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S U M M A RY

In today’s world, brands are one of the most valuable, intangible assets for
companies (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006). They are ubiquitous and serve several
important functions (see for example Kapferer, 2012; Keller, 2013). While in
earlier days the relevance of brands was perceived to be limited to consumer
markets, nowadays, despite the important role of functional and rational
aspects in organizational buying decisions, “branding is just as relevant in
B2B as it is in B2C” (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006, p. 12). This can be traced back
to the pressures of commoditization, growing customer power, globalization,
price, and a decreasing number of personal relationships originating in digital
communications (Baumgarth & Schmidt, 2010; Keränen, Piirainen, & Salminen,
2012; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2007; Leek & Christodoulides, 2011b; Mudambi, Doyle,
& Wong, 1997; Walley, Custance, Taylor, Lindgreen, & Hingley, 2007). In this
environment, where reliability, functionality, and the quality of products are
now assumed as minimum requirements (Lynch & de Chernatony, 2007), even
in the industrial field branding may represent one of the last means by which
companies can create a sustainable competitive advantage (Ohnemus, 2009).
Therefore, many industrial companies invest in their brands, and in fact some
of the most valuable brands today are B2B brands, such as GE, Cisco, or IBM
(Interbrand, 2018). Yet, B2B branding research is still considered relatively novel
(B. P. Brown, Zablah, Bellenger, & Donthu, 2012; Gomes, Fernandes, & Brandão,
2016; Keränen et al., 2012; Leek & Christodoulides, 2011a, 2011b; Mohan, Brown,
Sichtmann, & Schoefer, 2018; Seyedghorban, Matanda, & LaPlaca, 2016), and
especially knowledge on the tactics of actually building and managing brands
in this context is scarce (Lindgreen, Beverland, & Farrelly, 2010).

Meanwhile, industrial marketing practitioners lean on the further developed
area of consumer branding, and transfer and implement several brand building
instruments and tactics to the B2B area. One of the most powerful instruments
of branding in consumer marketing, also called “the apex of branding” (Dolbec
& Chebat, 2013, p. 460) or the “home of the brand” (Moore, Doherty, & Doyle,
2010, p. 153), are brand worlds. These permanent physical spaces, such as
brand museums (e.g. the Mercedes-Benz Museum), flagship stores (e.g. the
Apple flagship stores), or brand lands (e.g. the Heineken Experience or the VW
Autostadt), use experiential marketing techniques to provide their visitors with
emotion-laden, extraordinary, strong, and memorable branded experiences,
much stronger than regular advertising (Borghini et al., 2009; Zarantonello
& Schmitt, 2013). Recently, more and more of these spaces have also been
implemented in the industrial area. One can for example find the Mack Trucks
Customer Center, the John Deere Pavilion, the Caterpillar Visitors Center,
the Customer Experience Centers of General Electric and Honeywell Process
Solutions, and the Automation and Power Center of ABB in the US. In Europe,
there are for example the Innovation Center of logistics provider DHL, the
Stahlwelt of Austrian steel producer Voestalpine, or the Brand Stores and
Flagship Stores of power tool manufacturer Hilti. In Asia, the Mitsubishi
Minatomirai Industrial Museum can be found.
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Given the traditionally more rational and functional approaches in organi-
zational buying and the nuances of branding in B2B, this might at first seem
counterintuitive. In fact, some of the experiential marketing tactics based on
fantasies, feelings, and fun, might not only be ineffective, but even counter-
productive in industrial markets (Rinallo, Borghini, & Golfetto, 2010). And
in contrary to their counterparts in consumer marketing, there is so far no
evidence for the effectiveness of such experiential marketing instruments in
the industrial area (Rinallo et al., 2010). In order to allow for a conscious and
targeted use of the, on the one hand potentially very powerful, and on the other
hand potentially counter-productive, branding instruments of brand worlds for
the strategies and tactics of brand building in industrial markets, the central
purpose of this work is therefore to answer two primary research questions:

RQ1: Do brand worlds also work in industrial marketing?

And, if so:

RQ2: How do brand worlds work in industrial marketing?

Answering these questions with respect to these carefully designed physical
artifacts can be seen as the last, crucial step of the design science research
process: testing and evaluating whether a design or artifact actually ‘works’,
i.e. whether it is effective in solving a problem (van Aken, Chandrasekaran, &
Halman, 2016). Furthermore, understanding ‘how’ it works subsequently allows
for further improvements of the design and its implementation (Holmström,
Ketokivi, & Hameri, 2009; G. G. Meyer, Buijs, Szirbik, & Wortmann, 2014;
Peffers, Tuunanen, Rothenberger, & Chatterjee, 2007; van Aken et al., 2016). To
provide these information, several steps are taken.

As a first inquiry into experiential marketing and brand worlds in business
markets, a thorough understanding is needed of what these instruments are,
what characterizes them, and whether these characteristics could be transferred
to the industrial marketing area. Due to a lack of research on brand worlds in
industrial markets, a systematic literature review on brand worlds in consumer
markets is conducted, and the findings are mirrored to the B2B realm.

Subsequently, in order to allow for the investigation whether brand worlds
are effective in achieving an intended outcome, this intended outcome must
first be known. Therefore, the goals and motives of brand worlds in B2B, as well
as the expectations and value derived from a visit of B2B visitors are identified
in the next step, by means of qualitative expert interviews with operating
companies, business visitors, and exhibition designers. Next to providing first
qualitative support for their effectiveness in branding, this exploratory step
also provides crucial information on what the B2B brand world consists of, and
how it works on a micro-level in co-creating experiences. Additionally, based
on these information, the differences between brand worlds in B2C and B2B
are delineated.

The subsequently developed theoretical framework links recent findings on
customer experiences and brand experiences, and conceptualizes the overall
brand experience as dynamic (Andreini, Pedeliento, Zarantonello, & Solerio,
2018; Kranzbühler, Kleijnen, Morgan, & Teerling, 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).
This allows for its measurement across multiple individual touchpoints and
stages, and thus for the investigation of the effect of the experience at one
individual touchpoint on the overall brand experience.
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Lastly, to quantitatively investigate whether a visit to a B2B brand world
increases the levels of the crucial branding outcomes of brand experience
and brand equity, i.e. whether brand worlds work in industrial marketing, a
pretest-posttest quasi-experimental study is conducted at a B2B brand world.
This step also shows how the brand world works on a macro-level from an
experiential marketing perspective, by analyzing how the co-created brand
world experience relates to pre-visit and post-visit brand experience and brand
equity in a nomological net, using partial least squares structural equation
modeling.

In summary, the research conducted within this dissertation shows that
brand worlds work in industrial marketing, and that they can help to build
brand equity.

Looking at how this instrument works in B2B, a core difference between B2C
and B2B brand worlds is, that B2B visitors expect more functional than hedonic
benefits, and the visit has to support them in their own business activities. Yet,
emotional and more hedonic factors do also play a role.

On the micro level, the experience at a brand world itself is co-created
by the operating company and the visitor. On the one hand, the B2B brand
world experiencescape reflects the company’s contribution to this co-creation.
It is the manifestation of the contents that the company wants to convey in
the brand world in physical artifacts and spaces, and in social environments
and practices. On the other hand, the embodied cognition of the B2B brand
world reflects the visitor’s contribution to how he perceives and interacts
with the affordances provided within the B2B brand world experiencescape,
and thus how he experiences it. Through their actions and perceptions on
these affordances, the visitors interact with and influence both the physical
artifacts and spaces, as well as the social environment. These perceptions of and
interactions and relationship-building processes with subjects (i.e. the brands
employees), as well as the interactions with, perceptions of, and immersion
in the physical environment leads to further engagement, a personalization
and co-production of the B2B brand world experience, and facilitates learning
and relationship-building in the brand world. It is how the B2B brand world
experience itself, and the value in it for both parties, is co-created.

On the macro level, this experience at the B2B brand world is influenced by
previous brand experiences. Yet, it is not influenced by levels of pre-visit brand
equity. In a complementary mediation, the brand world experience itself in turn
influences post-visit brand equity directly and indirectly through post-visit
brand experience. The total effect of this experience co-created at the brand
world on post-visit brand equity amounts to more than half of the size of the
effect of pre-visit brand equity on post-visit brand equity. This means that
if the visitor was unaware of the brand, had negative associations with the
brand, perceived it as being of low quality, or was disloyal to the brand prior
to the visit, one single visit to a B2B brand world can compensate for half
of these possible preconceptions with respect to the visitors post-visit brand
equity evaluation. On the other hand, it also means that visitors who have
high levels of brand equity prior to the visit do not necessarily also have a
great experience at the brand world. If the visitor is in fact disappointed by the
experience at this individual touchpoint, it can also have a negative effect on
his levels of post-visit brand experience and brand equity. Thus, to reap the
potential benefits of brand worlds in industrial marketing, operating companies
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have to fulfill, if not exceed, the expectations of their visitors. This calls for
careful management and an individualization of the brand world experience
to each B2B visitor’s needs, and is in line with the findings in this thesis about
the importance of individualization and the creation of a visit that is relevant
for the business visitor in that it supports him in his business activities. The
differences between brand worlds in B2C and B2B described in this thesis
provide further information for their implementation in practice.

To conclude, brand worlds in industrial marketing, the ‘living rooms’ of B2B
brands, might not only be the apexes of branding in B2C, but also in B2B.
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1R E S E A R C H B A C K G R O U N D A N D S T R U C T U R E O F T H I S
T H E S I S

1.1 introduction

In today’s world, brands are ubiquitous and play an important role in people’s
lives. This goes so far that brands can even serve as substitute for religiosity in
expressing self-worth (Shachar, Erdem, Cutright, & Fitzsimons, 2011). Since
brands are so important for customers, they are also one of the most valuable,
intangible assets for companies, which in turn try to build strong brands
(Keller, 2013; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006). The culmination of these branding
efforts lies in brandscaping, which transforms the brand itself into physical
spaces and locations (Riewoldt, 2002). To stay in the picture of brands and
religiosity, such physical spaces which embody a brand and make it visible
and actually tangible, are seen as the new places of pilgrimage and worship of
today (Borghini et al., 2009; Hollenbeck, Peters, & Zinkhan, 2008; Kozinets et al.,
2002; Mikunda, 2004; Riewoldt, 2002). These branded, permanent, physical
spaces such as flagship stores, brand museums, customer experience centers,
or brand lands, which we summarize under the umbrella term ‘brand worlds’,
facilitate extraordinary experiences related to a brand which are much stronger
than regular advertising, based on their direct, highly interactive visitor-brand
encounters (Borghini et al., 2009; E. H. Wood, 2009; Zarantonello & Schmitt,
2013). Adopting a more secular perspective, flagship stores are also termed the
“home of the brand” (Moore et al., 2010, p. 153) and the “apexes of branding”
(Dolbec & Chebat, 2013, p. 460), exactly because of this power to evoke strong,
unique, and memorable experiences related to a brand (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013;
Kozinets et al., 2002). For the emotional realm of consumer marketing, there
can hardly be a greater achievement for a brand than fully materializing in its
own successful brand world, such as for example the Walt Disney World, the
World of Coca-Cola, the Hershey Park, the VW Autostadt or the Apple Flagship
Stores. All these brand worlds employ techniques of experiential marketing,
a management area that refers to the strategies and tactics of staging and
creating offerings for the purpose of facilitating extraordinary experiences
(Carù & Cova, 2003; Pine & Gilmore, 1999).

While in earlier days the relevance of brands was perceived to be limited to
consumer markets, it is today also acknowledged that brands and branding play
an important role in industrial markets. Despite the importance of functional
and rational aspects in organizational buying decisions, subjective evaluations,
heuristics, and emotions play a role as well (Casidy, Nyadzayo, Mohan, &
Brown, 2018; Iyer, Hong Xiao, Sharma, & Nicholson, 2015; Mohan et al., 2018;
Zablah, Brown, & Donthu, 2010), and thus “branding is just as relevant in B2B
as it is in B2C” (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006, p. 12). Some of the most valuable
brands today are in fact B2B brands, such as GE, Cisco, or IBM (Interbrand,
2018). Yet, B2B branding research is still considered relatively novel, and many
concepts, frameworks, and theories have been transferred and adapted from the
further developed B2C branding area to B2B branding (B. P. Brown et al., 2012;
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2 research background and structure of this thesis

Gomes et al., 2016; Keränen et al., 2012; Leek & Christodoulides, 2011a, 2011b;
Mohan et al., 2018; Seyedghorban et al., 2016). The unique characteristics of the
B2B area need to be taken into account in these transfers for the development
of a sound B2B branding theory, and one can not simply rely on thinking
that what works for brands in B2C also works for brands in B2B (Keränen
et al., 2012; Mudambi, 2002; Seyedghorban et al., 2016; Webster & Keller, 2004).
Due to this relative novelty of B2B branding research, only recently a shift
has been made from investigating the mere relevance of brands to business
buyers towards focusing on the tactics of how brands can actually be built,
managed, and refreshed in industrial markets (Lindgreen et al., 2010). This
issue of building and maintaining strong brands is seen as a major strategic
objective in B2B markets (Seyedghorban et al., 2016).

B2B marketing practitioners have already recognized the potential benefits
of brand worlds, these homes of the brand and apexes of branding, for their
own companies. All over the world, they have implemented spaces such as
the Caterpillar Visitors Center, the Customer Experience Centers of General
Electric and Honeywell Process Solutions, or the John Deere Pavilion in the
US, the Innovation Center of logistics provider DHL, the Stahlwelt of Austrian
steel producer Voestalpine, or the John Deere Forum in Europe, or the Mit-
subishi Minatomirai Industrial Museum in Asia, amongst others. Furthermore,
these spaces have also been mentioned as possibilities for B2B companies to
create strong, memorable customer experiences (Gilmore & Pine, 2002; Pine &
Gilmore, 1999; Schmitt, 1999b). While this implementation in business market-
ing practice provides evidence for their mere existence in industrial markets, it
does not yet provide scientific evidence for their effectiveness in this different
B2B marketing context. In fact, so far there is a complete absence of research
on brand worlds in industrial markets, and the understanding of experiential
marketing activities in this different, nuanced context is limited, too (Rinallo
et al., 2010). Therefore, the effectiveness of such experiential marketing instru-
ments in industrial markets and the determinants of their effectiveness need to
be investigated further (Rinallo et al., 2010), in order to allow for a conscious
and targeted use of these potentially powerful branding instruments for the
strategies and tactics of brand building in industrial markets.

1.2 research questions , design and objectives

Based on the situation outlined in Section 1.1, namely the importance of
branding in industrial markets, the strategic practical issue of how to build and
maintain strong brands in this context, and the use of brand worlds in business
marketing practice on the one hand, and the complete lack of research on the
effectiveness of these apexes of branding in B2B on the other hand, the central
purpose of this work is to answer two primary research questions:

RQ1: Do brand worlds also work in industrial marketing?

And, if so:

RQ2: How do brand worlds work in industrial marketing?

In trying to answer these questions, brand worlds can be seen as physical
artifacts, designed and built to achieve a certain purpose. As such, they are



1.2 research questions , design and objectives 3

a product of design, like many other marketing communication instruments
(Henseler, 2017a). Research on such marketing communication and branding
instruments designed by humans, such as in advertising research, is “a design
science, aiming to generate a body of knowledge on how to create, improve,
orchestrate, and manage specific types of marketing instruments” (Henseler,
2017a, p. 178). Design science research itself is a research strategy that aims to
create knowledge that can be used to design and implement actions, processes
or systems to achieve desired outcomes in practice (van Aken et al., 2016).
Based on a process comprising different steps, such as problem identification
and exploration, the search for initial solutions, and the own development
of a solution (Holmström et al., 2009; G. G. Meyer et al., 2014; Peffers et al.,
2007; van Aken et al., 2016), the goal of design science is to develop a “‘means
to an end,’ an artifact to solve a problem” (Holmström et al., 2009, p. 67).
Hence, the question of whether a design actually ’works’, i.e. whether it is
effective in solving a problem, and therefore testing and evaluating the artifact,
is the crucial last step of the design science research process (van Aken et al.,
2016). It subsequently allows for further improvements of the design and its
implementation (Holmström et al., 2009; G. G. Meyer et al., 2014; Peffers et al.,
2007; van Aken et al., 2016).

The intended outcomes or achievements of marketing instruments are often
changes in consumer behavior or attitudes (Henseler, 2017a). For a substantial
period of time, the dominant metaphor for marketing theory in general was
that marketing is a behavioral science, focusing on theories that describe and
try to explain the beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behaviors of consumers
and industrial buyers alike (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Kerin, 1996; Kumar, 2015).
Therefore, the aim to investigate whether the marketing instrument ‘brand
world’ ‘works’ in industrial marketing, i.e. whether operating companies are
able to achieve the potentially behavioral outcomes intended with their im-
plementation, places this thesis at the intersection of design and behavioral
research. Furthermore, with the aim to describe and explain how brand worlds
in industrial marketing function and how they might influence these constructs
of behavioral science, this thesis could provide information for practition-
ers that might help to further improve the design and management of these
marketing instruments, and further the theoretical knowledge on experiential
marketing instruments and brand building tactics in industrial markets.

Now that the approach applied to answer the guiding research questions
is placed in research theory, the structure of this thesis is presented along its
different chapters in Section 1.3. Subsequently, in Section 1.4, an overview of
the theoretical and practical contributions of this thesis is provided. Section 1.5
provides those readers who wish to read this thesis in its entirety with a
hopefully helpful guide, since some of the contents in the various chapters
are overlapping and repetitive. This circumstance originates therein, that the
then following chapters (Chapters 2, 3, 4, 5, 6) are based on scientific papers,
which are initially written to be stand-alone pieces of research and individually
submitted to various journals and academic conferences, and are now combined
to form the body of this thesis. While all of these papers answer different
subordinate research questions, they are connected by the common theme
of brand worlds and/or experiences and experiential marketing, and build
on each other. The ‘red thread’ or storyline that links them is described in
Section 1.3. Chapter 7 then presents the answers to the main research questions
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of this thesis, which are based on the outcomes of the research carried out
within this project. It furthermore discusses the findings, presents limitations,
and provides recommendations for further research and for practitioners.

1.3 thesis outline

This section provides the ‘red thread’ for this thesis. It explains how the
individual papers that are presented in the next chapters of this thesis are
linked to each other, and how they contribute to answering the main research
questions in multiple steps.

Figure 1.1 summarizes this ‘red thread’.
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1.3.1 Chapter 2: An Inquiry Into Experiential Marketing and Brand Worlds in
Industrial Marketing

As a start to the endeavor of finding out whether and how brand worlds work
in industrial marketing, one must first gain an understanding of what these
instruments are and what characterizes them. Therefore, Chapter 2 serves
as a first inquiry into experiential marketing and brand worlds in business
markets. Due to the lack of research on both these topics in B2B, it analyzes and
synthesizes the findings regarding what different types of brand worlds exist in
B2C, what their goals and special characteristics are, as well as whether these
instruments work and how they work in consumer marketing. In order to do so,
38 relevant contributions to the consumer marketing literature were identified
using a systematic literature review and analyzed with qualitative content
analysis. Seven main types of brand worlds are identified, and 16 characteristics
differentiating them from each other. Furthermore, these findings are reflected
on examples of brand worlds in the B2B realm, in order to investigate whether
they might be transferable. As such, this chapter serves to give an overview
on brand worlds and to place this thesis into the research environment of
experiential marketing and branding in business markets.

1.3.2 Chapter 3: Brand Worlds: Introducing Experiential Marketing to B2B Branding

In the following Chapter 3, this preliminary understanding of brand worlds in
industrial markets, which is so far only based on secondary information and a
transfer from the consumer marketing area, is deepened further. In line with
the two main research questions, the purpose of this chapter is twofold. First,
to identify why companies in industrial marketing implement brand worlds,
i.e. the goals and motives that they pursue, but also what the expectations
of and the values derived for the business visitors are. Understanding this
allows for the later investigation of whether these goals are achieved, and
whether brand worlds work. Second, with respect to the question of how they
work, this chapter investigates the nature of B2B brand worlds, what they
consist of, and how they are experienced. This chapter is based on a total of
37 qualitative expert interviews with industrial companies operating brand
worlds, business visitors, and exhibition designers. The findings show that
although B2B brand worlds apply similar experiential marketing techniques
than their B2C counterparts, they also differ in several important aspects. One
similarity is that they are also instruments used for branding purposes and
to create brand experiences, and the findings provide first qualitative support
for the effectiveness of brand worlds in industrial markets in this respect. But
compared to B2C, B2B visitors expect more functional than hedonic benefits,
and the visit has to support them in their own business activities. Affordances
of the brand world experiencescape, consisting of physical artifacts and spaces,
and the social environment and practices, and the action-perception between
visitor, brand employees, and these physical environments are at the core of
the B2B brand world experience. This shows on a micro level how the B2B
brand world works, by describing how it is perceived and how the experience
at a B2B brand world is co-created.
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1.3.3 Chapter 4: Differences Between Brand Worlds in B2C and B2B

With respect to our second main research question, how brand worlds in
industrial marketing work, Chapter 4 highlights the differences between these
spaces in B2C and B2B. It gives a deeper understanding of what the specific
characteristics of brand worlds in industrial marketing are, which have to be
considered in their practical implementation. This chapter builds on the same
sample and methodology as Chapter 3.

1.3.4 Chapter 5: The Dynamic Nature of Brand Experience

In order to quantitatively investigate the first main research question, whether
the visit to a brand world works, in this case whether it has an influence on the
operating company’s branding goals, a thorough understanding of experiences
is needed, as is a theoretical framework. With respect to the second main
research question, such a framework would also allow to investigate how the
experience co-created at a brand world in industrial marketing works on a
macro level in a nomological net. Chapter 5 links the findings on the distinct
concepts of brand experience and customer experience in such a theoretical
framework, in order to generalize from those specific experience areas to
overarching principles of experiences. This framework argues and allows for
the measurement of the overall brand experience, a core aspect in branding
research, across multiple individual touchpoints and multiple stages. This
theoretical paper sets the foundation for the quantitative evaluation of whether
brand worlds in industrial marketing, a single touchpoint, work with respect
to an increase in brand experience, which was one goal of the implementation
of brand worlds as identified in Chapter 3.

1.3.5 Chapter 6: Entering B2B Brands’ Living Rooms: How Brand Worlds Can Help
Build Brand Equity

Chapter 6 builds on the findings of Chapter 3 and the framework outlined
in Chapter 5. While Chapter 3 has given qualitative support showing that
brand worlds work in industrial marketing, and how they work in co-creating
an experience for the visitor, this study investigates quantitatively whether
brand worlds work in increasing the levels of core branding concepts, namely
brand experience and brand equity. Furthermore, while Chapter 3 has shown
how brand worlds work on a micro-level to co-create experiences, this chapter
investigates how the experience co-created there works on a macro-level by
analyzing its relationships with brand experience and brand equity in a nomo-
logical net. Data is collected in a quasi-experimental pretest-posttest research
design from a sample of 218 visitors of a brand world in industrial market-
ing. Analyzing this data with a Wilcoxon signed-rank test showed that brand
worlds indeed work in industrial marketing, and are effective in increasing
the levels of the focal outcome constructs brand experience and brand equity.
Furthermore, based on the components of the B2B brand world experience
identified in Chapter 3 and using partial least squares structural equation
modeling as implemented in ADANCO 2.0.1 (Henseler & Dijkstra, 2015), this
chapter shows that the experience at the individual touchpoint of the brand
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world mediates the relationship between pre- and post-visit brand experience.
It is not influenced by pre-visit brand equity. Yet, this brand world experience
influences post-visit brand equity directly and indirectly through post-visit
brand experience.

1.3.6 Chapter 7: Synopsis

In the last Chapter 7 of this dissertation, these individual research papers and
their findings are synthesized. The answers to the main research questions of
this thesis are presented: ‘Do brand worlds also work in industrial marketing?’
and, if so, ‘how do brand worlds work in industrial marketing?’ These answers
are based on the findings of the research conducted within this thesis, as
outlined above and described in the following Chapters 2-6. Apart from this,
these findings are discussed and related back to theory on branding and
experiential marketing in industrial markets. Furthermore, a reflection on the
limitations of the findings of this research project as a whole, related areas
for further research, and implications for theory as well as for practitioners
conclude this thesis.

1.4 contribution

By addressing the main research questions and the subordinate research ques-
tions in each individual chapter, this thesis contributes to marketing theory
and practice in several ways. This section briefly describes these contributions.

1.4.1 Chapter 2: An Inquiry Into Experiential Marketing and Brand Worlds in
Industrial Marketing

Chapter 2 summarizes and synthesizes the research on brand worlds in con-
sumer markets. Seven main types of brand worlds which are discussed in
B2C marketing literature are identified. Furthermore, 16 characteristics distin-
guishing these different types of brand worlds in B2C were found. Due to its
fragmented nature and the at times contradictory use of terms, these findings
contribute to a better understanding of brand worlds as marketing instruments
in consumer markets, and thus to theory building. Based on this synthesis,
the characteristics of brand worlds are reflected on, regarding their possible
transfer from the consumer marketing to the industrial marketing area. This
chapter is the first academic paper to focus on brand worlds as a possible
means of branding and experiential marketing in business markets. It serves as
a first introduction to the topic for both marketing academics and practitioners
and offers directions for further research.

1.4.2 Chapter 3: Brand Worlds: Introducing Experiential Marketing to B2B Branding

By being the first paper to investigate brand worlds in industrial marketing
qualitatively, Chapter 3 contributes to a better theoretical understanding of this
phenomenon. Answering a general call for further research on experiential
marketing activities in business markets, it contributes to the literature on
the branding instrument of brand worlds specifically. By investigating it from
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multiple perspectives, namely the operating companies’, the business visitors’,
and the exhibition designers’, it expands the literature from merely describing
its existence in B2B to a comprehensive and holistic understanding of its nature
and components, as well as the why, what, and how of this phenomenon.
This chapter thus contributes to the understanding of the industrial marketing
equivalent of one of the most powerful branding instruments in consumer
markets. It introduces B2B brand worlds as a valuable alternative and addition
to existing B2B branding instruments for the operating company, but also as a
valuable tool for the business visitor, based on the experience that is co-created
there. Therefore, this study also contributes to the frameworks and tactics of
brand building and brand management, as well as the customer experience in
business markets.

1.4.3 Chapter 4: Differences Between Brand Worlds in B2C and B2B

Chapter 4 shows that B2B brand worlds share several similarities with their
B2C counterparts, and that they are using the same principles of experiential
marketing, live communication, and branding in order to fulfill their goals and
convey their messages. Yet, based on the different priorities of operating com-
panies regarding the goals, and the motivations and expectations of business
visitors, also some major differences in brand worlds in B2B compared to B2C
emerge. The results highlight these differences, which have to be taken into
account for the design, implementation, and operation of brand worlds in B2B
marketing practice in order for them to be successful. Furthermore, the paper
provides interesting areas for future research regarding the role of a B2B brand
world in the entire customer journey and the processes of relationship-building
and interactions on business markets on the micro-level of individuals. If one
of the actors involved possesses a brand world, they often provide the inspiring
and stimulating physical environment for a first personal meeting and interac-
tion, and thus the foundation for a future relationship between the operating
company and other actors on business markets.

