297 50,8105 25,00 73,08
Total 60 48,8245 1315679 1,69811 45 4266 52,2224 25,00 84,62
ANOVA

Behavioral_Intentions2

Sum of

Squares df Mean Sguare F Sig.
Between Groups 963,244 1 968,244 2734 104
Within Groups 20542083 58 354174
Total 21510,342 59