1.4.4 Chapter 5: The Dynamic Nature of Brand Experience

Chapter 5 contributes to the discussion on specific experience areas and the
generalization from them to overarching principles of experiences by proposing
a framework that argues and allows for the measurement of the overall brand
experience across multiple touchpoints and multiple stages. This framework
enables the measurement and evaluation of the influence of individual touch-
points on the overall brand experience, which is a valuable contribution for
both marketing academia and practice.

1.4.5 Chapter 6: Entering B2B Brands’ Living Rooms: How Brand Worlds Can Help
Build Brand Equity

Chapter 6 contributes to the overall understanding of the B2B counterparts
of brand worlds as one of the most powerful branding instruments in B2C.
By being, to the best of the author’s knowledge, the first study to investigate
their effectiveness regarding customer experience and branding outcomes, it
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also contributes to the understanding of industrial customer experiences and
experiential marketing in business markets. Furthermore, it contributes to
research on brand building tactics and brand management in business markets
in general by investigating whether this instrument is actually effective. It also
contributes to research on customer and brand experience in B2C as well as in
B2B, by explicating the effect of an experience at an individual touchpoint on
the overall brand experience and subsequent experience outcomes, as outlined
in the framework developed in Chapter 5. Practically, this study shows that B2B
brand worlds are indeed effective in increasing brand experience and brand
equity levels, which is not only an important contribution to theory, but also a
valuable finding for business marketers.

1.4.6 Chapter 7: Synopsis

Finally, Chapter 7 summarizes the findings of the previous chapters and links
them back to the main research questions of this thesis. It therefore contributes
to the overall understanding of whether and how B2B brand worlds work in
industrial marketing.

1.5 guide to the reader

Simply doing research is not enough. Only by sharing this research with aca-
demics and practitioners alike through publishing, one can join the scientific
debate, receive feedback, and contribute to the progression of science, as well
as ultimately have an impact on practice. Therefore, the goal of this research
project was not only to conduct research on brand worlds in industrial market-
ing, but to present this research on conferences and publish it in conference
proceedings and academic journals.

As a result, the different steps undertaken to answer the main research
questions of this thesis are presented in individual papers. These papers
have been written as stand-alone, independent pieces of research, answering
different subordinate research questions on the way to the final answers to our
main research questions. As such, they were individually submitted to different
academic conferences and journals, as soon as this individual step has been
concluded. Together, these individual and independent papers now form the
main body of this thesis as the separate Chapters 2 - 6. This suits the needs of
readers who are only interested in specific pieces of the overall work within this
thesis. For readers who want to read through the entirety of this dissertation,
a certain degree of repetition and overlap is unfortunately inevitable. This
mostly concerns parts of the introduction, theoretical background, and methods
sections.

Before you now begin to read the actual outcomes of this PhD research
project, allow me one last remark. I would sincerely like to thank you for your
interest in my work and for your time to read it, whether it is the entirety
of this dissertation or parts of it. My objective with this research project was
to contribute to science and practice. In fact, this project evolved out of a
very practical question that posed itself in my former job in marketing and
sales practice. The question was whether a flagship store, brand museum, or a
different type of brand world would make sense and could also be a useful
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instrument for a company in industrial marketing to provide its (potential)
customers or other stakeholders with unique and extraordinary experiences
and, as a result of doing so, strengthen their bond to the brand, i.e. whether a
brand world would also work in industrial marketing. As it turned out, science
did not have an answer to this question. By providing this answer within
this thesis, I hope that I have achieved my objective of furthering scientific
knowledge on the marketing of industrial goods and services, and also the
objective of having an impact on industrial marketing practice. I have enjoyed
the process of conducting this research and also writing it up very much,
and have gained a lot of new knowledge during the course of this process. I
therefore hope that by reading this work you will also gain new knowledge
that helps you with your own research or work in industrial marketing or other
areas, and that you enjoy reading this thesis at least as much as I did writing it!
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As a first step towards investigating experiential marketing and brand worlds
in business markets, a thorough understanding is needed of what these instru-
ments are, what characterizes them, and whether these characteristics could be
transferred to the industrial marketing area. This chapter serves as this first
step. Due to a lack of research on brand worlds in industrial markets, a system-
atic literature review on brand worlds in consumer markets is conducted, and
the findings are mirrored to the B2B realm.
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2 . A N I N Q U I RY I N T O E X P E R I E N T I A L M A R K E T I N G A N D
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abstract

The purpose of this paper is to introduce the concept of experiential marketing
in ‘brand worlds’ to the B2B branding area. It analyzes and provides a synthesis
of the extant literature on B2C brand worlds regarding the different types, their
goals and special characteristics. Using existing B2B brand worlds as examples,
it mirrors the findings on brand worlds as an instrument of experiential mar-
keting and branding from B2C to the B2B realm. Due to a lack of literature,
this serves as a first step to further research on this instrument of experiential
marketing in B2B. A systematic literature review and the inductive category
formation technique of qualitative content analysis are used to analyze the
existing literature on brand worlds in consumer marketing. Despite the pro-
posal that the goal of experiential marketing activities in B2B should be an
instrumental experience, rather than an autotelic one as in B2C, this paper
identifies a substantial overlap regarding the characteristics of B2C and B2B
brand worlds. The major contribution of this paper is twofold. First, it provides
a so far non-existent synthesis of the literature on brand worlds in consumer
marketing. Second, on this basis, this work is the first piece of literature cov-
ering brand worlds as a means of branding and experiential marketing in
business markets. It answers a call for more research on experiential marketing
instruments in B2B, offers directions for future research on brand worlds in
industrial marketing, and provides both academics and practitioners with a
first introduction to the topic.

2.1 introduction

Business-to-Business branding research has undergone a development from
relative unimportance towards an exclusive field of study. Nowadays, branding
is described as being just as relevant in B2B as in B2C (Kotler & Pfoertsch,
2006). In the course of this evolution, B2B branding has adopted many insights
and underlying concepts from the more mature consumer branding literature
(Seyedghorban et al., 2016).

Interestingly though, a powerful technique of branding in B2C, which leads
to increased interactions and emotional connections between consumers and
brands (Schmitt, 1999a), has received almost no academic attention in the B2B
area: experiential marketing. This marketing management area is based on
the thinking that the understanding and especially the provision of appealing
experiences for customers is crucial for positioning and differentiating brands,
products, and other offerings in the competitive environment of today’s markets
(Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013). Except for a few references, where for example
emotionally charged rather than feature-and-benefit laden advertising (Schmitt,
1999b), or the spectacularization of business products and services (Pine &
Gilmore, 1999) are suggested, only one study takes an experiential approach
to business marketing activities. Based on an ethnographic study conducted
at ten international trade shows in the textile industry, Rinallo et al. (2010)
find that business marketing practitioners have adopted experiential marketing
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techniques in the trade show environment already for decades, simply without
applying the experiential marketing label to it. Thus, they call for further
investigations of industrial buyer experiences and experiential marketing for
business markets, with the focus on other promotional instruments (Rinallo
et al., 2010).

In this paper, we argue that next to trade shows, business marketing prac-
titioners also use the concept of experiential marketing in ‘brand worlds’,
an umbrella term for permanent, physical locations dedicated to promote a
brand, its products, or offerings. In B2C, the primary use of brand worlds is
to evoke positive brand experiences in the visitors, and the term encompasses
for example brandscapes, brand lands, brand museums, and flagship stores.
Unfortunately, the amount of research on B2C brand worlds is limited, and
the definitions and the use of terms are often contradictory. The literature is
characterized by a lack of empirical synthesis on the different types of brand
worlds and their characteristics (Doyle, Moore, Doherty, & Hamilton, 2008;
Kirchgeorg, Springer, & Ermer, 2012; Manlow & Nobbs, 2013).

Brand worlds in the B2B context have so far received no academic attention at
all, although practical examples can be found at various companies and indus-
tries, such as Caterpillar with their Caterpillar Visitor Center, General Electric
with various Customer Experience Centers, Mack Trucks with their Customer
Center, or Austrian steel manufacturer Voestalpine with their Stahlwelt.

Against this background, the goal and main contribution of this article
is to introduce the powerful and so far disregarded concept of experiential
marketing to the B2B branding area, based on the example of brand worlds. To
provide a sound theoretical foundation, the literature on experiential marketing
and brand worlds in B2C serves as the starting point for this introduction.

Due to the lack of synthesis in the B2C brand world literature, this paper first
aims at analyzing which different types of brand worlds are described in the
B2C literature, and what their goals and special characteristics are, respectively.
Subsequently, it investigates whether these goals and special characteristics of
B2C brand worlds as experiential marketing instruments can be transferred to
B2B brand worlds. This transfer is based on information on B2B brand world
examples in practice. The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: First,
it provides a background on the development of the concept of experience,
consumption experiences, experiential marketing, and brand worlds in B2C. It
then describes the use of a systematic literature review to identify the existing
and relevant literature on brand worlds in consumer marketing. Because of the
lack of synthesis in the B2C brand world literature, it subsequently outlines the
step of qualitative content analysis to identify different types, characteristics,
and functions of B2C brand worlds on the basis of this literature. It identifies
seven main types of brand worlds in B2C, and four categories comprising
16 characteristic features on whose attribute levels the types of brand worlds
can differentiate from each other. These findings on the special characteristics
of the different types of B2C brand worlds as instruments of experiential
marketing and branding are then transferred from consumer to industrial
marketing, based on the inherent characteristics of industrial marketing and
practical examples of brand worlds in B2B. The final section draws conclusions,
acknowledges the study’s limitations, and defines areas of future research on
the topic of brand worlds in industrial marketing.
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2.2 experiential marketing , brand experience and brand worlds

in b2c

2.2.1 The concept of experience

The concept of experience is a very multifaceted one. Two major categories
under which the various definitions fall have been identified (Schmitt & Zaran-
tonello, 2013): the first category of definitions uses the term experience to refer
to “ongoing perceptions, feeling, and direct observations”. As an example,
Webster’s Third New International Dictionary can be used, where experience
is defined as “‘direct observation of or participation in events: an encountering,
undergoing, or living through things in general as they take place in the course
of time’” is mentioned. The second category of definitions, refers to knowledge
and accumulated experiences over time. Again Webster’s Third New Interna-
tional Dictionary is used as an example, where experience is also described
as “‘knowledge, skill, or practice derived from direct observation of or partici-
pation in events: practical wisdom resulting from what one has encountered,
undergone, or lived’”. Depending on the field of science, experience can be
seen as either objective (e.g. in the philosophy of science) or subjective (e.g. in
psychology), as an individual (e.g. American psychologists) or social process
(e.g. European psychologists), and as a group-based concept (anthropology
and ethnology), which is why it must be put in cultural context (Schmitt &
Zarantonello, 2013).

2.2.2 The experiential view in marketing

All these different perspectives have influenced how marketers understand the
concept of experience. Therefore, different streams of research have evolved,
such as the very broad and general stream of research on consumer or customer
experience, more specific research focusing on the interaction between the
customer and the product (product experience), the interaction between the
customer and the company when a service is provided (service experience),
offline and online experiences and the again broader concept of consumption
experience (Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2013).

The introduction of consumption experience by M. B. Holbrook and Hirschman
(1982) has started the academic discussion about experience in general. Since
then, consumption is not just described as a logical process to solve a problem
which results in a purchase anymore. Instead, consumption involves “a steady
flow of fantasies, feelings, and fun encompassed by what we call the ‘experien-
tial view’” (M. B. Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982, p. 132). This development of
the experiential view subsequently led to the concept of experience economy,
where, as goods and services become increasingly commoditized, customer
experiences that companies create matter most (Pine & Gilmore, 1998). In this
commoditized world, customers take product quality, functions and benefits,
and a positive brand image for granted - what they long for are “products,
communications, and marketing campaigns that dazzle their senses, touch
their hearts, and stimulate their minds. They want products, communications
and marketing campaigns to deliver an experience. The degree to which a
company is able to deliver and provide a desirable customer experience (. . . )
will largely determine its success in the global marketplace of the new millen-
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nium” (Schmitt, 1999b, p. 57). Taking this one step further is the concept of the
experience society (Schulze, 2005), in which people define their lives by the sum
of their own experiences (van Boven & Gilovich, 2003). Yet, since experiences
are subjectively felt emotions, they cannot be ‘made’ or ‘guaranteed’ by the
‘provider’, e.g. the company offering experiential products or services. Instead,
inducing a positive inner feeling, turning the experiential offer into an actually
perceived experience, depends on the processing and the reception of each
individual customer (Kilian, 2009). This means that for experience providers it
is crucial to create an adequate and fitting environment which contributes to
the evoking of a desirable customer experience (Schmitt, 1999a).

2.2.3 Brand experience in B2C

Based on the aforementioned works and as another stream of research, more
recently the broad concept of brand experience has emerged, partly as a result
of the focus on branding and brand management in marketing since the 1990s.
It has been defined as “subjective, internal consumer responses (sensations, feel-
ings, and cognition) and behavioral responses evoked by brand-related stimuli
that are part of a brand’s design and identity, packaging, communications and
environments” (Brakus, Schmitt, & Zarantonello, 2009, p. 53). The marketing
of such experiences in relation to a brand becomes increasingly important for
companies in order to create brand equity (Schmitt, 1999b; Zarantonello &
Schmitt, 2013).

2.2.4 Brand worlds in B2C

Given this background of experiential marketing and brand experience in
consumer markets, the emergence and success of places and locations which
provide unique experiences based on brands is no surprise. Such efforts of
‘brandscaping’ follow the conviction that “the glamour and power of the brand
are the key weapons in the battle for target groups and customers. By staging
the brand experience in flagship stores, shop designs or entire theme parks,
companies communicate the image of the brand and imprint a characteristic
atmosphere on the consumer consciousness” (Riewoldt, 2002, p. 8). Since these
locations are so powerful in delivering these branded experiences, they are also
called “apex of branding” (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013, p. 460).

Unfortunately the term brandscape is used ambiguously: as the physical
outcome of turning a brand into a location, for an imaginary market landscape
linking brands to each other, or the overall experiential reach and engagement
of a brand (Sherry, 1998; D. M. Wood & Ball, 2013). Therefore, we define a
‘brand world’ as the result of brandscaping, in terms of the physical outcome
of turning a brand into a physical space. In this paper, it is thus understood as
an umbrella term for permanent, physical locations whose primary use is to
promote a brand and evoke brand experiences in the visitors. They encompass
for example brand lands, brand museums, brand stores, flagship stores, etc.,
and are a means to provide customers with a unique brand experience. These
locations give the operating companies the opportunity to stage themselves and
their products in an environment that they can largely control by themselves,
which contributes to this desired outcome of a positive brand experience
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for the customer (Kozinets et al., 2002). A visit to a brand world makes the
brand visible, actually tangible, and therefore creates a strong, real, memorable
customer experience and relationship between the brand and the customer
(Webb, 2012). Such live experiences of actually visiting the brand become part
of one’s own life and have a higher recollective value than simple advertising
or conventional PR (Mikunda, 2004).

Indeed, such brand worlds are not a new phenomenon. Already in 1906, the
Hershey’s chocolate company established Hershey Park. Initially designed as a
picnic and leisure park for employees, it soon developed into an amusement
and entertainment theme park based on the Hershey brand and was made
accessible to the public. Walt Disney was also a pioneer in brandscaping.
He recognized that “entertainment spaces such as amusement parks could
be used not only to sell popcorn and candy floss, but toys, collectibles, and
motion pictures, as well as – and, we would argue, most importantly – a
corporate brand image” (Kozinets et al., 2002, p. 18). The experiences created
for visitors at, for example, Disney World, undoubtedly contribute to the image
of the operating Walt Disney Company that we have today. Until today, many
B2C companies like Apple with their flagship stores, Nike with the Nike
Town stores and Coca-Cola with their World of Coca-Cola use brandscaping
and its manifestations, brand worlds, as an important tool of experiential
marketing, live communication, event marketing, brand management, and
brand communication. This emergence of brand worlds in consumer marketing
has received academic attention from various sectors. Yet, the amount of
research is limited, and the definitions and use of terms are often contradictory.
There is no empirical synthesis on these ideas and on types or categories of
different brand worlds so far (Doyle et al., 2008; Kirchgeorg et al., 2012; Manlow
& Nobbs, 2013)

2.3 experiential marketing , branding and brand worlds in b2b

2.3.1 Experiential marketing in B2B

So far, experiential marketing in B2B, compared to its counterpart in B2C, has
received almost no academic attention, with only very few exemptions. It is
mainly focused on trade shows as an important means of B2B communication
(Kirchgeorg, Springer, & Kästner, 2010; Rinallo et al., 2010). This lack of research
is explained with the focus on emotions, feelings and hedonic dimensions as
central determinants of consumption behavior in experiential marketing (Addis
& Holbrook, 2001), whereas the industrial buying behavior is described to be
more rational and professional (Rinallo et al., 2010). Interestingly though,
marketers in a B2B environment have created promotional experiences and
used experiential marketing techniques in the context of trade shows for
decades already, simply without applying the experiential marketing label to it
(Rinallo et al., 2010). However, researchers call for a fundamental distinction
between experiences in B2C and B2B. They propose that in contrast to B2C
experiences, B2B experiences are not autotelic, meaning they end in themselves.
Instead they are instrumental, which means they serve some higher goal or
are a means to a further end, no matter how fun, spectacular or entertaining
they might be (Rinallo et al., 2010). For example, B2B trade show visitors
value experiences which result in learning or new knowledge, or give the
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opportunity to socialize and relate to exhibitors and other visitors, in order to
gather information which is useful for their own cause (Rinallo et al., 2010).
Due to this distinction, some experiential marketing tactics that are based on
autotelic activities and involve fantasies, feelings, and fun, and which work well
in consumer markets, may prove to be ineffective or even counter-productive
in industrial environments (Rinallo et al., 2010). This is why academics call for
further investigations on experiences and experiential marketing for business
markets, with the focus on other promotional instruments and experiential
marketing activities (Rinallo et al., 2010).

2.3.2 Branding in B2B

Similar to experiential marketing, for a substantial period of time also branding
was not even meant to be relevant in B2B, and brands were seen purely as a
consumer marketing phenomenon (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006). Yet today, the
development in academic research (Seyedghorban et al., 2016) and the fact that
some of the most valuable brands nowadays are industrial brands (Interbrand,
2018) support the statement that “branding is just as relevant in B2B as it is
in B2C” (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006, p. 12). The purpose of industrial brands is
described as exactly the same as for consumer brands (e.g. Kotler & Pfoertsch,
2007; Wise & Zednickova, 2009). The brand value in industrial marketing
also comprises not only functional components such as quality, technology,
and reliability, but emotional components such as risk reduction, reassurance,
trust, and credibility (Leek & Christodoulides, 2012). These emotions play
an important role in the relationship between salesperson and customers
(Bagozzi, 2006). But branding is also relevant in the relationship with sales
channel partners (Anisimova & Mavondo, 2014), and brands in total can play
an important role in the decision making process in B2B both for product- and
service oriented businesses (Gomes et al., 2016; Walley et al., 2007).

And also in industrial marketing the concept of a brand is a holistic one,
as it is in consumer markets. This means that all elements of the marketing
communication mix, all customer touchpoints contribute to brand equity in
several ways: They create awareness of the brand, link desired associations to
the brand image, evoke emotions or judgments, influence the brands reputation,
and facilitate a stronger customer-brand relationship (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006;
G. Wang, Wang, Long, Hou, & Ching, 2015; Xie & Haugland, 2016). Like in
B2C, the experiences that B2B customers have with a brand have a direct effect
on B2B brand equity dimensions, such as brand awareness, brand associations,
perceived quality and brand loyalty (Biedenbach & Marell, 2010), or building
blocks such as the salience of the manufacturer’s brand, its performance, rep-
utation, judgment, sales force relationships and partnership solutions (Kuhn,
Alpert, & Pope, 2008). Therefore it seems only reasonable that also B2B compa-
nies make use of brand worlds as one of the most powerful tools in branding
to create unique experiences for their visitors.

2.3.3 Brand worlds in B2B

Brand worlds have been mentioned as a possibility for B2B companies to create
unique customer experiences (Gilmore & Pine, 2002), and industrial brands



18 inquiry into exp. marketing and brand worlds in ind. mark .

have also already invested in brand worlds and the unique experiences and
emotions they provide for visitors. Yet, B2B brand worlds have not been subject
to academic research so far. Brand worlds in industrial marketing differ from
their counterparts in B2C first and foremost in the fact, that the target group
for the products of the operating company are not consumers, but industrial
buyers. In the course of this study, and as a preparation for further inquiries,
we conducted extensive online research, checked press releases, connected with
business and academic network contacts, and attended practitioner conferences
focusing on experiential marketing and brand worlds, to discover information
about cases of brand worlds in industrial marketing practice. These efforts led
us to the finding that such information is scarce and also difficult to obtain,
because in contrast to their B2C counterparts, not a lot of B2B companies ac-
tively and prominently advertise these locations. Therefore, often only industry
experts are familiar with them. But despite that, examples for such brand
worlds of companies in industrial marketing can in fact be found all over the
world. To just name a few: In the US, there are the Mack Trucks Customer
Center, the Caterpillar Visitors Center, the Customer Experience Centers of
General Electric and Honeywell Process Solutions, and the Automation and
Power Center of ABB. In Europe, there are for example the Innovation Center
of logistics provider DHL, the Stahlwelt of Austrian steel producer Voestalpine,
or the Brand Stores and Flagship Stores of power tool manufacturer Hilti. In
Asia, the Mitsubishi Minatomirai Industrial Museum can be found.

Some of these industrial brand worlds are accessible to the public and
even charge entrance fees, others are only accessible to customers or other
stakeholders upon invitation. This simple example already shows the wide
spread of types and goals of these industrial brand worlds, and a differentiation
to B2C brand worlds, which in general are all accessible to the public.

Given this background on experiential marketing, branding and brand
worlds in B2C and B2B, it seems especially interesting whether the finding
in the trade show environment, that B2B experiences are mostly instrumental
instead of autotelic as in B2C, has an influence on the goals and characteristics
of B2B brand worlds compared to their B2C counterparts.

Therefore, in this paper we want to provide a synthesis on the literature of
brand worlds in B2C, to identify main types of brand worlds according to this
literature and to identify the main characteristics that differentiate them from
each other. Because of the complete lack of literature on these experiential loca-
tions in business markets, we then transfer our findings on these instruments
of branding and experiential marketing to the B2B environment, based on a
critical reflection with practical examples of brand worlds in B2B.

2.4 methodology

To identify the relevant academic and scholarly articles related to brand worlds
in consumer marketing, we followed the guidelines for systematic literature
reviews that Tranfield, Denyer, and Smart (2003) propose, which have been
applied in an industrial marketing context before (e.g. Hüttinger, Schiele, &
Veldman, 2012). We searched for peer-reviewed journal articles in English using
a total of 27 keywords in the Scopus database. We required that the articles
contain at least one of these terms in the title, the abstract or the keywords.
The final search resulted in 79 journal articles. Including related papers in
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the references, the sample consisted of 17 relevant articles from 11 journals.
This result is consistent with the aforementioned findings in literature, namely
that the phenomenon of brand worlds has only received limited academic
consideration in terms of journal publications. We then also added monographs,
dissertations, or contributions in anthologies that were cited in these journal
publications (Tranfield et al., 2003), and searched local university libraries and
Google Scholar using the same terms for further contributions in English or
German, in order to get a more comprehensive overview of the topic. This
yielded another 21 relevant contributions, 16 of them in German. The total of
38 contributions related to the topic of brand worlds in consumer marketing
form the foundation of our analysis.

The inductive category formation of Qualitative Content Analysis was then
used to arrive directly at summarizing categories coming from the material itself
and not from theoretical considerations (Mayring, 2014). The a priori definitions
of what the relevant parts of the material are, as well the level of abstraction, are
crucial to the analysis and are derived from the research questions (Mayring,
2014). As we wanted to derive a comprehensive classification of brand worlds
and their distinctive features, we wanted all possible types and characteristics
to be included. We therefore defined the relevant parts of the material as
any text passage containing a denomination, description, or definition of any
type of physical, permanent brand representation, and as any text passage
containing characteristics, specific or distinctive features of any type of physical,
permanent brand representation. As the level of abstraction, we chose specific
denominations of single types of brand worlds, as well as characteristics of
any of these types. We then followed the procedure for inductive category
formation as described in the literature, coded the text and developed main
categories from our category system as the result of the analysis (Mayring,
2014). By following these established processes and describing our approach,
we make our qualitative research as transparent as possible. All the sources
included in our analysis are depicted in the Appendix in Table A.1, including
the characteristics that were discussed within these sources. The full results are
described in the next section.

2.5 analysis of literature on brand worlds in consumer mar-
keting

Mikunda (2004) was the first to use the term ‘brand world’ to describe perma-
nent exhibitions arranged at corporate locations (Mikunda, 2004). Yet with his
description he outlines what we understand as ’brand lands’. In this current
paper, ‘brand world’ is used as an umbrella term for all permanent, physical
locations that promote a brand. They are not limited to corporate locations and
also comprise venues that are not only exhibitions, but also places of trans-
action, like brand stores and flagship stores. Unfortunately, there are several
definitions and typologies of the various forms of brand worlds in consumer
marketing in the examined literature, and there is no consensus on the use of
names and definitions for these various types (Kent & Brown, 2012; Manlow &
Nobbs, 2013).

Following up on one of our research aims, to provide a synthesis of the
B2C literature on brand worlds, we merge these different typologies under
seven main categories and one additional category that comprises numerous
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venues and sub-types which have only been mentioned in single contributions.
They are presented in Table 2.1. Furthermore, we identify 16 characteristics
distinguishing the main types from each other. Table A.1 in the Appendix gives
an overview of the characteristics discussed within each of our sources. An
additional summary of the characteristics can be seen in Table 2.2. They are
organized into four main categories: goal-related characteristics, content-related
characteristics, characteristics describing the physical appearance of the brand
world, and characteristics related to its customers. An underlying goal for all
of the various types of brand worlds is the provision of unique, memorable
experiences to the visitors; in some types, the experience even is the product on
sale (Sherry et al., 2001). Similarly, the employees are a fundamental factor for
all types of brand worlds in B2C, since they act as ambassadors for the brand,
and, due to their direct interaction with the visitors, they largely contribute to
the shaping of the experience (Hollenbeck et al., 2008; Penaloza, 1998). These
types and characteristics are the findings of our qualitative content analysis
of the relevant literature that covers the topic of brand worlds in consumer
marketing. With regard to our third research question and owing to the lack
of existing research in that specific field, we now transfer these findings to
industrial marketing. To do this, we use information about the aforementioned
practical examples and reflect on our findings on brand worlds in consumer
marketing.

2.6 brand worlds in industrial marketing

Following our third research aim, whether the aforementioned goals and special
characteristics of B2C brand worlds as instruments of experiential marketing
can be transferred to their B2B counterparts, we first shed light on the practice
of transferring knowledge from B2C to B2B.

The transfer and adaption of underlying knowledge and structures from B2C
to B2B branding is current practice in B2B branding research. These structures
may also work in both consumer and industrial marketing, but researchers are
simultaneously calling for the consideration of the specific factors inherent to
industrial marketing when doing so (Seyedghorban et al., 2016). Additionally,
researchers are also trying to renew the debate around the differences between
B2C and B2B (Cova & Salle, 2007; Wind, 2006). Cova and Salle’s (2007) argument
is based on the approach of the Industrial Marketing and Purchasing Group
(IMP) to industrial markets and the development of consumer culture theory
in consumer marketing. They state that the “significant differences between
B2B and B2C can be rendered almost null and void,” and therefore “we should
no longer be frightened of cross-fertilization between B2B and B2C marketing”
(Cova & Salle, 2007, p. 9).

Nevertheless, we keep in mind B2B marketing specifics as described in
standard B2B textbooks (e.g. R. Grewal & Lilien, 2012), and also the different,
instrumental notion of experiences in B2B (Rinallo et al., 2010) when we transfer
the distinguishing features of brand worlds derived from consumer marketing
literature to industrial marketing. Also, the functions of brands in B2B differ in
their importance from the B2C sector, the most important being risk reduction,
followed by the reduction of information search cost. Image benefits play a
minor role, which means that there is a directly inverse ranking of brand
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Table 2.1: Overview of main types of brand worlds described in consumer marketing
literature (n=38)

main category

quantity

of sources text example

Factory Tours 6 “The increasingly evident appeal of factory tour-type op-
erations will likely come into play in the future, as the
success of the Crayola Factory, Hershey’s Chocolate World,
and Kellogg’s Cereal City U.S.A. is duplicated.” (Kozinets
et al., 2002, p. 25)

Visitor Centers 8 Attractions of this kind, where a factory tour is com-
bined with extensive gastronomic and entertainment offers.
(Roost 2008, 48, Author’s translation)

Brand Museums 10 “Three key features distinguish brand museums from
other themed retail environments: (a) historical linkages;
(b) museumlike qualities (e.g., galleries, exhibits, paid ad-
mission); and (c) an education-based mission.” (Hollen-
beck, Peters, & Zinkhan, 2008, p. 336)

Showrooms 8 “Showrooms are the representatives of brands that stage
the products and company philosophies throughout the
world” (Messedat, 2007, p. 6)

Flagship Stores 18 “Flagship brand stores can be distinguished by three char-
acteristics. First, they carry a single (usually established)
brand of product. Second, that brand’s manufacturer owns
them. Finally, they are operated—at least in part—with
the intention of building or reinforcing the image of the
brand rather than operating to sell product at a profit.”
(Kozinets et al., 2002, p. 17)

Brand Stores 9 “A flagship is a store ‘1) carrying a single brand of product,
2) owned by that brand’s manufacturer, and 3) operated – at
least in part – with the intention of reinforcing the brand rather
than selling a product at a profit’ (Kozinets et al. 2002, p.
17, emphasis added). Only the first two characteristics of
flagships apply to brand stores.” (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013,
pp. 460-461)

Brand Lands 18 “Within the concept of event-marketing, brand lands are
immobile corporate theme parks that provide an inter-
active mixture of entertainment and information around
brand themes to consumers.” (Wohlfeil & Whelan, 2005, p.
199)

Other types 10 “Brandscapes”(Sherry, 1998, p. 112); “themed flagship
brand stores” (Kozinets et al., 2002, p. 18); “retail spec-
tacles” (Hollenbeck, Peters, & Zinkhan, 2008, p. 334); “con-
sumption spectacle” (Penaloza, 1998, p. 339); etc.
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Table 2.2: Differentiating characteristics of brand worlds described in consumer market-
ing (n=38)

main cate-
gory

sub-
category

qty. of

sources text example

Goal related Image 34 “The flagship was also seen as a branding tool
to build and showcase the brand’s identity and
to position it in the market.” (Manlow & Nobbs,
2013, pp. 59-60)

Retail 28 “Retail orientation reflects the extent to which
the flagship brand store environment encourages
and emphasizes making the short-term sale (as in
traditional retail stores) over longer-term brand
building (as in current manifestations such as Nike
Town or the Coca Cola Museum).” (Kozinets et al.,
2002, p. 24)

Content re-
lated

Hands-on 21 “These are all so called hands-on, interactive in-
stallations beamed immediately from the world
of science museums to the world of brand lands.”
(Mikunda, 2004, pp. 37-38)

Education /
Information

24 “One key feature of brand museums is the resem-
blance to traditional museums, but, in the former,
the brand is positioned within historical and edu-
cational contexts.” (Hollenbeck et al., 2008, p. 334)

Entertainment 24 “Entertainment consultant Wolf (1999) asserts that,
as entertainment has seeped into every aspect of
the economy, shopping has become blended into
entertainment, becoming what he terms ‘shopper-
tainment’.” (Kozinets et al., 2002, p. 17)

Product
range

20 “(. . . ) and the majority of the respondents stated
that a defining feature of a flagship is that it has
the widest and most indepth product range out of
all the stores in the company, (. . . )” (Nobbs et al.,
2012, p. 930)

Time per-
spective

15 “Brand museums are slightly different from
themed flagship brand stores explored in prior
studies (e.g., ESPN Zone) in that they frame their
advertising-driven contents as cultural artifacts
with historical linkages that connect consumers to
both local and international history.” (Hollenbeck
et al., 2008, p. 336)

Additional
Services

18 “In terms of added value services these were not
visually advertised inside the flagship store and
were therefore not apparent during the observa-
tion. However two thirds of interview respondents
mentioned this as being a differential aspect of the
form of their flagship store, supporting Verdict
(2007).” (Nobbs et al., 2012, p. 930)

Physical
characteris-
tics

Size 19 “By way of delineating the physical differences that
characterise flagship stores, the findings have iden-
tified that these stores are significantly larger in
scale than any other format operated by the retail-
ers - either domestically or internationally. Typ-
ically, flagships are between five to eight times
larger than the typical retail (. . . )”(Moore et al.,
2010, p. 148)

Location 26 “Flagship projects are distinguished by their loca-
tion and differentiation.” (Kent & Brown, 2012, p.
2)

Architecture
/ Design

23 “The store is usually furbished to a higher stan-
dard than the others and may have its own unique
identity in the chain.” (Webb, 2012, pp. 20-21)
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Table 2.2: Differentiating characteristics of brand worlds described in consumer market-
ing (n=38) ctd.

main cate-
gory

sub-
category

qty. of

sources text example

Multisensuality 11 “In other words, shoppers develop a special emo-
tional, sensorial, and cognitive attachment to flag-
ships due to their extraordinary sensorial features
(Kaltcheva, Patino, and Chebat 2010). Such a bond
is less likely in the case of less spectacular brand
stores.” (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013, p. 464)

Investment 19 “For more major pursuits, comparable to ESPN
Zone and the World of Coca Cola, an impor-
tant condition for success is considerable finan-
cial backing (. . . ). The development of a suc-
cessful large-scale themed flagship brand store
will require millions of dollars in development
money and millions more to architecturally exe-
cute.” (Kozinets et al., 2002, p. 28)

Customer re-
lated

Target group 20 “Flagship projects (. . . ) have a marketing commu-
nication role to consumers, employees and a wider
community of stakeholders.” (Kent & Brown, 2012,
p. 2)

Stage in
customer
relationship

6 “Flagship stores play a critical role in relationship
development.” (Moore et al., 2010, p. 155)

Dialectical /
Co-creation

22 “In essence, consumers willfully perform within
the stage created by the producer, resulting in over-
lapping, interdependent consumption and produc-
tion experiences. This view is theoretically consis-
tent with the dialectical relationship between mar-
keters and consumers in the Nike Town context
as described by both Sherry (1998) and Penaloza
(1999).” (Hollenbeck et al., 2008, p. 336)

functions for the customer as compared with B2C (Backhaus, Steiner, & Lügger,
2011).

With their business type approach, Backhaus, Steiner, and Lügger (2011)
also give a possibility to differentiate various industrial businesses based
on the specific investment necessary on the buyer’s and the seller’s side
into product business, project business, systems business and OEM business.
This differentiation might also explain some of the different characteristics of
industrial brand worlds.

We will now reflect on the characteristics of B2C brand worlds in industrial
marketing based on the aforementioned practical examples of brand worlds in
B2B and the specifics of industrial markets in general.

2.6.1 Suggested characteristics differentiating types of brand worlds in industrial
marketing from each other

The first category of differentiating characteristics of brand worlds that we
identified in consumer marketing was goal-related specifics. It comprises im-
age orientation, the amount of focus on long-term brand building, and retail
orientation, the amount of focus on the short-term sales (Kozinets et al., 2002).

Regarding image orientation, we argue that in industrial marketing brand
worlds also differ from each other with respect to the extent to which they
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focus on long-term brand building. Especially given the long-term relationships
linked to some B2B transactions, the rational transparency of the production
process in factory tours and product displays in showrooms are not the only
aspects that should be displayed. Brands “that go beyond just functionalism,
evoking an emotional association are a further contributor to differentiation
and are in a stronger position to attract and retain customers” (Lynch & de
Chernatony, 2007, p.131). In consumer marketing, these emotional associations
can be created in more image-oriented brand worlds such as brand museums
or entire brand lands (Hollenbeck et al., 2008; Wohlfeil & Whelan, 2007). As an
example of a more image-oriented brand world in industrial marketing, we
suggest the Mack Trucks Customer Center, which not only presents current
products of the brand but also provides a museum and heritage center for
customers to experience the history of the brand.

The direct counterpart of this characteristic in consumer marketing is retail
orientation, the extent to which the focus is on short-term sales (Kozinets et al.,
2002). Some brand worlds in industrial marketing also serve this goal. Given the
usually more complex buying situation in B2B, we argue that this characteristic
holds true on the one hand for brand worlds that offer branded merchandise
and collectibles for the visitor to buy, and on the other hand for brand worlds
of companies operating in the product business type. This business type shares
the most communalities with the consumer marketing of all four business type
approaches mentioned before (Backhaus, Steiner, & Lügger, 2011). We therefore
argue that in this less complex buying situation, brand worlds in industrial
marketing can also follow an approach that is more retail- than image-oriented,
similar to brand stores or flagship stores in consumer marketing (Dolbec &
Chebat, 2013). The Hilti stores and flagship stores serve as an example of brand
worlds in product business with a strong retail orientation.

Looking at the GE Customer Experience Center, we can identify another
goal-related characteristic, which has not been mentioned in the B2C literature
on brand worlds. One goal of this location is to convey theoretical and prac-
tical knowledge regarding the use and the function of the products to both
customers and employees. In order to do so, GE integrated a special ‘learning
center’ inside their brand world. The provision of services attached to the com-
pany’s own product, like training customer staff in operation and maintenance,
is described as the beginning of a servitization strategy of product-centric
businesses in B2B, which can eventually lead to a new revenue stream (Raddats
& Easingwood, 2010). It plays an important role, especially in the implementa-
tion phase of new product developments (Ernst, Hoyer, & Rübsaamen, 2010).
This additional knowledge transfer orientation has not been described in the
B2C literature on brand worlds as an explicit goal, although it is also part of
some B2C brand worlds. Miele for example, a German manufacturer of home
appliances, offers cooking courses in their Miele Centers, where customers can
learn how to make the best use of their products. As the GE example proves,
it exists as a goal in industrial marketing brand worlds and is supported by
B2B literature. Therefore, we suggest knowledge transfer orientation as another
goal-related characteristic of special types of brand worlds.

Additionally, the GE Customer Experience Center comprises a “Product
Accelerator Lab. This lab is supposed to help improve new product design
processes, speeding up development times with 3-D printing and rapid proto-
typing. It unites customers and engineering teams in an atmosphere that allows
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for fast, hands-on feedback throughout the development process.” (General
Electric Company, 2015). In B2C, brand worlds are also described as being
dialectical in nature, creating direct interaction between the visitors and the
operating company, and providing direct feedback (Hollenbeck et al., 2008;
Kent, 2012). In B2B, however, this seems to be one of the primary goals for some
types of brand worlds, given the often close relationships and individualized
or co-created products (Backhaus, Steiner, & Lügger, 2011). These brand worlds
actively promote and engage collaboration and the co-creation of new prod-
ucts and solutions. Therefore, we suggest collaboration orientation as another
goal-related characteristic that could be used to differentiate brand worlds in
industrial markets.

The second group of variables we identified to distinguish between brand
worlds in B2C were content-related characteristics. We describe hands-on orientation
as the level of active participation the visitor can have, for example by trying
out products or using interactive installations (Mikunda, 2004; Webb, 2012). In
some consumer brand worlds, such as brand stores and showrooms, visitors
can have a direct, tactile, physical experience with products such as mobile
phones or watches and try out these products (Webb, 2012), whereas in brand
museums this usually is not the case (Penaloza, 1998). In B2B, researchers
highlight the importance of a product trial as a powerful tool to form brand
beliefs and attitudes. These beliefs derived from a direct experience are stronger
than the indirect experiences created through above-the-line communication
such as advertising (Biedenbach & Marell, 2010). Giving B2B customers the
possibility to try the functional qualities of the product in person could reduce
perceived risk (Leek & Christodoulides, 2012). With regard to the buying center
members, the possibility for product trial or interaction before the purchase
decision could be aimed especially at the users of the product (Kotler &
Pfoertsch, 2006). The performance track at the Mack Trucks Customer Center
provides this possibility. Therefore, we suggest hands-on orientation as a variable
distinguishing B2B brand worlds as well.

By contrast, the content in brand museums in B2C is transported by means
of educating and informing visitors, especially about the history of the brand
(Hollenbeck et al., 2008). This provision of information about the background of
the brand also makes sense in a B2B environment, where the primary purpose
of branding is risk reduction. The display of the length of time the company has
been in business, its successful history, and the brand’s degree of experience
gives B2B customers the perception of it being a stable company. This reduces
purchasers’ perceived risk and provides them with confidence to make their
decision (Leek & Christodoulides, 2012).

Brand worlds in B2C include branded theme parks, whose main focus is
on entertainment and fun, or flagship stores, which blend entertainment with
shopping (Kozinets et al., 2002). Based on these examples, the brand worlds of
B2B companies provide entertainment only to a lesser extent. This seems logical
given the more rational approach in industrial marketing, and the distinction
between autotelic experiences in B2c and instrumental experiences in B2B.
But still, for example at the Caterpillar Visitors Center, there is an interactive,
virtual installation of an excavator similar to a computer game, installed in
a real excavator cockpit. Mack Trucks also wants to provide the visitors of
their customer center with a fun adventure. Both of these brand worlds also
target private customers and fans of the brand by expanding the focus from
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buyers to company stakeholders (Wind, 2006). In such cases, the provision of
entertainment can help to give consumers – and business visitors, too – an
experience similar to the one in consumer brand worlds, where it strengthens
the relationship to the brand (Kozinets et al., 2002).

The product range on display also differs in brand worlds in industrial mar-
keting. While flagship stores in consumer marketing usually display a wider
or even the entire product range (Manlow & Nobbs, 2013), the same holds
true when we look at the example of Hilti’s brand and flagship stores. This
display of the capabilities of a brand is suggested as an important functional
component of brand value in B2B (Leek & Christodoulides, 2012), and the wide
product range on offer might also reduce search costs. Therefore, we suggest
that the product range as differentiating characteristic can also be transferred
from B2C to B2B.

The time perspective identified as a differentiating feature between brand
worlds in consumer marketing can also be transferred to the industrial realm. In
consumer marketing, brand museums use historical artifacts to evoke emotions
and convey brand identity and brand meaning (Hollenbeck et al., 2008). As
described before, the image-related aspects play a minor role for the customer
with regard to the B2B brand. Yet, the display of a brand’s historical features
can reduce the perceived risk for the purchaser and increase the relevance of
the brand (Backhaus, Steiner, & Lügger, 2011; Leek & Christodoulides, 2012).
Mack Trucks’ brand museum is an example of the presentation of historical
features of a company in B2B. In showrooms, where the current product
range is on display, the company’s product-related capabilities are presented.
These capabilities in product innovation contribute to the identity of brands in
industrial marketing and add to brand value (Beverland, Napoli, & Lindgreen,
2007; Leek & Christodoulides, 2012). In its Innovation Center, logistics provider
DHL offers a view of the future of logistics solutions as the company sees them.
This completes the views on the past, the present, and the future that different
brand worlds in industrial marketing provide.

Additional services in industrial brand worlds focus on practical use rather
than entertainment, accommodation, and gastronomy. More sophisticated
locations, such as the DHL Innovation Center, offer workshops, briefings, and
conference rooms to increase the customer’s brand experience.

Brand worlds in industrial marketing also differ in their physical appearance
in a way that is similar to the one in the consumer area. A full brand land is
typically larger than flagship stores, which in turn surpass brand stores in size.
And while the brand museums and brand lands that we used as examples are
usually at locations that have a special meaning for the brand, like the corporate
headquarters or founding sites, brand stores or showrooms are closer to the
customer and present in various markets. The transfer from B2C to B2B of both
the size and the location as variables of brand worlds therefore seems valid. In
B2C, research has proven that these two factors are crucial for the success of a
brand world, as both contribute to the brand’s image (Moore et al., 2010; Nobbs
et al., 2012). As there is no research on brand worlds in B2B, the only partially
comparable type of experiential marketing or brand communication tool in
B2B in our opinion are trade shows. Here, the booth location and size have a
significant effect on the trade show’s image-building performance, sales-related
performance, and relation-improvement performance for the supplier (Lee &
Kim, 2008).
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Both architecture and design are important features for brand worlds in B2C.
They distinguish, for example, regular brand stores from the more spectacular
flagship stores (Moore & Doherty, 2007). The design and architecture of corpo-
rate buildings are also important features of corporate design in B2B to convey
a consistent brand image. Furthermore, in B2B, less spectacular forms can be
found in brand stores, whereas flagship stores or brand lands are aesthetically
more appealing.

The degree of multisensuality also differs in the various types of brand
worlds and is linked to the architecture and design features. We argue that
brand lands or brand museums with interactive installations offer a more
multisensual approach to the brand than less spectacular brand stores, similar
to the consumer marketing area (Hollenbeck et al., 2008).

Moreover, similarly to their consumer counterparts, the investment in a brand
world will be higher the bigger and the more complex it becomes.

According to the literature on consumer brand worlds, they also differ from
each other with respect to some customer-related characteristics. First, there is
the difference in the target group, ranging from direct customers to media
representatives and other stakeholders (Kent & Brown, 2012). In industrial
marketing, with the background of organizational buying centers and the
demand for focus on all stakeholders (Wind, 2006), this differentiation gains
importance. The user might have the chance to try out the product or to be
trained, with the intention of ensuring the correct usage and maintenance of the
product (Raddats & Easingwood, 2010). Instead, the purchaser might have been
invited to visit a brand museum or a factory tour to gain trust in the supplier
and its capabilities before making a purchase decision. Additionally, internal
branding plays an important role in industrial marketing as well because it
determines how the brand is presented externally to the purchasers and other
stakeholders (Leek & Christodoulides, 2012; Lynch & de Chernatony, 2004).

This differentiation in target groups is inevitably linked to the stage in
the customer relationship. Brand worlds play a role in creating, maintaining,
and developing an enduring relationship in consumer marketing, yet the
different types do so to a different extent (Moore et al., 2010). We argue that in
industrial marketing, a brand museum has a stronger impact on prospective
customers than a retail-oriented brand store does. This is because the provision
of historical linkages can reduce the perceived risk, which might be especially
useful in the early stages of the relationship, where the parties have no previous
experience doing business with each other (Leek & Christodoulides, 2012). The
visit to a training center is more likely to take place in an already ongoing
relationship or as a product trial shortly before the purchase decision than at
an earlier stage.

The dialectical and co-creating nature of some types of brand worlds is also
of importance in industrial markets, with their more customer-specific and
complex products (R. Grewal & Lilien, 2012). Researchers argue that customers
and suppliers in a B2B co-development process are more active in those phases
of the process that help them fulfill their individual goals. These are, for
suppliers, the possibility to commercialize a new development, while for
customers the primary goal is to improve process efficiency (Oinonen & Jalkala,
2015). As mentioned before, the primary goal of innovation centers is to provide
a location to collaborate and co-create. These environments could especially be
helpful for the supplier in business approaches with a high specific investment



28 inquiry into exp. marketing and brand worlds in ind. mark .

on the supplier’s side, e.g. in the OEM and the project business. For the
customer, it could also be beneficial in buying situations with a high specific
investment on their side to create a product that specifically helps them improve
their processes, e.g. in the systems business.

Following up on our third research aim, based on the inductive category
formation and the examples provided, we suggest that the original 16 charac-
teristics differentiating various types of B2C brand worlds can be transferred
to their B2B counterparts. The findings suggested to complement them with
two additional goal-related characteristics. The full list of 18 characteristics
that differentiate the various types of brand worlds in industrial marketing are
depicted in Table 2.3.

To conclude, a substantial overlap between the characteristics of B2C and
B2B brand worlds could be identified. Thus, despite the differences of autotelic
experiences in B2C, and instrumental experiences in B2B, B2B marketing
practitioners have acknowledged the positive impact that brand worlds as
experiential marketing instruments can have on their branding efforts.



2.6 brand worlds in industrial marketing 29

Ta
bl

e
2
.3

:O
ve

rv
ie

w
of

po
te

nt
ia

lc
ha

ra
ct

er
is

ti
cs

di
ff

er
en

ti
at

in
g

br
an

d
w

or
ld

s
in

in
du

st
ri

al
m

ar
ke

ti
ng

m
a

i
n

c
a

t
e

g
o

r
y

s
u

b
c

a
t

e
g

o
r

y
a

t
t

r
i
b

u
t

e
l

e
v

e
l

s
e

x
a

m
p

l
e

s
i
n

b
2

c
l

i
t

e
r

a
t

u
r

e
e

x
a

m
p

l
e

s
i
n

b
2

b
p

r
a

c
t

i
c

e

G
oa

l-
re

la
te

d
ch

ar
ac

te
ri

st
ic

s
Im

ag
e

or
ie

nt
at

io
n

Lo
w

–
H

ig
h

G
u

in
ne

ss
St

or
e

H
ou

se
(W

oh
lf

ei
l

&
W

he
la

n,
2

0
0

5
);

In
te

lM
us

eu
m

A
m

er
ic

an
G

ir
l

P
la

ce
(B

or
gh

in
i

et
al

.,
2

0
0

9
;D

ia
m

on
d

et
al

.,
2

0
0

9
)

R
et

ai
lo

ri
en

ta
ti

on
Lo

w
–

H
ig

h
Fl

ag
sh

ip
st

or
es

of
lu

xu
ry

fa
sh

io
n

in
du

s-
tr

y
(M

an
lo

w
&

N
ob

bs
,2

0
1

3
);

H
ilt

ib
ra

nd
an

d
fla

gs
hi

p
st

or
es

Ba
na

na
R

ep
ub

lic
Br

an
d

St
or

es
(H

ol
le

n-
be

ck
et

al
.,

2
0

0
8

)

K
no

w
le

dg
e

tr
an

sf
er

or
ie

nt
a-

ti
on

Lo
w

–
H

ig
h

-
A

BB
A

ut
om

at
io

n
an

d
Po

w
er

C
en

te
r

C
ol

la
bo

ra
ti

on
or

ie
nt

at
io

n
Lo

w
–

H
ig

h
-

G
E

C
us

to
m

er
Ex

pe
ri

en
ce

C
en

te
r

C
on

te
nt

-r
el

at
ed

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s

H
an

ds
-o

n
or

ie
nt

at
io

n
Lo

w
–

H
ig

h
ES

PN
Z

on
e

(K
oz

in
et

s
et

al
.,

2
0

0
2

)
M

ac
k

Tr
uc

ks
C

us
to

m
er

C
en

te
r

E
d

uc
at

io
n

an
d

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

or
ie

nt
at

io
n

Lo
w

–
H

ig
h

W
or

ld
of

C
oc

a-
C

ol
a

M
us

eu
m

(H
ol

le
n-

be
ck

et
al

.,
2

0
0

8
)

M
A

N
M

us
eu

m

En
te

rt
ai

nm
en

t
or

ie
nt

at
io

n
Lo

w
–

H
ig

h
ES

PN
Z

on
e

(H
ol

le
nb

ec
k

et
al

.,
2

0
0

8
)

Jo
hn

D
ee

re
Pa

vi
lio

n

Pr
od

uc
t

ra
ng

e
Pa

rt
ia

l,
co

m
pl

et
e,

ad
di

ti
on

al
pr

od
uc

ts
N

ik
e

To
w

n
(P

en
al

oz
a,

1
9

9
8

);
W

ür
th

sh
op

s
an

d
fla

gs
hi

p
st

or
es

Fl
ag

sh
ip

st
or

es
of

lu
xu

ry
fa

sh
io

n
in

du
s-

tr
y

(N
ob

bs
et

al
.,

2
0

1
2

)

Ti
m

e
pe

rs
pe

ct
iv

e
Pa

st
,p

re
se

nt
,f

ut
ur

e
B

ra
nd

M
us

eu
m

s,
E

SP
N

Z
on

e
(H

ol
le

n-
be

ck
et

al
.,

2
0

0
8

)
M

its
ub

is
hi

M
in

at
om

ir
ai

In
du

st
ri

al
M

u-
se

um
,D

H
L

In
no

va
ti

on
C

en
te

r

A
dd

it
io

na
ls

er
vi

ce
s

Fe
w

-
M

an
y

Fl
ag

sh
ip

st
or

es
of

lu
xu

ry
fa

sh
io

n
in

du
s-

tr
y

(N
ob

bs
et

al
.,

2
0

1
2

)
C

at
er

pi
lla

r
V

is
it

or
C

en
te

r



30 inquiry into exp. marketing and brand worlds in ind. mark .

Ta
bl

e
2
.3

:O
ve

rv
ie

w
of

po
te

nt
ia

lc
ha

ra
ct

er
is

ti
cs

di
ff

er
en

ti
at

in
g

br
an

d
w

or
ld

s
in

in
du

st
ri

al
m

ar
ke

ti
ng

ct
d.

m
a

i
n

c
a

t
e

g
o

r
y

s
u

b
c

a
t

e
g

o
r

y
a

t
t

r
i
b

u
t

e
l

e
v

e
l

s
e

x
a

m
p

l
e

s
i
n

b
2

c
l

i
t

e
r

a
t

u
r

e
e

x
a

m
p

l
e

s
i
n

b
2

b
p

r
a

c
t

i
c

e

Ph
ys

ic
al

ap
pe

ar
an

ce
Si

ze
Sm

al
l–

La
rg

e
V

ol
ks

w
ag

en
A

u
to

st
ad

t
(M

ik
u

nd
a,

2
0

0
4

)
Vo

es
ta

lp
in

e
St

ah
lw

el
t

Lo
ca

ti
on

St
an

d
-a

lo
ne

,h
is

to
ri

ca
l

si
te

,
in

co
rp

or
at

ed
to

fa
ct

or
y,

cu
st

om
er

-o
ri

en
te

d,
et

c.

Fl
ag

sh
ip

st
or

es
(W

eb
b,

2
0

1
2

)
3

m
In

no
va

ti
on

C
en

te
rs

A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e
an

d
de

si
gn

Si
m

pl
e

–
ex

ce
pt

io
na

l
N

ik
e

To
w

n
(P

en
al

oz
a,

1
9

9
8

)
St

o
In

fo
fa

br
ik

M
ul

ti
se

ns
ua

lit
y

Lo
w

–
H

ig
h

W
or

ld
of

C
oc

a-
C

ol
a

M
us

eu
m

(H
ol

le
n-

be
ck

et
al

.,
2

0
0

8
)

BA
SF

V
is

it
or

C
en

te
r

In
ve

st
m

en
t

Sm
al

l–
La

rg
e

E
SP

N
Z

on
e,

N
ik

e
To

w
n,

V
ia

co
m

/
W

ar
ne

r
B

ro
th

er
s

/
D

is
ne

y
Fl

ag
sh

ip
St

or
es

(K
oz

in
et

s
et

al
.,

2
0

0
2

)

N
o

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

av
ai

la
bl

e

C
us

to
m

er
-r

el
at

ed
ch

ar
ac

te
ri

st
ic

s
Ta

rg
et

gr
ou

p
D

ir
ec

t
cu

st
om

er
s,

en
d

of
su

p
p

ly
ch

ai
n,

em
p

lo
ye

es
,

ot
he

r
st

ak
eh

ol
de

rs

Fa
sh

io
n

in
d

u
st

ry
fl

ag
sh

ip
s

(H
in

es
&

Br
uc

e,
2

0
0

7
)

T
hy

ss
en

K
ru

pp
Te

st
tu

rm

St
ag

e
in

th
e

cu
st

om
er

re
la

-
ti

on
sh

ip
N

ew
/

ex
is

tin
g

re
la

tio
ns

hi
p

Fa
sh

io
n

in
d

u
st

ry
fl

ag
sh

ip
s

(M
oo

re
et

al
.,

2
0

0
0

)
H

on
ey

w
el

lP
ro

ce
ss

So
lu

tio
ns

C
us

to
m

er
Ex

pe
ri

en
ce

C
en

te
r

D
ia

le
ct

ic
al

an
d

co
-c

re
at

io
n

or
ie

nt
at

io
n

Lo
w

–
H

ig
h

ES
PN

Z
on

e
(S

he
rr

y
et

al
.,

2
0
0
1
);

A
m

er
-

ic
an

G
ir

lP
la

ce
(B

or
gh

in
ie

t
al

.,
2

0
0

9
)

3
m

C
us

to
m

er
In

sp
ir

at
io

n
La

b



2.7 conclusions and implications for marketing theory 31

2.7 conclusions and implications for marketing theory

Inherent to the methods used to identify the types and characteristics of brand
worlds in B2C, this study has some limitations. Regarding the systematic lit-
erature review, it is possible that publications might be overlooked due to
terminological differences, or a lack of citations and availability in databases
for recent publications. Nonetheless, after considering the journals and au-
thors included in our list of references, we are confident that the analyzed
publications accurately represent the stream of research on brand worlds in
consumer marketing. The main critique with respect to the qualitative content
analysis is its subjective nature. By closely following accepted guidelines and
processes, and by presenting our criteria and definitions in this study, we make
our approach more transparent to the reader and also more valid and reliable.
The possible limitations of the transfer of findings, knowledge, and structures
from B2C to B2B have been outlined in this study.

Despite these limitations, we are able to draw several conclusions for B2B
branding research from this paper. Branding in business markets is essentially a
form of communicative interaction; especially the interaction between employ-
ees, customers, and stakeholders evokes the co-creation of brand experiences
(Ballantyne & Aitken, 2007). In B2C, experiential marketing and especially
the instrument of brandscaping are described as some of the most powerful
tools to entail these strong, long-lasting brand experiences (Dolbec & Chebat,
2013). Despite the difference between autotelic and instrumental experiences in
the consumer and business marketing areas (Rinallo et al., 2010), this paper
identifies strong parallels between brand worlds in B2C and their counterparts
in B2B. It thus supports the finding from the trade show industry, that business
marketing practitioners are already successfully implementing experiential
marketing instruments for quite some time (Rinallo et al., 2010). Furthermore, it
extends this application of experiential marketing techniques to their successful
use in the B2B branding area.

This introduction of the experiential view to B2B branding research provides
fruitful areas for future research. In general, B2B branding scholars suggest both
more qualitative and more quantitative research (Seyedghorban et al., 2016).
Therefore, a qualitative approach to investigate the underlying objectives that
B2B companies pursue when investing in experiential marketing techniques in
general, and brand worlds in particular, can be considered. As the investment,
especially in an extensive brand world, can be considerably high, it could be
interesting to determine whether other goals than the ones described in this
paper are pursued by operating companies. Additionally, the success factors of
the different types of B2B brand worlds from a company perspective form an
interesting research opportunity, as does the expectations that potential visitors
have of these brand worlds. These insights would prove especially helpful as
a basis for recommendations or guidelines for future experiential marketing
activities in practice in this area. Based on these qualitative approaches, the
body of literature would also benefit from quantitative empirical research. For
example, a typology of different types of brand worlds could be developed
on the basis of the differentiating characteristics described in this paper, using
quantitative data. This would prevent the inconsistent use of terms in the
area of brand worlds in industrial marketing. Furthermore, the characteristics
suggested here could be subject to quantitative review and could be either
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refined or verified. In fact, only two journal publications on brand worlds in
consumer marketing were based on quantitative research, e.g. to evaluate the
impact of a visit to a flagship store compared with a brand store on brand
attachment, brand attitude, and brand equity from the visitor’s perspective
(Dolbec & Chebat, 2013). Similar approaches should be considered to evaluate
the qualitative findings on goals and success factors. The investigation of
the effect that a visit to a brand world in industrial marketing has on the
visitor and his image of the operating company provides an area for research
as well. Finally, taking into account experiential marketing and the strong
brand experiences it can evoke, and fully integrating it in into the overall
communication programs, could significantly contribute to the branding efforts
of B2B organizations. More contributions on its implementation and impact
can be expected to exploit this so far insufficiently researched field.

2.8 implications for business marketing practice

The main implication of this paper for business marketing practice is based
on the finding that there is a substantial overlap between the characteristics of
brand worlds in B2C and B2B. Seemingly, B2C tools, techniques, and conceptual
models of experiential marketing can not only be transferred from B2C to B2B
in the context of trade shows, but also in the context of brand worlds. Keeping
in mind the more instrumental nature of the experience for B2B visitors, brand
worlds can also create powerful brand experiences in business markets. Often
only minimal investments are necessary, to turn factories into theme-parks
and museum-like showcases (Kozinets et al., 2002). Such a museum or museal
aspects in a B2B brand world for example could help to demonstrate the history
and experience of the brand in a certain field, resulting in reduced uncertainty
on the customer side and a more positive brand perception. Additionally, peo-
ple learn best through experience. Learning is defined by experiential learning
theorists as “the process whereby knowledge is created through the transfor-
mation of experience. Knowledge results from the combination of grasping and
transforming experience” (Kolb, 1984, p. 41). The direct, hands-on, personal
experiences that can be created with experiential marketing activities such
as trade shows and brand worlds will most likely leave a deeper impression
on the visitor’s mind, and create more knowledge than regular advertising
instruments such as trade magazines could. So if the goal is to provide a target
group with knowledge about a product or a brand, a powerful tool is to let
them experience the product or the brand themselves firsthand, be it in the
form of product trial or a personal visit to the companies facilities. If these
facilities not only comprise of regular meeting rooms or standard plant tours,
but well-designed, experiential locations such as their B2C brand world coun-
terparts, a long-lasting impression can be expected. With themed experiences,
where physical cues such as symbols, signals or stories are used to inspire
the senses, the values of the brand can effectfully be conveyed to the visitor.
As such, brand worlds also form the ideal venue for business meetings in
B2B, with its emphasis on personal interactions. Customers, suppliers, or other
stakeholders can be invited, and although the reason for the visit might be a
purely rational sales negotiation, the personal interaction in the experiential,
stimulating environment of a brand world could help to form a memorable
and unique experience for the visitors, and subsequently contribute to their
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image of the brand. Therefore, we encourage B2B branding practitioners to take
advantage of these strong brand experiences evoked in brand worlds within
their branding efforts.





3B R A N D W O R L D S : I N T R O D U C I N G E X P E R I E N T I A L
M A R K E T I N G T O B 2 B B R A N D I N G

In order to allow for the investigation whether brand worlds are effective in
achieving an intended outcome, this intended outcome must first be known.
Therefore, the goals and motives of brand worlds in B2B as well as the expecta-
tions and value derived from a visit of B2B visitors are identified in this study,
by means of qualitative expert interviews with operating companies, business
visitors, and exhibition designers. Next to providing first qualitative support
for their effectiveness in branding, this exploratory step also provides crucial
information on what the B2B brand world consists of, and how it works on a
micro-level in co-creating experiences.
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3 . B R A N D W O R L D S : I N T R O D U C I N G E X P E R I E N T I A L M A R -
K E T I N G T O B 2 B B R A N D I N G

abstract

Experiential marketing instruments and the extraordinary experiences they
provide are one of the strongest means of branding in B2C. Inter alia as brand
worlds, they also exist in B2B marketing practice, but have only received limited
attention from the B2B branding perspective. Differences between B2C and B2B
branding raise questions regarding why B2B companies operate brand worlds,
what they consist of, what their nature is, and how they are experienced. We
build on a rich, comprehensive sample of 37 expert interviews, comprising the
perspectives of operating companies, business visitors, and exhibition designers.
We find that B2B brand worlds differ substantially from their B2C equivalents
in several aspects, but they apply similar experiential techniques. Operating
companies’ motives focus on providing live product experiences to explain
complex products and create product awareness. B2B visitors expect more
functional than hedonic benefits, and the visit has to support them in their
own business activities. Affordances of the experiencescape and the action-
perception between visitor, brand employees, and the physical environment
are at the core of how the B2B brand world experiences are co-created. Our
research highlights the important role and nature of B2B brand worlds as
three-dimensional ‘business cards,’ where relationships are initiated and built.

3.1 introduction

Since the introduction of the idea that consumption involves a “steady flow
of fantasies, feelings, and fun encompassed by what we call the experiential
view” (M. B. Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982, p. 132), the concept of customer
experience has played a crucial role for both marketing practitioners and aca-
demics. Experiential marketing refers to the strategies of staging and creating
offerings for the purpose of facilitating extraordinary experiences (Carù &
Cova, 2003; Pine & Gilmore, 1999). Customer experiences with brands along
all touchpoints and branding instruments are crucial to the branding process,
whether extraordinary or not (Brakus et al., 2009). The value of the experience is
co-created, and the result of interactions between a single firm or a brand – the
experience provider – and the customer, but also between a whole network of
firms, employees, brands, experts or opinion leaders and this customer (Tynan
& McKechnie, 2009). Reciprocally, brands play an important role in this process
of experience co-creation (Tynan & McKechnie, 2009). Differentiation, a main
driver of experiential marketing, is a crucial function of brands in both B2C
and B2B (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006), and brands themselves are rich sources
of “sensory, affective, and cognitive associations that result in memorable and
rewarding brand experiences” (Schmitt, 1999a, p. 57). A specific branding
instrument which uses experiential marketing techniques, the flagship store,
is called the “apex of branding” (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013, p. 460). But also
other instruments of branding, for example permanent, physical branded lo-
cations such as brand lands, brand museums, or customer experience centers,
which we summarize with flagship stores under the umbrella term ‘brand
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worlds’, deliver powerful branded experiences much stronger than regular
advertising, based on their direct, highly interactive visitor-brand encounters
and experiential marketing techniques (Borghini et al., 2009; E. H. Wood, 2009;
Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013). Indisputably, this holds true for the emotional
realm of consumer marketing. There can hardly be a greater achievement for
a brand than fully materializing in its own successful brand world, such as
the Walt Disney World, the World of Coca-Cola, the Hershey Park, the VW
Autostadt or the Apple Flagship Stores.

Since branding in B2B increasingly attracts attention (Keränen et al., 2012;
Leek & Christodoulides, 2011a; Seyedghorban et al., 2016), the question arises
which role experiential marketing and its techniques play in this context. Its
instruments and techniques have been mentioned as a possibility for B2B
companies to create strong, memorable customer experiences (Gilmore & Pine,
2002; Pine & Gilmore, 1999; Schmitt, 1999b), but only trade shows have been
investigated from an experiential perspective on business markets, and without
a branding perspective (Rinallo et al., 2010). This gap in research can be
explained with the predominant notion of rational and professional actors in
the business context, as opposed to the original experiential value sources of
“fantasies, feelings, and fun” (M. B. Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982, p. 312). Trade
show experiences create value first and foremost when they support the B2B
visitors in their business activities, “no matter how entertaining or spectacular
they may be” (Rinallo et al., 2010, p. 256). This preliminary understanding of
experiential marketing in business markets is followed by a call for further
research on other experiential marketing instruments and the determinants
of their effectiveness (Rinallo et al., 2010). Nevertheless, industrial marketing
practitioners have already discovered the branding potential of experiential
marketing techniques. B2B brand worlds can in fact be found all over the
planet, such as for example the Caterpillar Visitors Center or the Customer
Experience Centers of General Electric and Honeywell Process Solutions in
the US, the Innovation Center of logistics provider DHL or the Stahlwelt of
Austrian steel producer Voestalpine in Europe, or the Mitsubishi Minatomirai
Industrial Museum in Asia. But in contrast to their B2C counterparts, these
instruments of branding, which employ experiential marketing techniques,
have not attracted academic attention yet (Österle, Kuhn, & Henseler, 2016).

Against this background, this article enriches B2B branding research with
a new theoretical perspective, experiential marketing, and examines brand
worlds as a branding instrument that uses experiential marketing techniques.
Given the dyadic nature of experiences (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016), we adopt
both an organizational and a customer perspective, and complement these
with the perspective of exhibition designers. In order to understand brand
worlds and their use of experiential marketing techniques for B2B branding,
the goal of this study is threefold. First, to answer the question of why, to
investigate the motives of industrial companies to implement brand worlds,
to identify expectations B2B visitors have, and the value they derive from the
experience of a B2B brand world visit; second, to answer the question of what,
to understand the nature of the B2B brand world and what it is constituted of;
and third, to answer the question of how, to investigate how the B2B brand
world is perceived and how the experience is co-created.

This paper contributes in several ways. It provides a theoretical contribution
by introducing brand worlds as an instrument of branding, which employs
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experiential marketing techniques, to the B2B context. As such, it also provides
a contextual contribution and expands the B2B literature on brand building
tactics and brand management. We also identify brand worlds as locations for
operating companies and business visitors to personally interact and build re-
lationships during the entire customer journey, contributing to the relationship
and interaction approaches in B2B. Brand worlds also convey customer value
propositions with the hands-on product experiences they evoke, as well as other
experiential value dimensions. Thus, our research contributes to the current
discussion on value in business markets. Fifth, by taking a phenomenological
stance of embodied cognition, our paper also contributes to the understanding
of how experiences in brand worlds are perceived and co-created.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. To provide the setting
for this study, we outline the differences between B2C and B2B branding,
and elaborate on brand worlds as instruments of branding which employ
experiential marketing techniques. We then outline experiential marketing
and experiential value, as well as the phenomenological perspective we took
in order to understand the nature of B2B brand worlds and how they are
experienced. Next, we describe our exploratory research approach, and present
an overview of our comprehensive, multi-perspective sample. Subsequently,
we present our results. We conclude with a discussion of our findings, provide
areas for future research and implications for theory and practice, and outline
the limitations of our study, before giving an outlook on brand worlds in B2B.

3.2 theoretical background

3.2.1 Differences between B2C and B2B branding

Key differences of B2B markets relative to B2C include the nature of demand
(derivative vs. primary); a culture driven by manufacturing and technology,
which is related to the complexity of industrial products; more technical and
quantifiable value propositions; a small number of customers, but large-unit
transactions; complex buying processes involving buying centers and thus
group dynamics, resulting in more rational discourse and decision-making;
the emphasis on corporate rather than product branding; and the more im-
portant role of relationships, interpersonal communication or personal selling
(B. P. Brown, Bellenger, & Johnston, 2007; B. P. Brown et al., 2012; D. Grewal,
Krishnan, Baker, & Borin, 1998; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006; Lilien, 2016; Webster
& Keller, 2004; Zablah et al., 2010). B2B buying decisions are influenced by
the buying situation (e.g. Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006), a higher perceived risk,
and the more economic and performance type of risk (B. P. Brown et al., 2007).
These general differences have effects on marketing communications, which
are proposed to be more technical and pedagogical, but also more interactive
and personal, and thus also on the branding efforts on business markets (B. P.
Brown et al., 2007).

When it comes to brands, things were supposed to be different in industrial
marketing. For a substantial period of time, branding was not relevant, and
a pure B2C phenomenon (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006). After about 40 years of
research, however, B2B branding has evolved from irrelevance towards being
important for business marketing practice, and an established field of study
(Gordon, Calantone, & Di Benedetto, 1993; Interbrand, 2016; Saunders & Watt,
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1979; Seyedghorban et al., 2016; Shipley & Howard, 1993; Sinclair & Seward,
1988; Webster & Keller, 2004). Nowadays, “branding is just as relevant in B2B
as it is in B2C” (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006, p. 12). In the course of this evolution,
many concepts, frameworks, and theories have been transferred and adapted
from the further developed consumer to the industrial context (e.g. Beverland
et al., 2007; Kuhn et al., 2008; Mudambi et al., 1997). Researchers have to be
cautious with this transfer and take into account the unique characteristics of
B2B markets for the development of a sound B2B branding theory (e.g. Keränen
et al., 2012; Mudambi, 2002; Seyedghorban et al., 2016; Webster & Keller, 2004).

Both academics as well as practitioners today acknowledge that industrial
brands serve similar general purposes as consumer brands (Keränen et al.,
2012; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2007; Wise & Zednickova, 2009). They are means of
identification, differentiation, and employer branding, ambassadors towards all
stakeholders, indicators of origin, quality, and performance, thus reducing risk
and complexity of buying decisions, and they are means to communicate the
values and benefits of a company’s offerings – even increasing the perceived
value of a product for a customer (Bengtsson & Servais, 2005; Cretu & Brodie,
2007; Davis, Golicic, & Marquardt, 2008; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006, 2007; Leek &
Christodoulides, 2011a; Leischnig & Enke, 2011; Michell, King, & Reast, 2001;
Ohnemus, 2009; Wise & Zednickova, 2009; Zablah et al., 2010). B2B brands also
have financial value for the company. They help to attract customers, to get on
bid lists, to shift tight purchasing decisions in a desired direction, and increase
customer loyalty (Ohnemus, 2009; van Riel, Pahud de Mortanges, & Streukens,
2005; Wise & Zednickova, 2009). Brand-loyal industrial buyers in turn promote
the brand to other purchasing agents, consider the brand’s other products,
and even pay a price premium for their favorite brand, leading to higher sales
turnovers (Bendixen, Bukasa, & Abratt, 2004; Hutton, 1997). To summarize,
despite their importance is context-dependent (B. P. Brown et al., 2012; Zablah
et al., 2010), brands matter to business buyers (Cretu & Brodie, 2007; Mudambi,
2002). As in B2C, brand value in B2B comprises not only functional and rational
components such as quality, technology, and reliability, but also emotional and
hedonic components such as risk reduction, reassurance, trust, and credibility
(B. P. Brown et al., 2012; Gomes et al., 2016; Leek & Christodoulides, 2012;
Lynch & de Chernatony, 2007). Yet, as opposed to B2C, the most important
brand values in B2B are functional ones, whereas emotional aspects play a
minor role (Backhaus, Steiner, & Lügger, 2011; Leek & Christodoulides, 2012).

When it comes to the question of how a B2B brand can be built and communi-
cated, the brand is conceptualized as a holistic and interactive experience, as in
B2C (Ballantyne & Aitken, 2007; Biedenbach & Marell, 2010; Kotler & Pfoertsch,
2006; Lynch & de Chernatony, 2004). Therefore, despite the specific importance
of the salesperson and personal interaction (Lynch & de Chernatony, 2007), all
customer touchpoints and elements of the marketing mix contribute to brand
equity dimensions, as they do in B2C: They create awareness of the brand,
link desired associations to the brand image, evoke emotions or judgments of
quality, and facilitate a stronger customer-brand relationship (Biedenbach &
Marell, 2010; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006). These differences between – but also
the similarities of – B2C and B2B branding provide the context of our study of
brand worlds as instrument of branding and its use of experiential marketing
in B2B.
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3.2.2 Brand worlds

Due to the lack of research and literature on brand worlds in the B2B context,
on which we focus in our study, we provide background information on
their B2C counterparts in this section as starting point for our investigation.
Brandscaping – creating physical locations based on brands – is one of the
strongest means in branding in B2C, based on emotions and a non-rational,
experiential approach (Riewoldt, 2002). Practical examples for these physical
locations based on brands in B2C are the Disney Worlds, the Apple flagship
stores, or the World of Coca- Cola in Atlanta, Georgia, to only name a few. They
follow the conviction that “the glamour and power of the brand are the key
weapons in the battle for target groups and customers. By staging the brand
experience in flagship stores, shop designs or entire theme parks, companies
communicate the image of the brand and imprint a characteristic atmosphere
on the consumer consciousness” (Riewoldt, 2002, p. 8). In such locations, in
contrast to most classical advertising instruments, the brand becomes visible,
actually tangible, and therefore a strong, real, memorable customer experience
and relationship between the brand and the customer is created (Manlow &
Nobbs, 2013; Webb, 2012). The live experience of taking a trip to, for example,
a brand park, and actually visiting the brand becomes part of one’s own life
and has a higher recollective value than simple advertising or conventional PR
(Mikunda, 2004). Simply witnessing a product’s production in a mere plant
tour can lead to higher brand loyalty, based on the identification with the
product, the familiarity with the production process, and the interaction with
employees (M. A. Mitchell & Orwig, 2002).

Flagship stores are titled the “apex of branding” because of their branding
power (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013, p. 460). Similar venues have been mentioned
and investigated in consumer-centric academic literature, such as customer
experience places, brand lands, brand museums, brandscapes, flagship stores
etc. (e.g. Borghini et al., 2009; Diamond et al., 2009; Gilmore & Pine, 2002;
Hollenbeck et al., 2008; Joy, Wang, Chan, Sherry, & Cui, 2014; Kozinets et al.,
2002; Sherry, 1998; Sherry et al., 2001). The terms partially overlap and lack clear
distinctions and definitions (Österle et al., 2016). Therefore, we use the term
‘brand worlds’ as an umbrella term for such permanent branded locations that
are an instrument of brand communication and experiential marketing. These
brand worlds have been subject to a limited amount of academic research in the
B2C environment already. For example, the goals of different types of brand
worlds in various industries have been investigated, which are, to summarize,
related to the image of the brand, the presentation, staging and test of products,
customer relationship goals, merchandising goals, and knowledge transfer (e.g.
Borghini et al., 2009; Diamond et al., 2009; Gilmore & Pine, 2002; Hollenbeck
et al., 2008; Joy et al., 2014; Kozinets et al., 2002; Sherry, 1998; Sherry et al.,
2001). Further main goals with different priorities were identified for B2C brand
worlds, as depicted in Table 3.1.

B2C visitors’ expectations and demands have also been subject to investiga-
tion. When they visit brand worlds, they want to experience entertainment,
flow, get information about the products and the brand, relax, be distracted and
escape from their day-to-day live, experience community with other visitors,
and feel well and appreciated by the operating company (Kirchgeorg et al.,
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Table 3.1: Main goals for the implementation of brand worlds in B2C

highest priority medium priority lower priority

Brand experience Information Customer integration into
business processes (e.g. co-
creation)

Brand- and product presence Raising brand awareness Engaging with new, potential
customers

Determination of the own po-
sition in the competitive envi-
ronment

Internal communication goals Generating sales turnover

Improve, strengthen and fos-
ter the brand image

Management and activation
of existing customer relation-
ships

Building trust

Adapted from Kirchgeorg, Springer, and Ermer (2012), Zentes, Ney, and Keßler (2014)

2012; Opaschowski, 2000; Zentes, Ney, & Keßler, 2014). These expectations and
demands are summarized in Table 3.2.

The different, professional background outlined in Section 3.2.1 suggests,
that several differences might arise between brand worlds in B2C and B2B,
regarding both the motives of companies operating a brand world in the B2B
context, as well as the expectations that B2B visitors have and the value they
derive from the visit of a B2B brand world. Numerous practical examples of B2B
brand worlds exist all over the world, implemented by a variety of companies in
different industries which have already recognized the branding power of such
locations. For example, in the US there are the Mack Trucks Customer Center,
the Caterpillar Visitors Center, the Customer Experience Centers of General
Electric and Honeywell Process Solutions, the Automation and Power Center
of ABB, or the Tomahawk Customer Center of Case Construction. Examples in
Europe are the Innovation Center of logistics provider DHL, the Stahlwelt of
Austrian steel producer Voestalpine, or the Brand Stores and Flagship Stores
of power tool manufacturer Hilti. An example from Asia is the Mitsubishi
Minatomirai Industrial Museum.

3.2.3 Experiential marketing and experiential value

The importance of the consumption and customer experience concept is driven
by an increasing need for differentiation in a commoditized world (M. B. Hol-
brook & Hirschman, 1982; Pine & Gilmore, 1999; Schmitt, 1999a; Schulze, 2005).
Customer experience is characterized as a broad and holistic umbrella con-
struct, that encompasses cognitive evaluations, affective responses, social, and
physical or sensorial components (Kranzbühler et al., 2018; Lemon & Verhoef,
2016; Verhoef et al., 2009). Customer experiences can be considered as consist-
ing of pre-experience, core experience, and post-experience stages, and being
inherently dyadic (Arnould, Price, & Zinkhan, 2004). They are the result of
various degrees of interaction between a single firm or brand and a customer,
ranging from those consumption experiences which are independently con-
structed by consumers, to those experiences that are co-created by companies
and consumers, and finally those consumption experiences which are largely
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Table 3.2: Super-ordinate expectations and demands of B2C brand world visitors

expectation / demand

category

content

Entertainment Visitors want to spent a good time and experience something
new and extraordinary. The brand world has to offer a high
entertainment value and at the same time differentiate itself
from similar marketing formats via extraordinary and new
experiences.

Information Visitors want to get to know the company, the brand and its
products in their own ‘living room’.

Flow If the brand world manages to create a positive immersion in
the experience which fascinates the visitors, a consistent experi-
ence will emerge which increases the visitors’ involvement in
such a way, that they might even lose track of time.

Relaxation Visitors expect a relaxed experience which is not straining them.

Diversity Target groups expect a high infotainment value from the brand
world, meaning a diversified, and highly experiential connec-
tion between entertaining and informative elements.

Escapism Visitors see a visit to a brand world as welcome distraction
from day-to-day life.

Community Visitors do not want to experience the brand world in isola-
tion, but value a group experience and want to interact and
experience the visit with others

Sense of well-being and appre-
ciation

Visitors expect a strong appreciation of their visit and interest in
the brand from the operating company. The brand world should
thus not make the impression of a sales tool. Furthermore,
visitors want to be welcomed in a clean and tidy environment
by well-trained personnel.

Adapted from Kirchgeorg, Springer, and Ermer (2012), Opaschowski (2000), Zentes, Ney,
and Keßler (2014)

‘constructed’ by organizations (Carù & Cova, 2007). But also a whole network
of firms, employees, brands, experts, or opinion leaders can influence the cus-
tomer experience, and therefore they need to be investigated from both the
organizational and the customer’s perspective (Kranzbühler et al., 2018; Tynan
& McKechnie, 2009). Several research streams focusing on experience have
evolved based on different perspectives and meanings of the term experience
(for detailed reviews, please refer to Carù and Cova, 2003; Jain, Aagja, and
Bagdare, 2017; Schmitt and Zarantonello, 2013). The original ‘experiential view’
implies that any type of consumption is not only a logical and rational process,
but instead involves “a steady flow of fantasies, feelings, and fun” (Hirschman
& Holbrook, 1982, p. 132).

The core idea of experiential marketing is that in today’s commoditized
world of the experience society and economy, customers perceive functional
features and benefits, product quality, and a positive brand image as given.
They instead now want products, communications, and marketing campaigns
to deliver an extraordinary experience (Pine & Gilmore, 1999; Schmitt, 1999a;
Schulze, 2005). Experiences are subjectively felt emotions that cannot be ‘made’
or ‘guaranteed’ by the ‘provider’. They depend on the processing and the
reception of each individual customer (Kilian, 2009). Experiential marketing
thus refers to the strategies of staging and creating offerings for the purpose
of facilitating these extraordinary experiences (Carù & Cova, 2003; Pine &
Gilmore, 1999). For experience providers it is crucial to create an adequate and
fitting environment which contributes to the evoking of a desirable experience,
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and their ability to create, manage, and market these experiences will strongly
influence their success (Berry & Carbone, 2002; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004;
Schmitt, 1999a, 1999b; van Boven & Gilovich, 2003). Companies’ brands play
an important role in the co-creation of experiences. They are not only mere
identifiers facilitating the experience, but rich sources of “sensory, affective,
and cognitive associations that result in memorable and rewarding brand
experiences” (Schmitt, 1999a, p. 57). These brand experiences are subjective,
internal consumer responses to brand-related stimuli, like sensations, feelings,
emotions, and cognition (Brakus et al., 2009).

Experiential marketing and its techniques have so far mostly been discussed
in the context of consumer markets. This can be explained with the focus on
emotions, feelings and hedonic dimensions in B2C, whereas traditionally the
B2B area is seen as more professional and rational (Rinallo et al., 2010). The
existing research on experiential marketing in B2B is mainly limited on trade
shows as an important means of B2B communication and event marketing
(Kirchgeorg et al., 2010; Rinallo et al., 2010; Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013). The
findings suggest that in that context, experiential marketing methods and tools
developed in B2C can be and are applied in B2B (Rinallo et al., 2010). Since the
industrial buyer experiences in trade shows are instrumental, this preliminary
understanding of experiential marketing in business markets is followed by
a call for further research on other experiential marketing instruments and
the determinants of their effectiveness, because some experiential marketing
tactics that are based on autotelic activities and involve fantasies, feelings, and
fun, and which work in consumer markets, may prove to be ineffective or even
counter-productive in industrial environments (Rinallo et al., 2010).

Experiential value is defined as the value derived from an experience via
interactions involving either direct usage or distanced appreciation of goods
and services (Mathwick, Malhotra, & Rigdon, 2001). This conceptualization
is based on the work of M. B. Holbrook (1999), who presented a typology of
consumer value designed to classify the types of value in the consumption
experience along three continuous key dimensions: extrinsic vs. intrinsic value,
self-oriented vs. other-oriented value, and active vs. reactive value (M. B. Hol-
brook, 1999). Holbrook introduced a relativistic view of consumer value, based
on the notions of value being 1) comparative, as it involves a comparison among
products and services, 2) personal, as it varies from person to person, and 3)
situational, as it depends on the context of the experience (M. B. Holbrook,
1999). Largely based on Holbrook’s seminal work, different experiential value
sources or types have been identified (Gentile, Spiller, & Noci, 2007; Schmitt &
Zarantonello, 2013; Tynan & McKechnie, 2009; Varshneya, Das, & Khare, 2017).
We present an overview of experiential value dimensions in B2C, going far
beyond fantasies, feelings, and fun, in Table 3.3.

Research on experiential value in B2B is limited. Based on both organizational
and consumer value literature, recent explorative research in the B2B context
examined the value types created in the experience of visiting networking
events (V.-W. Mitchell, Schlegelmilch, & Mone, 2016). Visitors’ perceived value
in this event context, which is related to experiential marketing or visiting a
brand world, comprise eight dimensions. They are presented in Table 3.4. These
findings are in line with propositions, that a cross-fertilization between value
models of B2C and B2B will help to reciprocally fill gaps of understanding. For
B2B, it is suggested to consider the role that emotions and individuals play in
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Table 3.3: B2C experiential value dimensions

b2c experiential

value dimensions

authors

Sensory Agapito, Valle, and Mendes (2014), Schmitt (1999a, 1999b)

Emotional Mathwick, Malhotra, and Rigdon (2001), Richins (1997), Sánchez,
Callarisa, Rodríguez, and Moliner (2006), Schmitt (1999a), Sweeney
and Soutar (2001)

Functional / Utilitarian Arnould, Price, and Zinkhan (2004), Mathwick, Malhotra, and Rigdon
(2001), Sánchez, Callarisa, Rodríguez, and Moliner (2006), Sweeney
and Soutar (2001)

Hedonic Babin, Darden, and Griffin (1994), Varshneya and Das (2017)

Relational Fournier (1998), Gainer (1995), Lusch, Vargo, and O’Brien (2007), McK-
echnie and Tynan (2008), Schmitt (1999a), Vargo and Lusch (2008)

Social Andrews, Kiel, Drennan, Boyle, and Weerawardena (2007), Michaud
Trevinal and Stenger (2014), Sánchez, Callarisa, Rodríguez, and Mo-
liner (2006), Sweeney and Soutar (2001), Varshneya and Das (2017)

Cognitive / Informa-
tional

Poulsson and Kale (2004), Schmitt (1999a), Varshneya and Das (2017)

Novelty Poulsson and Kale (2004)

Utopian Maclaran and Brown (2005)

Ethical Varshneya and Das (2017)

Adapted from Tynan and McKechnie (2009), Varshneya, Das, and Khare (2017)

all stages of the buying decision process (Kemp, Borders, Anaza, & Johnston,
2018), and to include more non-rational dimensions in the appreciation of
perceived value (Mencarelli & Rivière, 2015).

Although the possibility for B2B companies to create flagship venues where
customer visits can evolve into engaging branded experiences has also been
mentioned in the literature (Gilmore & Pine, 2002), and their emergence in
business practice as outlined in Section 3.2.2, they have not so far attracted
the attention of academia. To address this gap and understand the nature of
this branding instrument and its experiential marketing techniques, how it is
experienced and contributes to B2B, we investigate these brand worlds in the
industrial marketing context.

3.2.4 Phenomenological background

In order to investigate and understand the nature of B2B brand worlds and how
they are experienced, we draw on the psychological stance of phenomenology,
the primary focus of which are the questions of how we perceive, experience,
and act in the world around us (Dourish, 2004), and which we therefore
deem fruitful for the purpose of our research. Specifically, we focus on the
concepts of embodiment and affordances, which we will briefly introduce
here. These are not new, but have recently infused research in fields related
to brand worlds, such as design (van Dijk, 2018), architectural experiences
(Jelić, Tieri, de Matteis, Babiloni, & Vecchiato, 2016), consumer and service
experiences (Helkkula, Kelleher, & Pihlström, 2012; Kelleher & Peppard, 2011),
and customer retail experiences (Yakhlef, 2015).

Current literature on experiences provides a thorough understanding of the
internal, psychological, cultural, or environmental factors shaping an experi-
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Table 3.4: B2B experiential value dimensions in networking events

b2b experiential

value dimensions

description

Leaning, epistemic,
and knowledge

Value based on finding out information and practices to improve
activities or solve particular issues.

Innovation Value which is derived from obtaining access to new markets and
technologies, pooling complementary skills, or speeding products to
markets.

Professional A form of functional value which “translates into benefits for the
individual within the organization such as: gaining new customers,
business partners, suppliers which are mediated by that individual”
(V.-W. Mitchell, Schlegelmilch, & Mone, 2016, p. 102).

Reputation The value organizations or individuals derive from doing business
with high equity brands.

Social Involving socializing and creating connections and relations that en-
hance the individual’s social standing, rather than professional con-
nections.

Relationship Seen on the individual level as “the value of knowing the person with
whom you on behalf of your company are transacting” (V.-W. Mitchell,
Schlegelmilch, & Mone, 2016, p. 102).

Emotional An activation of emotions and feelings for the individuals

Hedonic, altruistic, en-
tertainment, service ex-
cellence

Pleasure in the consumption is appreciated as an end in itself and
one’s consumption behavior influences others.

Adapted from V.-W. Mitchell, Schlegelmilch, and Mone (2016)

ence (Berry & Carbone, 2002; Bitner, 1990, 1992; M. B. Holbrook & Hirschman,
1982; Verhoef et al., 2009; Yakhlef, 2015). Yet the role of the body, our medium
for having a world, and the locus for actions and perceptions through which
we relate to, enact, and experience our environment, is unaccounted for, and
the body is instead seen as transmission device for perception, “ignoring its
potential as the locus of an innovative interactive process between the agent
and the environment” (Yakhlef, 2015, p. 554). In contrary to this cartesian
dualism of cognitivism, which makes a strong separation between mind and
body (Dourish, 2004), taking an embodied perspective means to understand the
unified lived body, neither only the physical body nor the mind, as anchoring
us in our environment (Merleau-Ponty, 1962). From an embodied perspective,
perception, the activity of our senses, is not a window to cognition, but a bodily,
emotional, and cognitive activity – perceiving is something that we actively
do (Merleau-Ponty, 1962; Noë, 2006). Action, in turn, is the activity of our
‘motor’-system. Embodiment implies a strong coupling between action and
perception which are in constant coordination in the action-perception-cycle,
so that the way people actually experience the world is dependent on this
dynamic sensorimotor activity of the human organism as a whole (Jelić et al.,
2016). In other words, “perception is for action, and action is for perception”
(Cañal-Bruland & van der Kamp, 2015, p. 63). This perspective makes the body
necessary for experiencing the environment, including for example architec-
ture or retail spaces, and emphasizes the intrinsic connection between these
environments and human mind/body through action (Jelić et al., 2016; Yakhlef,
2015).
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With regard to this action, affordances are defined as possibilities for action
which are provided to an ‘animal’ by its environment, as perceived by this
animal (Gibson, 1986). In fields related to design, such as architecture or product
design, the term affordances has been used to describe the functionality of
designed artifacts in terms of the perceived usability by the user (e.g., the
mobility and ergonomic properties of architectural elements and spaces) (Jelić
et al., 2016). A further connection between designed affordances as action
possibilities that can also invite behavior and the agent’s capacities to perceive
and engage with them has been put forward more recently than Gibson’s
original definition (Withagen, de Poel, Araújo, & Pepping, 2012). Based on this,
and the premise that affordances can be designed by, e.g., architects or other
designers, the suggestion has been made recently that “people’s experience
of architectural environments is intrinsically structured by the possibilities for
action, which is informed from both sensorimotor knowledge and motivational
factors of every individual” (Jelić et al., 2016, p. 11).

3.3 methodology

3.3.1 Expert interviews

Given the exploratory nature of our research question, we applied a qualitative
research approach using semi-standardized expert interviews to investigate
the overall case of brand worlds in B2B. This research method has previously
proven purposeful in industrial marketing when there is scant or no existing
information (e.g. Geiger, 2017; Keränen & Jalkala, 2013), and has been deemed
appropriate for research in exploratory stages (Bogner, Littig, & Menz, 2009).

Since our goal was to gain a deeper understanding and orientation in the
field of brand worlds, as well as to attain information exclusive to the experts,
the interviews we conducted can be seen as a mixture of the exploratory and the
systematizing variant of expert interviews (Bogner et al., 2009). Although the
interviews are qualitative and explorative in nature, prior theoretical knowledge
about the concepts in the area of research is fundamental (Flick, 2009). This
knowledge can then be used to develop interview guidelines, while the openly
formulated questions leave room for the experts to fill with their specific
knowledge (Mayer, 2012). Due to the lack of literature on brand worlds in B2B,
we focused on the B2C literature and the value sources of brand worlds that are
described there (e.g. Borghini et al., 2009; Diamond et al., 2009; Gilmore & Pine,
2002; Hollenbeck et al., 2008; Joy et al., 2014; Kozinets et al., 2002; Sherry, 1998;
Sherry et al., 2001). Based on this prior knowledge, we developed our interview
guidelines, specifically targeting the motives of operating B2B companies, the
expectations and values that visitors have and derive, the constituting elements
and specifics, as well as the perception of the B2B brand worlds. Interview
guidelines for all interviewee groups are provided in the Appendix in Sections
A.2.1 - A.2.3.

3.3.2 Sample

To achieve a relevant and full understanding of brand worlds as an instrument
of experiential marketing in business markets, we engaged with a compre-
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hensive and unique, multi-perspective sample. Adding to the perspective of
operating companies, we triangulated our findings with samples of business
visitors and exhibition designers to achieve a 360

◦ view on the co-created
B2B brand world experience, as depicted in Figure 3.1.1 In total, we base our
research on 37 expert interviews with 44 informants.

Motives of 
Operating 
Companies

Visitor
Expectations,

Knowledge, Interest

Outcomes

Co-Created 
B2B Brand World 

Experience

Information from Exhibition Designers

Figure 3.1: A 360
◦ view on co-created B2B brand world experience

We carefully and thoroughly selected 17 companies operating B2B brand
worlds, covering different industries and sizes from the US, Germany and
Austria. We identified them through extensive online research and visiting
practitioner conferences on experiential marketing and brand worlds. All
participating companies operate different, outstanding, and innovative types
of brand worlds – including for example Showrooms, Factory Tours, Visitor
Centers, Customer Experience Centers, Museums, and Innovation Centers.
One company was interviewed twice with different interviewees, because the
firm operates two separate brand worlds in different locations with different
goals. Where needed, we engaged both academic and private networks to
establish a first contact with the selected companies via phone, and to introduce
the research topic. We provided them with upfront information about the
nature and the goal of the study via email. All informants were either directly

1 We thank both reviewers for their suggestion to gather additional data. Especially valuable was
reviewer 2’s comment, that value is only perceived by the user, not the designer. This led to the
addition of the visitors’ and the exhibition designers’ perspective, which proved to be valuable sources
of additional information, helping us to improve, triangulate and validate our findings.
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managing the brand world or, if such a position did not exist, informants were
closely related to the brand world and holding key informant positions such as
Marketing Manager. Subsequently, we were invited to conduct 15 interviews
on-site at the brand worlds and conducted three interviews by phone. In order
to further ensure reliability and validity of our research, to put the interviews in
context and enrich them, and to thoroughly get acquainted with all informants
and components of the respective brand world, each on-site interview was
preceded by an extensive tour throughout the entire brand world of roughly
1.5–2 h. Due to the fact that the interviews were conducted directly after these
extensive tours given to us by the respondents themselves, we could directly
dive into the topic and start with the depth interview without the need to get
acquainted during the beginning of the interviews. A detailed description of
our sample of operating companies is provided in the Appendix in Table A.2.

To triangulate and enrich our findings from the company sample, and to
answer our research questions regarding the expectations that business visitors
have towards B2B brand worlds and the value they derive from their B2B brand
world experience, we also conducted 14 expert interviews with business visitors
of B2B brand worlds. Informants are employed by 13 different companies in
various industries and act in various buying center roles. They have visited at
least one, some also several B2B brand worlds in a role as a business visitor
recently before the interviews. To establish first contact, we engaged with
them via the previously mentioned operating companies, or academic and
private networks. 13 of the interviews were subsequently conducted via phone,
one face-to-face. We provided informants with upfront information about
the nature and the goal of the study, therefore we could directly start with
the deep interview phase after giving another short introduction prior to the
interview. A full, detailed description of our sample of business visitors is
provided in the Appendix in Table A.3. To additionally triangulate and validate
our findings with a third, supplementary point of view, we conducted five
more interviews with exhibition designers in managing positions at different
exhibition design or marketing and brand agencies. This sample was chosen
based on the extensive experience of the respective informants in designing
and implementing various types of brand worlds for numerous companies
in both the consumer and business marketing area. We established contact,
introduced ourselves and informed the respondents about the research project
upfront via email and phone. Subsequently, two interviews were conducted by
phone, and three interviews were conducted at the informants’ offices. A full
overview of our sample of exhibition designers is provided in the Appendix in
Table A.4.

The overall average net duration of our interviews was 47 min of deep and
relevant discussion. The overall average phone call duration was 53 min. The
overall average visit duration for on-site interviews at brand worlds or face-
to-face interviews with visitors and exhibition designers was 2 h and 58 min.
We fully transcribed all interviews and presented them to the interviewees
afterwards for validation. Where necessary, we translated the statements quoted
in this study into English.
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3.3.3 Qualitative content analysis

We analyzed the interview material using the method of qualitative content
analysis, which is a systematic, rule-bound mixed-method approach (Mayring,
2014). Specifically, we used the technique of inductive category formation to
arrive directly at summarizing categories coming from the material itself, and
not from theoretical considerations (Mayring, 2014). This approach is similar to
Grounded Theory, yet “more systematic” (Mayring, 2014, p. 79). The a priori
definitions of what the relevant parts of the material are, as well as the level
of abstraction, are crucial to the analysis and are derived from the research
questions (Mayring, 2014). Based on the aim of our qualitative approach, we
included all material covering goals, expectations, value derived from the B2B
brand world experience, the success factors, and differences between B2C
and B2B brand worlds as relevant parts in the analysis. During the analysis
process, we implemented several measures to ensure reliability and validity
of our findings. We used a qualitative data management and analysis pro-
gram (MaxQDA) and handled all interview transcripts with ultimate care. Two
coders analyzed all data material separately, following established procedures
developed for the inductive category formation technique of qualitative content
analysis (Mayring, 2014). The process involves revising the emerging categories
after approximately 50% of the content analysis, to arrive at a final category
structure. We also investigated whether a revision of the initial coding defini-
tions and instructions was necessary, but no issues arose during the coding
process. We subsequently merged the codings based on thorough discussions
between coders regarding the interpretation and categorization of individual
informant statements, as well as a peer debriefing with other researchers not
involved in the study (Corley & Gioia, 2004). Additionally, exemplary infor-
mants’ statements demonstrate the plausibility of our results and are presented
in the Appendix in Section A.2.5.

3.4 results

The goal of this study is threefold. First, to answer the question of why, to
investigate the motives of industrial companies to implement a brand world,
and to identify expectations B2B visitors have, and the value they derive from
the experience of a B2B brand world visit; Second, to answer the question
of what, to understand the nature of the B2B brand world and what it is
constituted of; and third, to answer the question of how, to investigate how the
B2B brand world is perceived and how the experience is co-created.

3.4.1 Motives of companies operating B2B brand worlds

With respect to why B2B companies operate brand worlds, our research revealed
18 different motives. Not all of them are relevant for each type of B2B brand
world. We classified these motives based on the order of nomination by the
informants, and the number of informants mentioning the specific goal. The
most important goals that B2B companies pursue with their brand worlds
are product awareness, brand associations, brand awareness, and product
experiences.
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Product awareness is the extent to which someone is aware of and familiar
with a company’s products and services, either through direct exposure or
marketing efforts (Collins, 2007). Especially for organizations with a broad
product portfolio, the B2B brand worlds are an effective way to provide not
only the visitor, but also own employees with a full overview and knowledge
of the company’s offering, and to showcase both already existing as well as
new products.

Brand associations refer to three distinct perspectives on the brand (D. A.
Aaker, 1996b): brand-as-product (value), brand-as-person (personality), and
brand-as-organization (organizational associations). The brand-as-product per-
spective involves functional benefits and focuses on the value proposition of
the brand; the brand-as-person perspective establishes a link to the brands
emotional and self-expressive benefits, and is a basis for differentiation and
customer relationships; the brand-as-organization perspective, also often an
important differential factor, considers the organization and its people, values,
and programs which lie behind the brand, and shows that a brand represents
more than products and services. It includes “having a concern for customers,
being innovative, striving for high quality, being successful, having visibility,
being oriented toward the community, and being a global player” (D. A. Aaker,
1996b, p. 113). All of these dimensions, but especially brand-as-person and
brand-as-organization are important goals of B2B brand worlds, since B2B busi-
ness involves a high level of personal interaction and trust in those individuals
and their organizations. Brand worlds, in which dedicated one-on-one time
is spent with the customer, from several hours up to sometimes several days
in the case of trainings in the brand world, are a unique way to create those
positive brand associations for the customer, and also strongly support internal
and employer branding purposes.

Product experience refers to the vivid, personal use of products, to trying
them out and experiencing their capabilities first-hand (Hoch, 2002). These live
experiences of touching and trying the products in a B2B brand world directly
convey their value-in-use, and additionally entail a sense of excitement, joy,
play, and experiential learning for the visitor, be it an engineer, a purchaser or
the user of the product.

Brand awareness is “the ability for a buyer to recognize or recall that a brand
is a member of a certain product category” (D. A. Aaker, 1996b, p. 61). It
includes knowing what the brand stands for and having an opinion about
the brand (D. A. Aaker, 1996b). For several B2B companies this is a top goal
they pursue with their brand worlds, closely linked to product awareness.
Informants stated for example that most purchasers know the specific product
category that they are buying quite well but sometimes not in full depth; that
they are not aware of the full breadth of the offerings of the company; or that
they link the company to only one specific product category that they might
already be buying. Brand worlds serve as a means to widen and deepen the
visitor’s understanding of the company’s offerings, and to create awareness
for companies which are sometimes perceived as niche brands but are in fact
global players.

Table 3.5 presents further motives that operating companies pursue with
B2B brand worlds, such as visitor’s perceived quality/leadership of the brand,
customer loyalty, the integration of the customer into business processes in the
form of co-creation, initiating and enhancing customer relationships, initiating
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and closing sales, or internal and employer branding. They mostly build on
the four aforementioned goals. For exemplary informant statements we refer
to Table A.5 in the Appendix.

Table 3.5: Motives of companies operating B2B brand worlds (n=18)

first nomination # second nomination # third nomination #

Product Awareness 8 Brand Associations 6 Initiate customer rela-
tionship

4

Brand Associations 6 Product Experience 4 Initiating sales 3

Brand Awareness 5 Perceived Quality /
Leadership

3 Closing sales 3

Product Experience 4 Product Awareness 1 Brand Associations 2

Customer Integration 1 Customer Integration 1 Product Awareness 2

Customer Loyalty 1 Customer Loyalty 1 Perceived Quality /
Leadership

2

Product Development
and Testing

1 Enhance customer rela-
tionship

1 Employer / Internal
Branding

2

Transparency 1 Initiate customer rela-
tionship

1 Enhance customer rela-
tionship

2

Initiating sales 1 Product Experience 1

Employer / Internal
Branding

1 Customer Integration 1

Proving marketing
claims

1 Brand Awareness 1

Differentiation 1

Provide a branded expe-
rience

1

3.4.2 Expectations of business visitors of B2B brand worlds

The expectations of business visitors regarding their visit to a B2B brand world,
i.e. the reasons why prior to the visit, focus on the generation of knowledge,
related to the products and the operating company itself. Visitors expect to
learn something new or understand something that they would not be able to
understand or learn without the brand world visit, and they largely expect that
this curiosity and thirst for knowledge are satisfied in a pleasant and appealing
atmosphere.

This means that business visitors for example want to get to know the whole
range of products and services the operating company has to offer, try the
products themselves or see the products in use. Visitors also expect to see the
products in a larger context, if possible, e.g. some application examples of
where and how the product can be used, or to be shown how an industrial
product relates to their day-to-day private life. Additionally, visitors want to be
able to easily and quickly understand the technical functions and added value
of complex products and services, and get some background information on
the products, such as where and how they are produced, or what materials are
used.

Visitors also want to get to know better the operating company, based on
information such as current facts and figures on employee numbers, turnover,
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target markets, and main pillars and competencies of the company. Additionally,
information on the history of the company as well as an outlook on the future
development are expected, as well as references such as other major customers.
Visitors also expected to get to know the corporate culture and expected to
see, whether what is shown during the brand world visit matches their daily
experiences in their business relationship with the operating company.

Interestingly, several business visitors also expected an emotionally appeal-
ing or even entertaining character of the brand world visit, even in the B2B
context, in a way that positive emotions such as excitement or even fun are
elicited. Additionally, in general business visitors expect to feel valued by the
operating company and to have a sense of wellbeing during their visit. For a
full list of categories of business visitors’ expectations and exemplary informant
statements, we refer to Table A.6 in the Appendix.

3.4.3 Value of the experiences at B2B brand worlds for B2B visitors

Based on our analysis, we found several types of value that business visitors
derive from their B2B brand world visits, i.e. answers to the question of why
they go to B2B brand worlds subsequent to their visit. Our research shows
that several specifics emerge in comparison to the value types created in B2B
networking events as outlined in Section 3.2.3. At the same time, it shows that,
bearing in mind these specifics, those general value types can be transferred to
the related experiential marketing area. An overview of informants’ statements
supporting our findings, exemplary subordinate value dimensions, and all
superordinate value dimensions is given in the Appendix in Table A.7

Little surprisingly, the learning, epistemic and knowledge value of the B2B brand
world experience plays the most important role for the respondents, alongside
the closely related professional value they derive for their daily business activities
from this knowledge or information. Basically, the visit to a brand world should
not primarily be autotelic, meaning an end in itself, but instead value is derived
from the brand world experience if it helps the visitors in their jobs. This
includes gathering and generating new knowledge and information for the
visitor; getting information about the company, its history, origin and vision;
theoretical information about a company’s products and offerings; application
examples that make it possible for the visitor to grasp the functions and benefits
of a complex or abstract product quickly; and also practical product trainings
for users are sources of value, that are instrumental and functional in nature,
and support the visitors in their daily business. In short, visitors derive value
if the visits serve their business goals.

A very interesting finding though is, that business visitors also derive value
from the more emotional aspects of the brand world experience. If the visit
entails a sense of edutainment or infotainment, or the exhibits are linked to
everyday life, this also makes it easier and more engaging for the visitor to
understand otherwise complex or abstract products or services. These senses
of enthusiasm, fascination for and emotional bond with products derived from
these emotional encounters make it also easier for visitors to remember the
features and benefits of products and services, and thus support or maybe even
influence the decision-making process. Additionally, in a form of escapism, one
respondent who is in the role of the user of B2B products, states that it is also
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sometimes simply nice and enjoyable to get out of the daily business and see
something different and new.

Furthermore, visitors derive value from the relational dimension of the expe-
rience. Based on the time spent together in the brand world, the information
about the company, its heritage, and competence, and the quality and benefits
of its products that are presented there, the visit enables them to establish
or strengthen a relationship and trust with the organization as a whole, but
equally important with their contact persons and other individuals within that
organization.

Interestingly, the hedonic, altruistic, entertainment, service excellence value di-
mension, which targets the experience as an end in itself, also played a role
for several business visitors of B2B brand worlds. For example, visitors derive
value and a form of pleasure and fascination from the appreciation of well
designed and engineered products which are on exhibition, either as a whole
or as cutaway models, which allow for a more detailed examination of the way
a product works. Additionally, ‘wow effects’ can be created by architectural or
design elements which might be linked to the heritage or the products of a com-
pany, or simply by the first-hand experience created by the use of the products,
or also by getting to know the overall heritage of industrial companies. At the
same time though, respondents also state that they did not perceive the brand
world as a kind of tourist attraction in the sense of some B2C brand worlds
and made the humoristic overstatement that they would not have made the
way to the B2B brand world to spent some time there in private on a Saturday.

The innovation value business visitors derive from a brand world visit is based
on the presentation of new products and also the full breadth and depth of
products. Several respondents stated that in the brand world they saw products
that they were not aware of, and which would help either them directly or also
colleagues or their whole organization in their business endeavors.

The reputation, status, esteem, branding value dimension only played a minor
role, with two respondents stating that the knowledge and product awareness
generated in the brand world and the relationship with the operating company
would help them to further differentiate themselves from their own competitors.

Similarly, social value was only mentioned by two respondents stating that
they told their friends and family about the visit. A sense of community or
enjoyment of the visit together with peers, as is the case for B2C brand worlds,
was not mentioned by our respondents.

3.4.4 The nature of the B2B brand world

3.4.4.1 B2B brand world contents

Our respondents have stated in various ways, that the development of a brand
world begins with what is supposed to be conveyed there: the content of the
B2B brand world. This content, which is based on information, stories, images,
and other resources, has to be first investigated and then defined in detail, and
should then transform into a common, golden thread leading through the brand
world. It is influenced both by the motives of operating companies, as well
as the expectations, knowledge, skills, and interests of the visitor. Very much
in contrast to B2C brand worlds, where consumers are driven by and expect
hedonic aspects, and where visits take place fully unrelated to specific purchase
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intentions and are based completely on the own intention to visit, business
visitors to B2B brand worlds are motivated by and expect more utilitarian
aspects. Their visits are usually related to specific purchasing intentions or
an already existing customer-brand relationship, in the process of which they
are invited by the operating company to a company visit. In fact, they often
do not visit the company to ‘visit the brand world’, but to conduct their
general business activities, such as meetings, workshops, negotiations, audits,
relationship maintenance, or trainings. The B2B brand world is then rather used
by the operating company as a three-dimensional ‘business card’, a tool where
the company presents itself at a glance, or as a complementary instrument to
provide the visitor with either an additional experience to present a positive,
credible image, or as an extraordinary and stimulating location in which, by the
provision of additional, unique information, mutual value is created and where
these business activities take place. Yet, since the aforementioned expectations
vary from individual to individual, the content of the visit should be highly
contextual and individualized, and the focus of the entire visit should not be
on presenting the company or the brand, but on the visitors, their needs, and
the company’s ability to satisfy those needs. Thus, the brand world visit and
its content have to be easily modifiable for the demands and needs of several
target groups, be them customers and their purchasing agents or product users,
marketing or sales agents, top level managers, own employees or potential
employees, or media and press or governmental institutions. Accordingly, high
flexibility is needed to cater to the needs of the visitors, which are based on the
social situatedness of the individual visitors or their organization, e.g. whether
a prior relationship to the brand or the individual employee or guide of the
operating company exists.

Bearing in mind this different contextual setting for the B2B brand world,
several common themes have been mentioned by our respondents as content
that should be conveyed in order to provide a successful B2B brand world visit
for all actors involved. First of all, the brand world and its content provide
the possibility to experience the brand, its core and values ‘in-vivo’ by making
it tangible. Therefore, at the heart of the visit are the themes that define the
brand, that make it special, and that also differentiate it from its competitors. By
displaying the competency and ability of the brand and its products throughout
history, present, and future on the one hand, and by offering an authentic,
honest, consistent, and transparent view on the brand on the other hand, a
certain level of trust in the operating company can be established. Furthermore,
what is part of the golden thread leading through B2B brand worlds, is the
notion of positioning the brand as the right partner for the visitor, by displaying
that one understands the visitors needs and problems and is also able to
solve them. Furthermore, in order to fulfill the visitors needs for the visit to
support them in their business activities, the content should be woven into an
educational process, in which the deep, detailed, and precise explanation of
technically complex products, for example by means of exemplary use cases,
or in other easy and even ludic ways, play an important role. An important
part of this process is also to relate the brand and its product, which might be
very abstract, to the visitors daily life, to facilitate their understanding of and
identification with the brand and its products. The education about the whole
breadth and depth of the company’s offering is also content useful for the
visitors. The brand world visit should additionally provide information which
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is unique and goes beyond the content of the brands webpage. Furthermore, an
important part of the content of the brand world, given its more influential role
in B2B and more complex products and services, is the personal interaction with
employees of the operating company, through which the brand can actually be
given a face. In its own brand world, the operating company and its employees
have the chance to spend focused, face-to-face time with the business visitors.
Therefore, B2B brand worlds are guided experiences, so that visitors are always
accompanied by a contact person representing the brand, elaborating on the
exhibits, and building a relationship with the visitors. This goes along with
a much more customized visit, in which the specific areas of interest of the
business visitors are discussed in much more detail and depth. At the heart
of this personalized visit is also to make the visitors feel special, appreciated,
and esteemed by the operating company. Furthermore, although in a B2B
context, respondents also stated that the content of the brand world should
emotionalize, fascinate, and immerse the visitors – less with a hedonic goal,
but more in order to support remembrance, and to evoke more serious kinds of
emotions, such as trust, credibility, authenticity and reassurance. Nevertheless,
also edutaining contents play an increasing role according to our respondents.
Supportive informant statements on the B2B brand world content can be found
in the Appendix in Table A.8.

3.4.4.2 B2B brand world experiencescape

The contents of the B2B brand world manifest in the B2B brand world experi-
encescape. Experiencescapes are “the spaces in which experiences are staged
and consumed [that] can be likened to stylized landscapes that are strategically
planned, laid out, and designed. They are, in this sense, landscapes of experi-
ence” (O’Dell, 2010b, p. 16). This experiencescape comprises physical artifacts
and spaces on the one hand, and the social environment and practices on the other.
Both contribute to convey the contents outlined above and are the answer to
the question of what the B2B brand world consists of.

Respondents state that, in order for the artifacts and spaces which constitute the
brand world physically to convey the content, they are tangible embodiments
of the brand itself. The way the content is presented has to fit the brand
and its spirit to provide the visitors with an authentic, and consistent image.
Furthermore, the artifacts and spaces have to create an emotionally appealing,
intriguing, also surprising and immersive atmosphere, and they do this by
experiential techniques which appeal to all the visitors’ senses of sight, hearing,
taste, smell, and touch within the brand world space. Overall, respondents
stated that the physical B2B brand world space is and should be contemporary,
up-to-date, and clean, as all physical aspects reflect on the brand operating
the premises. Given the professional background of B2B visitors, the artifacts
and spaces are, compared to their B2C counterparts, also characterized by a
generally less exhaustive orchestration, staging and hyperbolism, following the
conviction of ‘less is more,’ and instead focusing on the relevancy for the visitor,
the ease of use and the raisons d’être of each exhibit. This physical embodiment
of the brand and its spirit in the B2B brand world experiencescape culminates
in what one respondent called the ‘genius loci,’ which is both related to the
physical location of the B2B brand world, and the designed artifacts and spaces.
Regarding the location, the B2B brand worlds are, also in contrast to many of
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their B2C counterparts such as showrooms and flagship stores, mainly situated
either at locations linked to the heritage of the brand, as the founding site
or the site of important inventions, or at the corporate headquarters. Both
locations already imply a special feeling of visiting the origins or the roots
of the brand, and as such contribute to the overall experience. Regarding
the designed artifacts and spaces, these are often not only mere functional
instruments to convey the content but are designed in such a way that makes
linkages to the brand’s core, heritage, products, or the production facilities, and
thus they also contribute strongly to the overall experience within the brand
world.

Regarding social environment and practices, these also represent the brand,
and are designed to a certain extent by the operating company in form of
behavioral branding, and the corresponding behavior of employees towards
the visitors. In general, the brand world and its contents have to be ‘lived’
by the employees, and respondents stated that, at first glance quite generic
or obvious behaviors and aspects, such as competence, friendliness, passion,
professionality and again the focus on the visitors and their needs by the brand
world’s employees or guides are important for delivering a consistent picture.
But given the more influential role of personal interaction and more complex
products and services in B2B, this explicit expression of the importance of
the social environment makes sense. This also leads to B2B brand worlds
being mostly guided experiences, so that visitors are always accompanied
by either their specific contact person within the company, representing the
brand, elaborating on the exhibits, and building a relationship with the visitors,
and/or a specific guide for the brand world. This goes along with a much
more customized visit, in which the specific areas of interest of the business
visitor are discussed in much more detail and depth. Additionally, for visitors
it is an important aspect to not only get to know their sales person better, but
also to personally meet with and getting to know other employees such as for
example product managers, sales managers, or service or internal sales support
employees, that they normally only communicate with via email or phone.
Supportive informant statements on the B2B brand world experiencescape can
be found in the Appendix in Table A.9

3.5 discussion and conclusion

3.5.1 Understanding the nature of B2B brand worlds and how they are experienced

Brand worlds as the apex of branding, which use experiential marketing tech-
niques, have made their way from the consumer area into business marketing
practice. Given the different B2B context (B. P. Brown et al., 2007), the direct
transfer of theories, frameworks, and knowledge from B2C to B2B should be ap-
proached with caution. In order to understand the nature and phenomenon of
brand worlds in the B2B context and how they are experienced, we conducted
exploratory empirical research with the goal to get a comprehensive view on
brand worlds, and interviewed operating companies, exhibition designers, and
business visitors. We now synthesize and interpret our findings and summarize
our comprehensive view on B2B brand worlds in Figure 3.2.

In B2C, when visiting a brand world, consumers are driven by and expect
hedonic aspects. Consumer visits take place fully unrelated to specific purchase
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intentions and are based completely on consumers’ own intentions to visit. In
contrary, business visitors to B2B brand worlds are motivated by and expect
more utilitarian aspects. Their visits are usually related to specific purchasing
intentions, initial business contacts, or an already existing customer-brand
relationship, in the process of which they are invited by the operating company
to a company visit. In fact, they often do not visit the company to ‘visit the
brand world’, but to conduct their general business activities, such as meetings,
workshops, negotiations, audits, relationship maintenance, or trainings. Look-
ing at the what, namely what the B2B brand worlds consists of, its contents
and the experiencescape, and further to its nature and what its purpose is in
B2B, our research shows that against this professional background, it is used
by the operating company as a ‘business card,’ a tool where the company
presents itself, its core, values, identity and products at a glance for the visitors
to experience. It is a complementary instrument to provide the visitors with
either an additional experience to present a positive, credible image, or as an
extraordinary and stimulating location in which, by the provision of additional,
unique information and the possibility to experience the brand, its products
and employees ‘in-vivo’, mutual value in the form of learning, epistemic, and
knowledge, relationship, or professional value is created. Based on these rele-
vant experiences they provide for the visitors, B2B brand worlds are the ideal
locus for or complementation to such business activities related to specific
purchasing intentions, initial business contacts, or the deepening of an already
existing business relationship. Looking at the why, our respondents stated that
for conveying the brand’s identity and portfolio in all its breadth and depth,
and for the visitors to getting to know the operating company in this breadth
and depth, the instrument of brand worlds is superior to any other marketing
instrument based on the direct experience it provides:

“For the breadth that [the brand] has, this is a very quick way to see
just how much our company can do, is capable of, how diverse our
portfolio is. [. . . ] I think [. . . ] that this space gives that picture more
effectively than anything I can think of off the top of my head.”
(Cara, operating company)

Reflecting on Carù and Cova’s (2007) continuum of experiences – ranging
from constructed by the consumer, through co-created by consumer and organi-
zation, to largely constructed by the organization – the experience at B2B brand
worlds can clearly be described as co-created by both the organization and the
visitors. Looking at the underlying mechanism of how these experiences are
co-created, two things are at the core of the B2B brand world experience itself:
the brand world experiencescape, reflecting the company’s contribution to the
co-created B2B brand world experience; and the embodied cognition of the
B2B brand world, reflecting the visitors’ contribution to how they experiences
the B2B brand world. The experiencescape and its physical artifacts and spaces
and social environments and practices are manifestations of the motives that
the operating company wants to achieve with the content they provide to
their visitors in their brand world. The success of brand worlds in general
is based on the fact that these experiencescapes are largely controlled by the
manufacturer itself, where the operating company can holistically and vividly
present its brand (Kozinets et al., 2002). However, respondents stated that if
they do not deem the information and content provided during the visit as
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relevant and useful for them, then this decreases their perceived experience in
the B2B brand world. A key finding of our research therefore is, that in order
to address the varieties of different buying center members and to explain
complex products, the visits have to be tailored to the specific expectations,
levels of knowledge, skills, and interests of each individual visitor. On the other
hand, if the brand world visit is relevant and useful for the visitors, and if it
thus supports the visitors in their business activities, this leads to an enhanced
brand world experience. Therefore, the operating companies tailor the content
of the experience either a priori or ad-hoc during the visit, with the help of
guides and interactive, multifunctional exhibits and spaces, to the specific
needs of the visitors, and largely focus on those products and information, that
the visitors are really interested in. Therefore, one can say that not only the
motives of the operating company, but also the expectations, knowledge, skills,
and interests of the visitors influence the content of the B2B brand world visit,
and it is at this point of the co-creation of the B2B brand world experience,
where a first alignment between motives of the operating company and the
expectations of the visitors takes place. The content then becomes manifest in
the core of the B2B brand world, the experiencescape, comprising the designed
artifacts and spaces, which constitute the physical premises of the B2B brand
world, as well as the social environment and practices of employees and their
behaviors at the B2B brand world.

The involvement, immersion and interaction of the consumers with their
physical environment is a part of the co-creation of extraordinary experiences
(Kozinets et al., 2004). Furthermore, branding in business markets essentially is
a form of communicative interaction (Ballantyne & Aitken, 2007); especially the
deep, personal interactions between employees, customers, and stakeholders
evoke the co-creation of branded experiences, and are a key factor for estab-
lishing business relationships. From a phenomenological perspective, both
the artifacts and spaces as well as the social environment and practices of
the B2B brand world experiencescape provide affordances for the embodied
visitors to act upon and perceive, based on the application of a multitude
of experiential marketing techniques which focuses on various senses. How
the individual visitor does act upon and perceive these affordances is again
influenced by their expectations, level of knowledge, skills, and interests. A key
finding of our research is, that through their action and perception on these
affordances, the visitors in turn interact with and influence both these physical
artifacts and spaces, as well as the social environment. This thus leads to a
joint action-perception cycle, through which the experience of the visitors at
the B2B brand world is co-created between the visitors themselves and the
B2B brand world experiencescape. Therefore, a second alignment between the
operating company’s motives, as expressed in the content provided through
the experiencescape, and the visitors expectations takes place in this joint
action-perception cycle and interaction between visitors and experiencescape.
This interaction and relationship-building with subjects (i.e. the brands em-
ployees), as well as the interaction with, perception with all senses of, and
immersion in the environment leads to further engagement, a personalization
and co-production of the B2B brand world experience and facilitates learning
and relationship-building in the brand world. In essence, it is how the B2B
brand world experience itself, and the value in it for both parties, is co-created.
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Further key findings of our research are that the factors relevancy, authentic-
ity, and emotion directly influence this interaction between experiencescape
and visitors, and as such the entire co-creation of the B2B brand world experi-
ence. As described before, the visitors have to get a functional and instrumental
benefit from the brand world experience, which helps them in their business
activities. Therefore, the content of the visit should be highly contextual and
individualized, and the B2B brand world has to be easily modifiable for the
demands and needs of several target groups, be them customers and their pur-
chasing agents or product users, marketing or sales agents, top level managers,
own employees or potential employees, or media and press or governmental
institutions. As a consequence, also all the exhibits have to serve a deeper pur-
pose of information or education and should not be an end in themselves. The
more authentically, open, and honest the brand’s characteristics and identity
are presented, and the more consistent this presentation in the brand world
is with other brand communication instruments, and the visitors experiences
with the brand in daily business, the more intense and credible is the brand
experience for the visitors. If the picture that is drawn of the brand in the brand
world is not authentic, inconsistent with visitors’ prior experiences with the
brand and its employees in their daily lives, or if information provided seems
unrealistic, then the visitors feel deceived. Both relevancy and authenticity are
cognitive perceptions and evaluations of what the company contributes to the
co-creation of the experience, namely the content as manifested in the B2B
brand world experiencescape. This evaluation is situated in the visitors. It is
only possible through interaction with the experiencescape, and also influences
this interaction and thus the co-creation of the entire B2B brand world expe-
rience, and the value the experience has for the visitors. If the brand world
experience is not perceived as being relevant to the business visitors they derive
less or even no value from it, and the visit is useless to them. Regarding this
value, respondents describe B2B brand worlds as even more effective as trade
shows in presenting an overview of the full product range on offer and getting
to know the brand. Providing the visitors with a real, lived experience with
the brand and its products is crucial for B2B brand worlds. The interesting and
exciting experiences, encounters, interactions, and activities that B2B brands
provide in these locations – not only to externals but also to employees – sim-
plify understanding, learning, and remembrance for the visitor. Similarly, if the
overall experience in the B2B brand world is not perceived as being authentic
or trustworthy, it diminishes the value derived from the experience for the
visitor.

In contrast to relevancy and authenticity, emotions are not a cognitive eval-
uation, but affective responses to external stimuli such as adaptive problems
(Ekman, 1992; Plutchik, 1980). Thus, they are not an evaluation of the com-
pany’s offering in the brand world, such as perceived relevance or authenticity,
but affective responses to both the co-creation composites of the company and
the visitors. Since emotion and experience are two closely related concepts,
emotion is a key factor for a positive experience also in B2B brand worlds.
This emotionality is less strongly pronounced compared to B2C brand worlds,
but still an important aspect. These emotions entail for example a general
emotional appeal, a sense of well-being and appreciation of the visitors by
the operating company, communication on eye-level, but also wow-effects and
fascination, for example in combination with architecture and design which
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have to represent the brand. Such emotional aspects do play an important role
as a factor influencing the interaction between experiencescape and visitors,
even in the business context. Engineers or technically interested visitors do
react emotional, with joy or a sense of entertainment and enthusiasm, if they
have the possibility to interact and get involved with the environment in the
brand world, if they can try out, play with, and experience products. These
emotions in turn lead to a more positive experience of the brand world. Also,
the perception of impressive architecture or the interaction with employees
can lead to positive emotional responses. Similarly, if employees behave in
an unpleasant or unprofessional way, the premises do not meet the visitors’
expectations regarding cleanliness, or the content provided is not immersive
or irrelevant to the visitors, this results in a more negative experience. Fur-
thermore, positive emotions that are evoked during the visit of the B2B brand
world facilitate and support visitors’ understanding and remembrance of the
information and content provided in the brand world, their decision making,
and also relationship building with the brand and its employees.

In the context of business networking events, eight main experiential value
dimensions have been identified (V.-W. Mitchell et al., 2016), all of which are
supported by our study of the B2B brand world experience. With regard to the
learning, epistemic, and knowledge dimension, learning is defined by experi-
ential learning theorists as “the process whereby knowledge is created through
the transformation of experience. Knowledge results from the combination
of grasping and transforming experience” (Kolb, 1984, p. 41). The findings of
our study show that with providing interactive product experiences in B2B
brand worlds, operating companies want to enable this transfer of knowledge.
The products and their functions can be touched, tested and examined, and
sometimes the production process is presented in a factory tour. These direct,
hands-on, personal experiences that can be created with experiential marketing
activities such as brand worlds will leave a deeper impression on the visitors
minds, and create more knowledge than regular information materials, ad-
vertising instruments, or trade magazines. Additionally, they let the visitors
directly experience the products’ or services’ value-in-use. The operating com-
panies openly present their value propositions, and provide the visitors with
the opportunity to directly assess these propositions interactively (Lindgreen,
Hingley, Grant, & Morgan, 2012; Woodruff, 1997). Further values derived from
the experience are professional value, relationship value, emotional value, he-
donic, altruistic, entertainment, and service excellence value, reputation, status,
esteem, and branding value, as well as social value. Based on respondents’
statements, we have also reason to hypothesize, that further outcomes of the
B2B brand world experience comprise an improve in relationship outcomes,
such as mutual trust and relationship commitment, an increase or positive
influence on brand equity and its dimensions brand awareness, brand associa-
tions, perceived quality, and brand loyalty, as well as a positive influence on
the internal branding purposes of the operating company.

3.5.2 Theoretical implications

To the best of our knowledge, our exploratory study is the first to investigate
brand worlds as an instrument of branding, employing experiential marketing
techniques, in the B2B context. The study answers a general call for further
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research on experiential marketing activities in business markets (Rinallo
et al., 2010) and contributes to the literature on the branding instrument
of brand worlds specifically. By investigating it from multiple perspectives,
namely the operating companies’, the business visitors’, and the exhibition
designers’, it expands the literature from merely describing its existence in
B2B (Gilmore & Pine, 2002) to a comprehensive and holistic understanding of
its nature, as well as the why, what, and how of this phenomenon. Our study
thus contributes to the understanding of the industrial marketing equivalent of
one of the most powerful branding instruments in consumer markets (Dolbec
& Chebat, 2013). It introduces B2B brand worlds as a valuable alternative
and complementation to existing B2B branding instruments for the operating
company, but also as a valuable tool for the business visitors, based on the
experience that is co-created there. Therefore, our study also contributes to
the frameworks of the tactics of brand building and brand management, as
well as the customer experience in business markets (Lindgreen et al., 2010;
Mora Cortez & Johnston, 2017). An interesting area of future research arises
in the investigation of the specific role of B2B brand worlds in the entire
customer journey and relationship between businesses. Our findings show that
the operating companies especially value the brand worlds as materialized
business cards and figurehead of their brand. If one of the actors involved
possesses a brand world, they often provide the inspiring and stimulating
physical environment for a first personal meeting and interaction, and thus
the foundation for a future relationship between the operating company and
other actors on business markets. These relationships and interactions between
actors are core aspects of business markets (Håkansson, 1982; Håkansson
& Snehota, 1995). Based on environmental psychology literature, we expect
the brand worlds’ stimuli, atmospherics and servicescapes to influence how
these relationships and interactions are perceived (Bitner, 1992; Kotler, 1973;
Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). Therefore, a quantitative investigation into the
impact of a B2B brand world visit on the visitors’ perception of the brand
seems fruitful. Furthermore, quantitative investigations of our propositions
pose interesting avenues for future research, for example in order to investigate
the impact of the specific success factors on the overall experience and the
value subsequently derived from the brand world visit.

Research on value in business markets highlights that the delivery of value
requires loyalty and trust between partners (Lindgreen et al., 2012), which both
are core goals that B2B brands pursue with their brand worlds. The dimensions
of value that business visitors derive from the experience of visiting a B2B
brand world also show a substantial overlap with experiential dimensions in
the B2C context, as described for example by Gentile et al. (2007) or Lemon and
Verhoef (2016). Recent research concerning perceived value in B2B especially
highlights the possible advantages of a cross-fertilization of value research in
both B2C and B2B in order to fill research gaps of the respectively other field.
The authors specifically propose the inclusion of more non-rational dimensions
in the appreciation of perceived value in B2B (Mencarelli & Rivière, 2015).
These include feelings, atmosphere, or positive emotions, which are relevant
in long-lasting customer relationships (Andersen & Kumar, 2006). Our study
shows that values derived from experiences in business encounters, such as the
visit of a B2B brand world, also comprises these emotional and hedonic aspects
and thus contributes to the literature stream on value in business markets.
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Future research might engage in the investigation of experiential value derived
from other experiences in business markets, both qualitatively and quantitively.
Our research shows that by providing interactive product experiences in the
brand worlds, where the products and their functions can be touched, tested
and examined, and sometimes also the production process of the products
is presented, visitors are able to directly experience the products’ or services’
value propositions and value-in-use (Lindgreen et al., 2012; Woodruff, 1997).
Based on the literature on product experience in the consumer area (Hoch,
2002), an interesting question for future research that emerges from this direct
product experience is whether it influences purchasing intentions or even
purchasing behavior.

The role of emotions in B2B markets has recently also gained increased
attention from academia (Borders & Kemp, 2018). Emotions play a role at
all stages in the organizational buying process. Therefore, individuals, as
opposed to entire organizations, should play a role in a B2B brand’s marketing
communications (Kemp et al., 2018). We contribute to this stream of literature by
identifying that not only do visitors derive emotional value from the B2B brand
world experience, but in fact, the emotions evoked in the context the experience
of B2B brand worlds, which is highly individualized due to the close personal
interaction with the brand’s employees on the brand world premises, facilitate
and enhance learning, remembering, and relationship-building. Emotions thus
play a crucial role in the co-creation of the B2B brand world experience, and the
overall value and success of B2B brand worlds, both for the operating company
as well as for the visitors. We especially deem it necessary to further investigate
the role of emotions between a brand’s marketing communication instruments
and the outcomes of these marketing efforts on business markets.

3.5.3 Managerial implications

Our research has important implications for business marketing practice. In
light of increasing globalization and commoditization, branding nowadays
plays an important role on industrial markets. Our findings indicate that if
a brand world is implemented by a B2B company, it can become its flagship,
its business card, and figurehead, much as it is the case in B2C. It is the
materialization of the brand and invites not only customers, but also employees
and a myriad of other stakeholders to visit and to getting to know the brand.
By focusing on the more utilitarian aspects of the experience – and with the
support of hedonic ones – the operating companies can set up the brand
worlds to create a meaningful, valuable experience for their business visitors,
which can leave a long-lasting positive impression and help building and
maintaining a strong brand. Bearing in mind the differentiation between more
autotelic experiences in B2C and more instrumental experiences in B2B, B2B
brand worlds can provide not only a suitable, but an extraordinary frame for
business meetings, trainings, and events with (potential) customers or other
stakeholders.

Regarding brand communication, brand worlds provide an environment
fully controlled by the operating company. With themed experiences, where
physical cues such as symbols, signals or stories are used to inspire the senses,
the brand’s core and values can effectively be conveyed to the visitors with
almost no distorting external influences. If a company aims at increasing
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product awareness, brand worlds are for example more effective than trade
shows in giving a quick yet full overview of the brands’ offerings. Additionally,
brand worlds in B2B are also educational tools, enhancing learning on products,
processes, or the brand itself in interactive, experiential situations where visitors
can for example have a live, direct, and hands-on try with the product. All
these functions of the B2B brand world eventually aim to contribute to an
overarching company goal, by strengthening the brand’s image, position in
the market, collaboration, relationships, and interaction with other business
market actors.

Our study identified not only the possible benefits of a brand word in
business markets, but also how the experience is co-created. Since sometimes
only minimal investments are necessary to turn factories into small-scale brand
worlds, it can be a worthwhile undertaking (Kozinets et al., 2002). A museum
attached to a factory, or museal aspects in a B2B brand world for example will
help to demonstrate the history and experience of the brand in a certain field,
which results in reduced uncertainty on the customer side and a more positive
brand perception. Furthermore, interactive exhibits and information displayed
in an engaging, immersive, and involving way facilitate understanding and
learning for the visitors. Therefore, we encourage B2B branding practitioners to
take advantage of these strong brand experiences evoked in brand worlds and
consider them as an additional instrument in their tactics of brand building
and brand management.

3.5.4 Limitations and outlook

Our study focuses on eliciting qualitative information. While it succeeds in
answering questions on what the drivers of industrial brand worlds are and
which consequences can be anticipated, the actual strength of effects still re-
mains to be determined by means of quantitative studies. Another quantitative
question of utmost managerial importance is of financial nature: How much
budget should a firm allocate to industrial brand worlds? In order to facilitate
well-informed decisions, future research should try to quantify the return on
investment yielded by industrial brand worlds. Optimally, this would lead to
an indication of ‘brand world elasticity,’ which would allow B2B marketers to
design and manage industrial brand worlds much like price, advertisement,
and professional selling, for which elasticities are an established decision tool
(Albers, Mantrala, & Sridhar, 2010).

To conclude, our research shows that B2B brand worlds, based on the ex-
periential techniques they employ, are valuable instruments for branding and
relationship-building. Companies can actually present their brand and its prod-
ucts and services ‘in the flesh.’ Business visitors are provided with a variety of
valuable, first-hand information, tailored to their specific needs. Furthermore,
visitors can get a feel for the brand and its employees which other marketing
instruments can hardly provide. Our findings also provided much confidence
in that B2B brand worlds are not a fad, but an emerging management instru-
ment that is here to stay. They are the three-dimensional business card of a
well-run business.
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Based on the qualitative information gathered in the previous chapter, the
differences between brand worlds in B2C and B2B are delineated. This provides
valuable information especially for B2B marketing practitioners operating
brand worlds.
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abstract

Brand worlds, permanent physical branded locations, are increasingly popular
venues used by marketers on consumer markets to build relationships with
their customers, based on the direct, personal interactions and the extraordi-
nary experiences they provide. Such brand museums, showrooms, or flagship
stores also exist in B2B marketing practice, but have only received limited
academic attention. Differences between the context of B2C and B2B markets
raise the question of how and whether B2B brand worlds differ from their
B2C counterparts. We build on a sample of 37 expert interviews, comprising
the perspectives of all relevant stakeholders: 18 interviews with 17 different
operating companies, 14 interviews with business visitors from 13 companies,
and five interviews with exhibition designers. Although similar and building
on the same principles, we find that B2B brand worlds also differ substan-
tially from their B2C equivalents in several dimensions. B2B companies focus
more on providing live product experiences, in order to explain often complex
products, and to create awareness for the whole breadth and depth of their
product portfolio in their brand worlds. B2B visitors expect a visit to support
them in their own business activities. Furthermore, the visits, experiences, and
interactions in B2B brand worlds are more customized, based on a strong
personal interaction with the respective contact persons, sales agents or guides.
Our research highlights the differences between B2C and B2B brand worlds as
three-dimensional ‘business cards,’ where relationships are initiated and built.

4.1 introduction

The importance of relationships on business markets and the notion that
interactions between actors are at the core of business relationships has been
highlighted in research of the Industrial Marketing and Purchasing Group
(IMP) (Håkansson, Ford, Gadde, Snehota, & Waluszewski, 2009; Håkansson &
Snehota, 1995). These interactions can be analyzed on various levels, such as
on the organizational level, or on a more micro level by looking at individual
processes that can involve organizational units, single products, individuals,
or certain types of activities, such as business meetings (Guercini, La Rocca,
Runfola, & Snehota, 2014).

In consumer research, the facet of the environment or servicescape and
its influence on the behavior, interaction and relationship building between
actors (i.e. consumers and a company) has been widely researched (Baker,
Parasuraman, Grewal, & Voss, 2002; Bitner, 1992). Building on this B2C research,
specific instruments of experiential marketing and live communication, namely
permanent, physical branded locations such as flagship stores, brand stores,
brand lands, brand museums, or customer experience centers, subsumed
under the term ‘brand worlds’, are increasingly popular venues used by B2C
companies (Kozinets et al., 2002). As “apexes of branding” (Dolbec & Chebat,
2013, p. 460), they are not only used to communicate the brands, but also
to directly and personally interact with consumers, to provide them with
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extraordinary experiences, and eventually to build relationships with them
(Dolbec & Chebat, 2013; Kozinets et al., 2002; Moore et al., 2010). These venues
have also been mentioned as a possibility for B2B companies to increase close
rates, due to the relationships developed there (Gilmore & Pine, 2002), and
industrial marketing practitioners have already discovered the potential of
such instruments for their own organizations. In fact, B2B brand worlds can
be found all over the world, such as for example the Caterpillar Visitors
Center or the Customer Experience Centers of General Electric and Honeywell
Process Solutions in the US, the Innovation Center of logistics provider DHL
or the Stahlwelt of Austrian steel producer Voestalpine in Europe, or the
Mitsubishi Minatomirai Industrial Museum in Asia. But in contrast to their
B2C counterparts, these physical environments and instruments of experiential
marketing in industrial markets, and how they influence behaviors, interactions
and relationships, have not attracted academic attention yet. Since researchers
are advised to be cautious with the mere transfer of knowledge, theories, and
frameworks from B2C to B2B, and instead to take into account the unique
characteristics of B2B markets for the development of a sound B2B theory
(Mudambi, 2002; Seyedghorban et al., 2016; Webster & Keller, 2004), one first
needs to understand the nature of B2B brand worlds compared to their B2C
counterparts in order to further investigate how business interactions and
relationships might be influenced by a visit to such B2B brand worlds. Against
this background, the purpose of this paper is to identify potential differences
between B2C and B2B brand worlds.

The remainder of this manuscript is structured as follows. To provide the
context for this study, we first describe brand worlds and their nature in
B2C, before we elaborate briefly on the core differences between consumer
and business markets. Next, we describe our exploratory research approach,
and present an overview of our comprehensive, multi-perspective sample.
Subsequently, we present our results and draw a conclusion.

4.2 theoretical background

4.2.1 Brand Worlds

The efforts of brandscaping – creating physical locations based on brands – are
amongst the strongest means in creating brand experiences and relationships
with a brand in B2C, based on emotions and a non-rational approach (Riewoldt,
2002). Some examples for such locations in the consumer marketing area are the
Disney Worlds, the Apple flagship stores, or the World of Coca-Cola in Atlanta,
Georgia. They follow the conviction that “the glamour and power of the brand
are the key weapons in the battle for target groups and customers. By staging
the brand experience in flagship stores, shop designs or entire theme parks,
companies communicate the image of the brand and imprint a characteristic
atmosphere on the consumer consciousness” (Riewoldt, 2002, p. 8). In contrast
to most classical advertising instruments, the brand becomes visible, actually
tangible in such locations, and therefore a strong, real, memorable customer
experience, and a relationship between the brand and the customer is created
(Manlow & Nobbs, 2013; Webb, 2012). The live experience of taking a trip to,
for example, a brand park, and actually visiting the brand becomes part of
one’s own life and has a higher recollective value than simple advertising or
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conventional PR (Mikunda, 2004). Simply witnessing a product’s production in
a mere plant tour can lead to higher brand loyalty and a better relationship to
the brand, based on the identification with the product, the familiarity with
the production process, and the interaction with employees (M. A. Mitchell &
Orwig, 2002).

Flagship stores are titled the “apex of branding” because of their branding
power (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013, p. 460). Similar venues have been mentioned
and investigated in consumer-centric academic literature, such as customer
experience places, brand lands, brand museums, brandscapes, flagship stores,
etc. (e.g. Borghini et al., 2009; Diamond et al., 2009; Gilmore & Pine, 2002;
Hollenbeck et al., 2008; Joy et al., 2014; Kozinets et al., 2002; Sherry, 1998; Sherry
et al., 2001). We use the term ‘brand worlds’ as an umbrella term for such
permanent branded locations that are an instrument of brand communication
and experiential marketing. These brand worlds have been subject to a limited
amount of academic research in the B2C environment already. For example,
the goals of different types of brand worlds in various industries have been
investigated, which are, to summarize, related to the image of the brand, the
presentation, staging and testing of products, merchandising goals, knowledge
transfer, and customer relationship goals (e.g. Borghini et al., 2009; Diamond
et al., 2009; Gilmore & Pine, 2002; Hollenbeck et al., 2008; Joy et al., 2014;
Kozinets et al., 2002; Sherry, 1998; Sherry et al., 2001). In two synoptical
works, several main goals that operating companies pursue with their brand
worlds in B2C with different priorities were identified (Kirchgeorg et al., 2012;
Zentes et al., 2014): Goals with the highest priority are brand experience,
brand and product presence, the determination of the own position in the
competitive environment, as well as to improve, strengthen, and foster the own
brand image. Medium priority goals are information, raising brand awareness,
internal communication goals, the management and activation of existing
customer relationships, and building trust. Lower priority goals encompass the
integration of customers into business processes (e.g. co-creation), engaging
with potential new customers, and generating sales turnover.

B2C visitors’ motivations, expectations and demands have also been sub-
ject to investigation. When they visit brand worlds, they want to experience
entertainment, flow, get information about the products and the brand, relax,
be distracted and escape from their day-to-day live, experience community
with other visitors, and feel well and appreciated by the operating company
(Kirchgeorg et al., 2012; Opaschowski, 2000; Zentes et al., 2014).

4.2.2 Differences between B2C and B2B markets

Core differences of B2B markets compared to B2C comprise the nature of
demand (derivative vs. primary); more technical and quantifiable value propo-
sitions; a small number of customers, but large-unit transactions; complex
buying processes involving buying centers and thus group dynamics, resulting
in more rational discourse and decision-making; the emphasis on corporate
rather than product branding; a culture driven by manufacturing and tech-
nology, which is related to the complexity of industrial products; and the
more important role of relationships, interpersonal communication or personal
interaction and selling (B. P. Brown et al., 2007; B. P. Brown et al., 2012; D.
Grewal et al., 1998; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006; Lilien, 2016; Webster & Keller,
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2004; Zablah et al., 2010). Furthermore, B2B buying decisions are influenced
by the buying situation (e.g. Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006), a higher perceived
risk, and the more economic and performance type of risk (B. P. Brown et al.,
2007). These differences have effects on marketing communications, which are
proposed to be more technical and pedagogical, but also more interactive and
personal, and thus also on the branding efforts, interaction between actors and
relationship-building on business markets (B. P. Brown et al., 2007). After about
40 years of research, B2B branding has evolved from irrelevance towards being
important for business marketing practice, and an established field of study
(Gordon et al., 1993; Interbrand, 2018; Saunders & Watt, 1979; Seyedghorban
et al., 2016; Shipley & Howard, 1993; Sinclair & Seward, 1988; Webster & Keller,
2004). Nowadays, “branding is just as relevant in B2B as it is in B2C” (Kotler
& Pfoertsch, 2006, p. 12). When it comes to the question of how a B2B brand
can be built and communicated, the brand is conceptualized as a holistic and
interactive experience, as in B2C, which highlights the importance of interac-
tion in brand building (Biedenbach & Marell, 2010; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006;
Lynch & de Chernatony, 2004). Therefore, despite the specific importance of
the salesperson and personal interaction (Lynch & de Chernatony, 2007), all
customer touchpoints and elements of the marketing mix contribute to brand
equity dimensions, as they do in B2C: They create awareness of the brand,
link desired associations to the brand image, evoke emotions or judgements of
quality, and facilitate a stronger customer-brand relationship (Biedenbach &
Marell, 2010; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006).

The different, professional setting outlined here suggests, that several differ-
ences might also arise between brand worlds in B2C and B2B regarding several
aspects, such as for example the goals of operating companies, the motivation
and expectations of visitors, or the general setup and design. Although the
possibility for B2B companies to create flagship venues, where customer visits
can evolve into engaging branded experiences and lead to a strong relationship
between the actors, has also been mentioned in the literature (Gilmore & Pine,
2002), and the emergence of B2B brand worlds in business practice, they have
not so far attracted the attention of academia. To address this gap and to build
the foundation for a deeper understanding of the value and contribution of
B2B brand worlds to business relationships, we investigate brand worlds in the
industrial marketing context and whether and how they differ from their B2C
counterparts.

4.3 methodology and sample

Given the exploratory nature of our research question, we applied a qualitative
research approach using semi-standardized expert interviews to investigate the
differences between brand worlds in B2C and B2B. This research method has
previously proven purposeful in industrial marketing when there is scant or
no existing information (Geiger, 2017; Keränen & Jalkala, 2013), and has been
deemed appropriate for research in exploratory stages (Bogner et al., 2009).

Although the interviews are qualitative and explorative in nature, prior
theoretical knowledge about the concepts in the area of research is fundamental
(Flick, 2009). This knowledge can then be used to develop interview guidelines,
while the openly formulated questions leave room for the experts to fill with
their specific knowledge (Mayer, 2012). Due to the lack of literature on brand
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worlds in B2B, we focused on the B2C literature on brand worlds (Borghini
et al., 2009; Diamond et al., 2009; Gilmore & Pine, 2002; Hollenbeck et al., 2008;
Joy et al., 2014; Kozinets et al., 2002; Sherry, 1998; Sherry et al., 2001). Based
on this prior knowledge, we developed our interview guidelines, specifically
targeting the characteristics of B2B brand worlds, also in comparison to their
B2C counterparts.

To achieve a relevant and full understanding of brand worlds in business
markets, we engaged with a comprehensive and unique, multi-perspective
sample. Adding to the perspective of operating companies, we triangulated our
findings with samples of business visitors and exhibition designers. In total,
we base our research on 37 expert interviews with 44 informants. We carefully
and thoroughly selected 17 companies from the industrial sector operating B2B
brand worlds, from the US, Germany and Austria, covering different industries
and sizes. We identified them through extensive online research and visiting
practitioner conferences on experiential marketing and brand worlds. All
participating companies operate different, outstanding, and innovative types
of brand worlds – including for example Showrooms, Factory Tours, Visitor
Centers, Customer Experience Centers, Museums, and Innovation Centers.
One company was interviewed twice with different interviewees, because the
firm operates two separate brand worlds in different locations with different
goals, giving us a total of 18 interviews with 17 companies. We were invited
to conduct 15 interviews on-site at the brand worlds and conducted three
interviews by phone. Each on-site interview was preceded by an extensive tour
throughout the entire brand world of roughly 1.5 - 2 hours. Due to the fact
that the interviews were conducted directly after these extensive tours given to
us by the respondents themselves, we could directly dive into the topic and
start with the depth interview without the need to get acquainted during the
beginning of the interviews. A detailed description of our sample of operating
companies is provided in the Appendix in Table A.2.

To triangulate and enrich our findings from the company sample, we also
conducted 14 expert interviews with business visitors of B2B brand worlds.
Informants are employed by 13 different companies in various industries and
act in various buying center roles. They have visited at least one, some also
several B2B brand worlds in a role as a business visitor recently before the
interviews. 13 of the interviews were conducted via phone, one face-to-face. A
full, detailed description of our sample of business visitors is provided in the
Appendix in Table A.3.

To additionally triangulate and validate our findings with a third, supple-
mentary point of view, we conducted five more interviews with exhibition
designers in managing positions at different exhibition design or marketing
and brand agencies. This sample was chosen based on the extensive experience
of the respective informants in designing and implementing various types of
brand worlds for numerous companies in both the consumer and business
marketing area. Two interviews were conducted by phone, and three interviews
were conducted at the informants’ offices. A full overview of our sample of
exhibition designers is provided in the Appendix in Table A.4.

The overall average net duration of our interviews was 47 minutes of deep
and relevant discussion. The overall average phone call duration was 53 minutes.
The overall average visit duration for on-site interviews at brand worlds or
face-to-face interviews with visitors and exhibition designers was 2 hours and
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58 minutes. We fully transcribed all interviews and presented them to the
interviewees afterwards for validation. Where necessary, we translated the
statements quoted in this study into English.

We analyzed the interview material using the method of qualitative content
analysis. Specifically, we used the technique of inductive category formation
to arrive directly at summarizing categories coming from the material itself,
and not from theoretical considerations (Mayring, 2014). We used a qualitative
data management and analysis program (MaxQDA) and handled all interview
transcripts with ultimate care. Two coders analyzed all data material sepa-
rately, following established procedures developed for the inductive category
formation technique of qualitative content analysis (Mayring, 2014). The pro-
cess involves revising the emerging categories after approximately 50% of the
content analysis, to arrive at a final category structure. We also investigated
whether a revision of the initial coding definitions and instructions was nec-
essary, but no issues arose during the coding process, so changes were not
necessary. We subsequently merged the codings based on thorough discussions
between coders regarding the interpretation and categorization of individual
informant statements, as well as a peer debriefing with other researchers not
involved in the study (Corley & Gioia, 2004).

4.4 differences between b2c and b2b brand worlds

Our findings show that despite the similarities of B2C and B2B brand worlds,
and the fact that they rely on the same principles of experiential marketing and
live communication in both B2C and B2B, there are also substantial differences.
Similarities also emerge because B2B brand worlds increasingly open up to the
general public, e.g. for reasons of employer branding or PR. Nevertheless, there
are major differences between brand worlds in the two contexts. These are
based on their role as three-dimensional ‘business cards.’ Furthermore, what
leads to differences is their role and implementation in the B2B purchasing
process to support the visitor in their business activities, by providing deep,
tailored experiences and knowledge about products and processes based on
personal interaction and emotions. Also, there are differences regarding the
goals of operating companies, the expectations and motivations of visitors, as
well as the physical appearance and content of B2B brand worlds compared to
their B2C counterparts. An overview of these differences is given in Table 4.1.

The goals that operating companies in B2B and B2C contexts pursue are
similar in general, but the focus is slightly different. While a major goal for
B2C companies is to create brand experience, B2B companies focus more on
product awareness and product experience, as well as brand awareness and
associations. Additionally, the means that these goals are pursued with are
different, which we will elaborate on later in this section.

A major difference between B2C and B2B brand worlds is the motivation and
expectation of the visitor. In B2C, consumers are driven by and expect hedonic
aspects, visits take place fully unrelated to specific purchase intentions, and
are based completely on the visitors’ intentions to visit. In contrary, business
visitors to B2B brand worlds are motivated by and expect more utilitarian
aspects. Their visits are usually related to specific purchasing intentions or
an already existing customer-brand relationship, in the process of which they
are invited by the operating company to a company visit. In fact, they often
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Table 4.1: Differences between B2C and B2B brand worlds

dimension b2c b2b

Goals of operating
company

Goals are similar in general, but importance of goals is
slightly different

Stronger focus on brand expe-
rience

Stronger focus on product
awareness, product experi-
ence, brand awareness and
brand associations

Motivation and expecta-
tions of the visit for the
visitor

More hedonic, unrelated to
buying situation, motivated
only by the customer

More utilitarian, related to spe-
cific buying situation, invited
visits; brand world visit rather
addition to business activities
than end in itself

Experiential value for the
visitor

Value derived is similar in general, but importance is
different

More hedonic and emotional
value

More learning, epistemic and
knowledge value, as well as
professional value

Personal interaction with
brand

Usually no strong personal in-
teraction, except for service
personnel or guides

Customized visits and experi-
ences; strong personal interac-
tion with contact person, sales
agent or guide

Information More superficial and not as
technical

Deeper, more focus on detail
and technical explanation

Emotion Stronger focus on emotion, fas-
cination, entertainment and
edutainment

More serious and different
type of emotionality. More fo-
cused on trust, credibility, and
authenticity, but edutainment
gains importance

Orchestration and stag-
ing

Strong, impressive, and ludic
staging

Subtler, only to support the
message

Product training Plays a minor role Plays a strong role, often rea-
son for the visit, or training is
conducted in the brand world
facilities; often occupies a big
portion of the size of the brand
world premises

Factory tours Sometimes attached Often attached/incorporated

Number of visitors Usually higher Usually lower

Budget Usually higher in relation to
the size of the brand world

Usually lower in relation to the
size of the brand world

Size No difference, can be small and large in both contexts

Location Usually in highly frequented
locations or at corporate head-
quarter

Usually at corporate headquar-
ter
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do not visit the company to ‘visit the brand world,’ but to conduct their
general business activities, such as meetings, workshops, negotiations, audits,
relationship maintenance, or trainings. The B2B brand world is then rather
used by the operating company as a ‘business card,’ a tool where the company
presents itself at a glance, or as a complementary instrument to provide the
visitor with either an additional experience to present a positive, credible image,
or as an extraordinary and stimulating location in which, by the provision
of additional, unique information, mutual value is created and where these
business activities take place and the relationship is deepened further.

The overall experiential value that visitors derive from B2C and B2B brand
worlds is also similar in general, but the focus is different, largely also due
to the different motivation of the visit. While private visitors to B2C brand
worlds derive stronger emotional and hedonic value from the visit, the fo-
cus of business visitors to B2B brand worlds is more on learning, epistemic
and knowledge value, as well as professional value dimensions, due to the
embedding of the visit in the overall B2B customer journey.

Also, due to the more influential role of personal interaction and more complex
products and services in B2B, B2B brand worlds are guided experiences, so that
visitors are always accompanied by a contact person representing the brand,
elaborating on the exhibits, and building a relationship with the visitor. This
goes along with a much more customized visit, in which the specific areas of
interest of the business visitor are discussed in much more detail and depth.

Regarding this content provided in the B2B brand world, the level of in-
formation in general is much more detailed, more technical, and focused on
the explanation of technical specifics, whereas in their B2C counterparts, the
information is more superficial, and less technical and detailed. Nevertheless,
by means of interactive exhibits and media, visitors to B2C brand worlds can
go into deeper detail as well, so that all interests can be met.

While B2C brand worlds are focused on creating strong emotions, fascinating,
entertaining and edutaining the visitor, B2B brand worlds are not necessarily
less emotional, but more serious. They try to evoke different kinds of emo-
tions, such as trust, credibility, authenticity and reassurance. Nevertheless, also
edutaining contents play an increasing role according to our respondents.

The experience created in B2C brand worlds is based on intense, impressive,
and ludic orchestration and staging of the contents in the entire brand world.
In B2B brand worlds in contrast, this staging and orchestration is done much
subtler, and all staging has to serve the purpose of conveying the message of
the content.

The importance of product training also serves as differentiation between B2C
and B2B brand worlds. While product training only plays a minor role in B2C,
it often is a crucial function in or even the reason for the B2B brand world visit,
which then usually occupies a large amount of the brand world premises.

Factory tours, which are also often a part of the utilitarian visit to a B2B
company and its brand world, only play a minor role in B2C brand worlds,
since these are often also not located at production sites.

Another obvious difference between B2C and B2B brand worlds is the num-
ber of visitors per year. B2C brand worlds are in general much more highly
frequented. The exception to the rule are brand worlds of B2B companies that
are, intentionally or not, tourist attractions, which target at and also attract a
large number of private visitors and charge entrance fees.
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The budget is usually higher in B2C brand worlds. Again, exceptions are
the just mentioned brand worlds turned tourist attractions of B2B companies,
which target a private audience, or B2B brand worlds which are large in size.

Physically, both brand worlds of B2C and B2B companies can be rather large
or small in size, which usually depends on the type and the size of the products,
the level of awareness of the operating company in the general public or its
industry, respectively, and the number of visitors that it aims to attract.

The location is a big success factor for some B2C brand worlds such as
flagship stores (Moore & Doherty, 2007). This aspect only plays a minor role in
the context of B2B brand worlds, where the propensity of the potential visitor
to travel to the brand world is higher as in B2C. Therefore, they are usually
situated directly at the corporate headquarter or at important production or
historical sites, where the ‘genius loci’ comes to bear. The exception to the rule
in our sample is one gateway facility situated directly in the area of a customer
cluster, in order to gain access to these customers.

4.5 conclusion

Brand worlds as the apex of branding and an instrument of experiential mar-
keting have made their way from the consumer area into business marketing
practice. The extraordinary experiences and the direct, personal interaction that
they provide also influence relationship-building on business markets (Gilmore
& Pine, 2002). Given the different B2B context (B. P. Brown et al., 2007), the
direct transfer of theories, frameworks, and knowledge from B2C to B2B should
be approached with caution. In order to understand the phenomenon of brand
worlds in the B2B context, and to lay the foundation for further inquiries into
their influence on interactions and relations on business markets, we investi-
gated how these marketing instruments in the B2B context differ from their
counterparts in B2C.

Our findings show that B2B brand worlds share several similarities with their
B2C counterparts, and that they are using the same principles of experiential
marketing, live communication, and branding in order to fulfill their goals
and convey their messages. But based on the different priorities of operating
companies regarding the goals, and the motivations and expectations of busi-
ness visitors, also some major differences in brand worlds in B2B compared to
B2C emerge. Our results highlight these differences that have to be taken into
account for the design, implementation, and operation of brand worlds in B2B.
Our research thus extends the existing knowledge on brand worlds in B2C.

An interesting area of future research arises in the investigation of the specific
role of B2B brand worlds in the entire customer journey, and the relationships
and interactions between actors along this journey in brand worlds on a micro
level, since these relationships and interactions are at the core of business
markets (Håkansson, 1982; Håkansson & Snehota, 1995). If one of the actors
involved possesses a brand world, they often provide the inspiring and stimu-
lating physical environment for a first personal meeting and interaction, and
thus the foundation for a future relationship between the operating company
and other actors on business markets. Based on environmental psychology
literature, we expect the brand world’s stimuli, atmospherics and servicescape
to influence how these relationships and interactions are perceived (Baker et al.,
2002; Bitner, 1992; Kotler, 1973; Mehrabian & Russell, 1974).
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The theoretical framework developed in this chapter links recent findings on
customer experiences and brand experiences, and conceptualizes the overall
brand experience as dynamic. This allows for its measurement across multiple
individual touchpoints and stages, and thus for the investigation of the effect of
the experience created at one individual touchpoint. This framework serves as
the basis for the subsequent quantitative study of whether and how industrial
brand worlds work.
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5 . T H E D Y N A M I C N AT U R E O F B R A N D E X P E R I E N C E

abstract

There is a need to conceptually link findings from specific experience areas,
and to generalize from them to overarching principles of experiences. Building
on recent syntheses and conceptualizations, we contribute to this discussion
and synthesis by proposing a framework that we think answers questions
regarding the role of the brand in the customer journey and the customer
experience, and the measurement of overall brand experiences. Regarding the
role of the brand in the customer experience and the customer journey, we
follow the conceptualization that brands reflect all customer experiences with
a brand along the customer journey. Thus, the experiences that brands evoke
within the customer (sensory, affective, behavioral, and intellectual) represent
these overall experiences that customers have with a brand along the customer
journey. By linking the brand experience concept to two recent frameworks
on static and dynamic experiences and the customer journey and experience,
we propose that static experiences, i.e. single touchpoints, reflect the brand
related stimuli that compose the overall, i.e. dynamic, brand experience. This
conceptualization allows for the measurement of the overall brand experience
across multiple touchpoints and multiple stages, which is an important issue
for both marketing theory and practice.

5.1 introduction

Customer experiences are at the center of both marketing practitioner’s and
academic’s attention, according to a recent study commissioned by Accenture
(2015) and the research priorities of the Marketing Science Institute (2016).

This importance of experiences has already been voiced in the 1950s by
Abbott (1955) with the quote that “what people really desire are not prod-
ucts but satisfying experiences” (Abbott, 1955, p. 39). Independently from
these findings, the experiential approach was developed in the 1980s, which
focuses on fantasies, feelings, and fun as key aspects of the consumption ex-
perience (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; M. B. Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982).
This approach has broadened the then predominant view of customers and
consumers as being purely rational and information-processing decision mak-
ers by recognizing the emotional aspects involved. Since then, it has sparked
ongoing interest in both marketing practice and academia and even led to the
conceptualization of the experience economy (Pine & Gilmore, 1998).

Despite this attention already decades ago, the research area on experience
in marketing is still nascent and emerging (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Schmitt &
Zarantonello, 2013). Various streams of research investigated different aspects
and facets of the customer experience along the customer journey more in-
depth (Kranzbühler et al., 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016), such as for example
product experiences (Hoch, 2002), service experiences (Hui & Bateson, 1991),
shopping experiences (Kerin, Jain, & Howard, 1992), brand experiences (Brakus
et al., 2009), or the distinction between day-to-day ‘ordinary’ and extraordinary
experiences (Carù & Cova, 2003), and there is a need to conceptually link
those findings from specific experience areas, and to generalize from them to
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overarching principles of experiences (Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2013). In recent
efforts to achieve this syntheses, and to investigate the reciprocal dependence
and influence of customer experiences in different contexts and at different
touchpoints on one another and the overall customer experience, academics
identified that although it was initially introduced as a holistic concept, cus-
tomer experience has been investigated at different levels: as static experience at
various touchpoints, which represents an “individual’s cognitive, affective and
sensory evaluation of one or multiple touchpoints with a firm at one specific
point in time” (Kranzbühler et al., 2018, p. 438), and as dynamic experience,
“an individual’s evolving cognitive, affective and sensory evaluation of a series
of any direct or indirect touchpoints with a firm within the entire course of
the customer journey” (Kranzbühler et al., 2018, p. 438). This dynamic, overall
customer experience is “built up through a collection of these touch points in
multiple phases of a customer’s decision process or purchase journey” (Lemon
& Verhoef, 2016, pp. 70-71). Since previous experiences influence the current
experience and also future experiences, and current experiences might let us
see previous experiences in a different light, the customer experience process
is iterative and dynamic (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016, pp. 74-76). In sum, customer
experience is a broad, multidimensional umbrella construct (Kranzbühler et al.,
2018), “focusing on a customer’s cognitive, emotional, behavioral, sensorial,
and social responses to a firm’s offerings during the customer’s entire purchase
journey” (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016, pp. 70-71).

Along with these syntheses arose several questions related to the measure-
ment of the dynamic, overall experience, and the role of the brand within
this context (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016, p. 78): “What is the role of the brand
in the CX [customer experience] and customer journey? [. . . ] How can we
measure the CX construct across multiple touch points and journey stages? Are
different measures needed for different stages of the journey? [. . . ] What fast,
simple metrics could provide insight? [. . . ] What are the effects of different
touch points on customer experience, conversion, and loyalty?” Our goal in
this article is to bring together the literature that exists on these questions, and
to propose a framework that we think might answer them. To address this,
the remainder of this paper is structured as followed: First, we provide an
overview of the customer experience literature, with a focus on its multilevel
nature of static and dynamic experiences. Second, we focus on the individual
touchpoints and different aspects of experiences and their measurement. Third,
we link the concept of brands and brand experience to the multilevel nature of
experiences and the individual touchpoints. We then propose our framework
as an answer to the above-mentioned questions.

5.2 customer experiences

Although the experiential approach was introduced by Hirschman and Hol-
brook (1982) and M. B. Holbrook and Hirschman (1982), one of these authors
describes that, without realizing it when they developed their approach, “a
distinguished lineage for the basic concepts involved could be traced back
through the work of (say) Sid Levy at Northwestern in the 1960s, Wroe Alder-
son at Wharton in the 1950s, and the economists Lawrence Abbott in the
1950s or Alfred Marshall in the early 1900s, all the way to Adam Smith in the
Eighteenth Century (e.g., Alderson, 1957; Boyd & Levy, 1963; Woods, 1981)”
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(M. B. Holbrook, 2006, p. 715). Nevertheless, with their experiential approach
they put emphasis on this view, where the customer is not only seen as rational,
information-processing decision-maker, but emotions like fantasies, feelings,
and fun also play a role in consumption.

As highlighted by Kranzbühler et al. (2018), following the initial works of
Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) and M. B. Holbrook and Hirschman (1982),
researchers investigated the impact of employees, other customers, and en-
vironmental variables such as the physical surroundings on the customer’s
experience at single touchpoints (Bitner, 1990, 1992; Hui & Bateson, 1991). Also,
in the context of individual touchpoints, sensory marketing recently described
the use of subconscious triggers to create a sensory customer experience by
appealing to the human senses (Achrol & Kotler, 2012; Krishna, Elder, & Cal-
dara, 2010; Madzharov, Block, & Morrin, 2015). In parallel, research emerged
extending the concept of customer experience by considering temporal influ-
ences. Researchers recognized that experiences can also take place across a
longitudinal timeframe and multiple, day-to-day, not necessarily extra-ordinary
service encounters, and that past experiences determine current ones (Arnould
& Price, 1993; Carù & Cova, 2003; Verhoef et al., 2009). Service-dominant
logic further validated this temporal influence and dynamic perspective by
highlighting that services and the accompanying experiences are at the core
of business and the value created is subjective, contextual and experiential
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004). This perspective was extended even further by moving
away from the focus on dyadic firm-customer interactions as fundament for
experiences, when a broader network of firms and interactions between this
network and the customer were incorporated into experience research (Patrício,
Fisk, Falcão e Cunha, & Constantine, 2011). These developments led to the
conceptualization of customer experiences on two levels by Kranzbühler et al.
(2018): “Static CE [customer experience] is an individual’s cognitive, affective
and sensory evaluation of one or multiple touchpoints with a firm at one
specific point in time. Dynamic CE [customer experience], in contrast, is an
individual’s evolving cognitive, affective and sensory evaluation of a series
of any direct or indirect touchpoints with a firm within the entire course of
the customer journey” (Kranzbühler et al., 2018, p. 438). In their framework,
static experiences are influenced by the customer experience design, which is
under the firm’s control, environmental and personal factors, and perceived
through the individual’s sensory, cognitive, and affective lens (Kranzbühler
et al., 2018). The dynamic customer experience in turn is formed by static
customer experiences created at various touchpoints with a firm (Kranzbühler
et al., 2018). Their proposed framework is depicted in Figure 5.1.

A similar point of view is expressed by Lemon and Verhoef (2016). They
“conceptualize customer experience as a customer’s ‘journey’ with a firm
over time during the purchase cycle across multiple touch points. We also
conceptualize the total customer experience as a dynamic process” (Lemon &
Verhoef, 2016, p. 74). This dynamic and iterative process flows from prepurchase
to purchase to postpurchase phases, and incorporates past experiences and
purchases, as well as external factors. During this process, customers experience
touchpoints in each stage, not all of which are under the firm’s control (Lemon
& Verhoef, 2016). Their proposed process model for the customer journey
and experience is depicted in Figure 5.2. However, due to a lack of a strong
measurement for the overall customer experience along the entire customer
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Figure 3. Formation of static and dynamic customer experience

they argue that interactions take place within a
broader network of firms. So, when managing CE, a
firm must also consider customers’ experiences with
other firms within this network.

Based on these seminal articles, we conclude that,
although CE was introduced as a holistic concept
(Holbrook and Hirschman 1982), it is not always
treated as such. Instead, the literature investigates
CE on two different levels: (1) the experiences con-
sumers have during single or multiple touchpoints at
one point in time; and (2) CE over time. Thus, we
propose a synthesis of two CE conceptualizations:1

Static CE is an individual’s cognitive, affective and
sensory evaluation of one or multiple touchpoints
with a firm at one specific point in time. Dynamic
CE, in contrast, is an individual’s evolving cognitive,
affective and sensory evaluation of a series of any
direct or indirect touchpoints with a firm within the
entire course of the customer journey. As indicated in
Figure 3, dynamic CE as a whole is formed by static
CEs of touchpoints experienced with a firm.

Hirsch and Levin (1999) challenge the long-term
validity of umbrella constructs. These authors assert
that, lacking coherent understanding and use, such

1We thank Reviewer 1 for constructive suggestions regarding
this distinction.

constructs run the risk of collapsing into their consti-
tuting elements. In order to rejuvenate the theoretical
life cycle and address this validity challenge, our re-
view continues to develop a more unified understand-
ing of the CE construct by explicitly distinguishing
the theoretically meaningful sub-constructs of static
and dynamic CE, and synthesizing the relevant lit-
erature. Furthermore, we indicate avenues for future
research.

Identifying opposing perspectives of
CE research

Throughout the development of the CE construct, re-
search has advanced on two different levels (static
vs. dynamic CE) and with two opposing theoretical
lenses. All CEs, from discrete exchanges to long-
term relationships, are the result of interactions be-
tween firms and customers that are inherently dyadic
(Dwyer et al. 1987). Thus, different streams of re-
search have emerged that approach CE from either the
organizational or the consumer perspective (Table 1).
However, since both address the same phenomenon,
there is potential for a theoretical symbiosis. In line
with Mayer and Sparrowe (2013), we attempt to inte-
grate these potentially complementary viewpoints by
first examining their constituting features in isolation

C© 2017 The Authors. International Journal of Management Reviews published by British Academy of Management and John
Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Figure 5.1: Formation of static and dynamic customer experience. Reprinted from
Kranzbühler, Kleijnen, Morgan, and Teerling (2018)

journey, Lemon and Verhoef (2016) express the urgent need for the development
of such a scale or scales. They describe that this field is still in development
and scales on this overall customer experience are “still being evaluated and
reviewed for their internal and external validity” (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016, p.
81), and that established measures such as SERVQUAL might provide a good
starting point (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).

5.3 touchpoints and experiences

The management of customer touchpoints is a key issue in experience manage-
ment. Customers’ experiences are formed through experiencing, assessing, and
evaluating individual touchpoints and entire journeys with a firm or brand
through their own sensorial, emotional, and cognitive lenses (Kranzbühler et al.,
2018). A touchpoint is a stimulus that induces a private, individual experience
“‘of’ or ‘about’ something” (Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2013, p. 50). The sources
that an experience is of or about, and which induce these experiences are
manifold, and they spread across all stages of the customer journey (Lemon &
Verhoef, 2016). These experience sources, or touchpoints, range for example
from direct interaction with a product, as product experience (Hoch, 2002), to
the consumption of a service, as service experience (Klaus & Maklan, 2012),
to store visits as shopping or retail experience, when customers interact with
the staff, other customers, or experience the atmospherics of a store (Arnould,
Price, & Zinkhan, 2002; Verhoef et al., 2009). Additionally, all kinds of commu-
nication tools, both traditional above-the-line instruments such as advertising
and below-the-line instruments such as public relations or event marketing
are touchpoints, and as such sources for individual experiences with a firm
at a single point in time in the customer journey (Schmitt, Brakus, & Zaran-
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programs) and any brand-controlled elements of the marketing
mix (e.g., attributes of product, packaging, service, price,
convenience, sales force). Marketing modelers have exten-
sively studied the effects of these touch points on sales and
market share. Hanssens (2015) provides an extensive overview
of empirical generalizations on these studies. The impact of
perceptions of attributes of products and service on satisfaction
has received considerable attention in the literature (e.g., Baker
et al. 2002; Berry, Seiders, and Grewal 2002; Bitner 1990;
Oliver 1993). In addition, much research, including recent
studies by Baxendale et al. (2015) and Hanssens et al. (2014),
has shown that advertising and promotion continue to influence
customer attitudes and preferences. The effects of more direct
brand touch points, such as loyalty programs and direct mar-
keting, have received considerable attention in the CRM lit-
erature; this research has also considered the effects of these
programs on customer attitudes (e.g., Dorotic, Bijmolt, and
Verhoef 2012; Venkatesan and Kumar 2004; Verhoef 2003).
Search engine advertising has also been studied extensively.
Researchers have mainly been interested in sales effects and
have aimed to optimize the use of search terms (e.g., De Haan,
Wiesel, and Pauwels 2016; Skiera and Nabout 2013). Overall,
however, our understanding of the effects of online advertis-
ing on customer experience seems rather limited.

Partner-owned touch points. These touch points are
customer interactions during the experience that are jointly
designed, managed, or controlled by the firm and one or
more of its partners. Partners can include marketing agen-
cies, multichannel distribution partners, multivendor loyalty
program partners, and communication channel partners. For
example, Ataman,Mela, and Van Heerde (2008) consider the
impact of distribution channels on the sales of new products
and show strong effects. The sales effects of multivendor
loyalty programs have also received some attention (e.g.,
Dorotic et al. 2011). Experience effects of partner-owned
touch points are less clear. In one study, Lemon and Van
Wangenheim (2009) show that usage of a firm’s loyalty
partners—in a travel context—leads to customers spending
more on the focal firm’s services in the future. The service
marketing literature has suggested the important role of the
partner delivery network, as we discuss in the section on
customer experience management. Sometimes the line be-
tween brand-owned and partner-owned touch points may
blur. For example, a firm may create its own smartphone app,
typically a brand-owned touch point, designed to work well
on both the Google Android platform and the Apple iOS
platform, at a specific point in time. Updates and improve-
ments in functionality by Apple and Google may require

FIGURE 1
Process Model for Customer Journey and Experience
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Figure 5.2: Process Model for Customer Journey and Experience. Reprinted from Lemon
and Verhoef (2016)

tonello, 2014). The increasing focus on customer experience arises because of
the rising complexity of the customer journey (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). The
increased number of a myriad of touchpoints with a firm on that journey on
multiple channels, customer-to-customer interactions through social media,
and the increasingly social nature of these touchpoints in general, results in
opportunities and challenges for companies. But in general, it becomes increas-
ingly complex for firms to create, manage, deliver, and attempting to control
customer experiences (Brynjolfsson, Hu, & Rahman, 2013; Lemon & Verhoef,
2016; Libai et al., 2010; Rapp, Baker, Bachrach, Ogilvie, & Beitelspacher, 2015;
Verhoef, Kannan, & Inman, 2015). Four types of touchpoints with different
levels of control by the firm have been identified, and on each stage of the
experience, the customer might interact with each of these types (Lemon &
Verhoef, 2016): brand-owned, partner-owned, customer-owned, and social/ex-
ternal/independent touch points. Brand-owned touchpoints include those that
are designed, managed, and controlled by the brand itself, such as advertising,
websites, or brand-controlled elements of the marketing mix. Partner-owned
touchpoints are touchpoints in the customer experience that are jointly de-
signed, managed, or controlled by the brand and its partners, such as channel
distribution partners, communication channel partners, or marketing agencies.
Customer-owned touchpoints are out of the reach of the brand’s control, such
as customers’ thinking about their desires in the prepurchase phase, or during
the consumption of a product or service in the postpurchase stage. Social/ex-
ternal/independent touchpoints reflect the role of, e.g., other customers, peer
influences, environments, or other independent information sources on the
customer’s experience (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). All of these touchpoints along
the customer journey can be broken down into “experiential stimuli” (Schmitt
& Zarantonello, 2013, pp. 50-51), more specific stimuli that evoke experiences
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at that single touchpoint. For example, “typefaces, logos, colors, and shapes
appear at experience touchpoints as part of the graphic designs of slogans and
messages and as graphic elements on Web sites and in shopping environments”
(Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2013, pp. 50-51). The complex question remains for
experience management, which of these stimuli evoke which experiences at
various touchpoints, and how the dimensions or stimuli of individual touch-
points relate to the dimensions of experiences or evoke experiences (Lemon &
Verhoef, 2016; Schmitt, 2009; Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2013).

Due to the myriad number of touchpoints and their different natures, one
single scale encompassing all touchpoints and their stimuli and dimensions is
barely imaginable. Instead, and although it is a complex endeavor, we argue
for individual experience scales for single touchpoints which evaluate what
dimensions or stimuli at this touchpoint evoke or contribute to the experience
at that individual touchpoint. These could be scales for all touchpoints, where
customers ‘make’ an experience, such as product and user experience scales,
retail experience scales, service experience scales, or event marketing experience
scales, to just name a few. The recent conceptualization of such scales and
concepts support our case (Bustamante & Rubio, 2017; Hassenzahl, Diefenbach,
& Göritz, 2010; Klaus & Maklan, 2012; Tafesse, 2016).

5.4 brands and experiences

Branding literature has evolved in its logic of branding and the meaning of the
brand considerably. Since the early 1900s, where brands were seen as identifiers,
this evolution moved towards the notion of brands as functional and symbolic
images between the 1930s and the 1990s, to the logic of brands as knowledge,
relationship partner and promise, towards today’s status, where brands and
their value are seen within dynamic and social processes (Merz, He, & Vargo,
2009).

Around the time of the evolution towards the service-dominant logic, brands
were conceptualized to “reflect the complete experience that customers have
with products” (Keller & Lehmann, 2006, p. 740). In light of the service-
dominant logic, we propose that this reflection of experiences by a brand
goes beyond products and includes services and all other touchpoints during
the customer journey. This is in line with Brakus et al.’s 2009 conceptualization
of the brand experience as “subjective, internal consumer responses (sensations,
feelings, and cognition) and behavioral responses evoked by brand-related stim-
uli that are part of a brand’s design and identity, packaging, communications
and environments” (Brakus et al., 2009, p. 53). While some of the experience
constructs mentioned in the previous section refer to specific phases of the
customer journey, brand experience is considered to span all phases (Nysveen,
Pedersen, & Skard, 2013). According to Brakus et al.’s conceptualization of
their brand experience scale, it is not measuring the experience with brands
at individual touchpoints. Instead, their brand experience scale evaluates the
internal experiences that are evoked by brands as sources of these experiences:
“In addition, when consumers complete brand experience scales, such scales
are usually not directly assessing the dynamic, ‘online’ experience of the con-
sumer in the here and now; rather, such scales typically assess a lasting trace
stored in long-term memory based on multiple exposures to brand-related
stimuli” (Brakus et al., 2009, p. 55). Furthermore, “brand experiences arise in a
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variety of settings when consumers search for, shop for, and consume brands.
Accordingly, we conceptualized brand experience as subjective consumer re-
sponses that are evoked by specific brand related experiential attributes in
such settings. We demonstrated that brand experience can be broken down
into four dimensions (sensory, affective, intellectual, and behavioral), which are
differentially evoked by various brands” (Brakus et al., 2009, p. 65). Therefore,
we propose that this internal response to a brand, evoked by brand-related
stimuli or touchpoints, reflects the complete, dynamic, overall experience that
customers ‘have’ with a brand along the customer journey as proposed by
Kranzbühler et al. (2018) and Lemon and Verhoef (2016). Figure 5.3 summarizes
our proposals in a holistic brand experience framework.
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Figure 5.3: Customer Journey and Dynamic Nature of Brand Experience. Based on Lemon
and Verhoef (2016) and Kranzbühler, Kleijnen, Morgan, and Teerling (2018)

5.5 conclusion and implications

There is a need to conceptually link findings from specific experience areas,
and to generalize from them to overarching principles of experiences (Schmitt
& Zarantonello, 2013). Building on recent syntheses and conceptualizations
(Kranzbühler et al., 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016), we contribute to this discus-
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sion and synthesis by proposing a framework that we think answers questions
that have been put forward within that discussion.

Regarding the role of the brand in the customer experience and the cus-
tomer journey, we follow the conceptualization that brands reflect all customer
experiences with a brand along the customer journey (Keller & Lehmann,
2006). Thus, the experiences that brands evoke within the customer (sensory,
affective, behavioral, and intellectual) represent these overall experiences that
customers have with a brand along the customer journey (Brakus et al., 2009).
This conceptualization allows for the measurement of the overall brand ex-
perience across multiple touchpoints and multiple stages, and thus answers
another question put forward by Lemon and Verhoef (2016). By linking the
brand experience concept to the framework of static and dynamic experiences
proposed by Kranzbühler et al. (2018), we propose that static experiences, i.e.
single touchpoints, reflect the brand related stimuli that compose the overall,
i.e. dynamic, brand experience.

With respect to future research, we suggest the empirical validation of our
framework. Additionally, due to the vast amount and increasingly different
nature of these individual touchpoints (e.g. product experiences vs. social
media experiences related to a brand), separate measurement scales will be
needed, at least for groups of similar touchpoints. Experimental and quasi-
experimental research designs then allow for the investigation of the effects
of different touchpoints and their experiential stimuli on the overall brand
experience and its dimensions, by measuring it before and after exposure to a
touchpoint.

Since Brakus et al.’s 2009 brand experience scale does not reflect the ex-
periences at a single point in time, longitudinal studies also allow for the
investigation of the effects of multiple touchpoints on each other, and on brand
experience along the entire customer journey. Since the brand experience scale
only measures strength and not valence of the experiences, for theoretical
and managerial purposes it might be necessary to slightly reword the individ-
ual items, in order to evaluate whether the overall experience is influenced
positively or negatively by various touchpoints (Brakus et al., 2009).

We have brought together two similar, but still different frameworks of the
customer experience along the customer journey (Kranzbühler et al., 2018;
Lemon & Verhoef, 2016), by integrating the brand and brand experiences
as the conceptual link between both. We think that our contribution to the
theoretical discussion on the synthesis of the experience literature will also be
valuable for marketing practice, by providing a framework that allows for the
measuring and evaluation of the influence of individual touchpoints on the
overall experience with the brand.
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In this chapter, whether a visit to a B2B brand world increases the levels of the
crucial branding outcomes of brand experience and brand equity, i.e. whether
brand worlds work in industrial marketing, is quantitatively investigated.
This step also shows how the brand world works on a macro-level from an
experiential marketing perspective, by analyzing how the co-created brand
world experience relates to pre-visit and post-visit brand experience and brand
equity in a nomological net, using partial least squares structural equation
modeling.

publication history :
The earliest, work-in-progress version of this chapter, written together
with Prof. Dr. Marc Kuhn and Prof. Dr. Jörg Henseler, was submitted
as an extended abstract to the Academy of Marketing Science (AMS)
Annual Conference 2019. A shortened, full paper version of this chapter,
written together with Prof. Dr. Marc Kuhn and Prof. Dr. Jörg Henseler,
was also submitted to the 9th BMM-EMAC Biennial International Con-
ference on Business Market Management 2019.

references to previous publications :
By the time of printing this thesis, this paper was still under review.

keywords :
brand worlds, experiences, brand experience, brand equity, B2B, PLS,
PLSc

85



86 b2b brands’ living rooms : how they can help build brand equity

6 . E N T E R I N G B 2 B B R A N D S ’ L I V I N G R O O M S : H O W B R A N D
W O R L D S C A N H E L P B U I L D B R A N D E Q U I T Y

abstract

Understanding, creating and managing strong brands and favorable customer
experiences are important issues for business marketing practitioners and
academics. Brand worlds are amongst the strongest means of branding in
B2C, based on the experiential marketing techniques employed there. B2B
practitioners use these instruments for branding purposes as well. Yet, nuances
of industrial marketing raise the question, whether brand worlds are effective
in this different context. This article therefore investigates the impact of a
brand world visit in industrial marketing on levels of brand experience and
brand equity, based on a sample of 218 business visitors in a pretest-posttest
quasi-experimental design. Next to a pretest-posttest comparison, we used
partial least squares structural equation modeling to understand the role of the
experience co-created at the brand world. We found that the visit significantly
increases levels of brand experience and brand equity. The experience at the
individual touchpoint of the brand world mediates the relationship between
pre- and post-visit brand experience. It is not influenced by pre-visit brand
equity. Yet, this brand world experience influences post-visit brand equity
directly and indirectly through post-visit brand experience. Our findings thus
expand the conceptualization of customer experience as a dynamic concept
from B2C to B2B, and show that it also holds in this different context. This
study furthermore shows that, using experiential marketing techniques, brand
worlds as ‘living room of the brand’ are also strong branding instruments in
industrial marketing.

6.1 introduction

In today’s world, brands are one of the most valuable, intangible assets for
companies (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006). They are ubiquitous and serve several
important functions (see for example Kapferer, 2012; Keller, 2013). While in
earlier days the relevance of brands was perceived to be limited to consumer
markets, nowadays, despite the important role of functional and rational aspects
in organizational buying decisions, “branding is just as relevant in B2B as it is in
B2C” (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006, p. 12). Some of the most valuable brands today
are B2B brands, such as GE, Cisco, or IBM (Interbrand, 2018). Yet, B2B branding
research is still considered relatively novel (B. P. Brown et al., 2012; Gomes et al.,
2016; Keränen et al., 2012; Leek & Christodoulides, 2011a, 2011b; Mohan et al.,
2018; Seyedghorban et al., 2016). A general finding in the consumer marketing
area, which also holds for the realm of industrial marketing, is that brands are
conceptualized to reflect the complete experience that customers have with
products, services, marketing activities, and other brand-related stimuli along
all touchpoints (Brakus et al., 2009; Keller & Lehmann, 2006; Kotler & Pfoertsch,
2006), or in other words, the “experience is the brand” (Prahalad, 2004, p. 23).

Improving customer experience is a top business priority for companies
today (Accenture, 2015). Marketing science highlights the importance of cus-
tomer experiences as well, stating that understanding, creating, and managing
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customer experiences is a top research priority, and one of the most impor-
tant research challenges (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Marketing Science Institute,
2014, 2016). Customer experience is described as a multidimensional concept
(Lemon & Verhoef, 2016), spanning “the customer’s subjective response to the
holistic direct and indirect encounter with the firm” (Lemke, Clark, & Wilson,
2011, p. 848). The increasing importance of customer experience is not only
prevalent in B2C, but also in B2B markets, where customer experiences are just
as crucial, yet research on the topic is much more limited (Lemke et al., 2011;
Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Zolkiewski et al., 2017). This strong focus on customer
experiences originates in the increasing number and complexity of touchpoints
in multiple channels and media, through which customers interact with firms,
leading to more complex customer journeys (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). The
increasingly social nature of customer experience, for example due to the rise
of social media and customer-to-customer interactions on these platforms, has
made it more difficult for firms to create, manage, and attempt to control the
experiences of the customer (e.g. Brynjolfsson et al., 2013; Lemon & Verhoef,
2016; Rapp et al., 2015).

As stated before, creating customer experiences is a top research priority
(Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Marketing Science Institute, 2014, 2016). Experiential
marketing refers to the strategies of staging and creating offerings for the
purpose of facilitating extraordinary experiences (Carù & Cova, 2003; Pine &
Gilmore, 1999). Yet, since experiences are subjectively felt emotions, they cannot
be made or guaranteed by companies, but only induced - they are dependent
on the processing and reception of each individual customer, and are co-created
(Kilian, 2009; Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2013). It is therefore crucial for companies
to create an environment which contributes to the evoking of the desired
experiences within the individual (Schmitt, 1999b). Real, physical venues have
been mentioned as a possibility for B2B companies to evoke strong, memorable
customer experiences (Gilmore & Pine, 2002; Pine & Gilmore, 1999; Schmitt,
1999b), yet only trade shows have been investigated from an experiential
perspective on business markets. Thus, more research on other experiential
environments and the determinants of their effectiveness is necessary (Rinallo
et al., 2010).

‘Brand worlds’ are such environments. The term brand world is an umbrella
term for permanent, physical, branded spaces such as flagship stores, brand
stores, brand lands, brand museums, or customer experience centers (Gilmore
& Pine, 2002; Österle, Kuhn, & Henseler, 2018a). In essence, they are branding
instruments in which experiential marketing techniques are applied (Österle et
al., 2018a). Through powerful branded experiences based on the direct, highly
interactive, personal, and local visitor-brand encounters, these environments
can evoke a meaningful and significant image of the brand (Borghini et al., 2009;
E. H. Wood, 2009; Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013). To add to this, these spaces
are also largely under the control of the operating company and thus provide it
with the opportunity to display its brand’s identity in a pure and non-diluted
way (Kozinets et al., 2002). As such, flagship stores have even been called the
“home of the brand” (Moore et al., 2010, p. 153) and the “apex of branding”
(Dolbec & Chebat, 2013, p. 460), and it is little surprising that these spaces
have gained increasing popularity amongst B2C companies. Examples include
Apple with their flagship stores, car manufacturers with their brand museums
or in the case of VW’s Autostadt entire brand lands, or, not to forget, Disney
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and its Disney Worlds, to only name a few. Given the outlined increasing
importance of branding, experiences, and also subjective evaluations, heuristics,
and emotions in B2B (Casidy et al., 2018; Iyer et al., 2015; Mohan et al., 2018;
Zablah et al., 2010) it is equally little surprising, that also industrial marketing
practitioners have noted the potential of these instruments for their own brands.
In fact, brand worlds of industrial companies can be found all over the world:
General Electric, Honeywell, and ABB operate customer experience centers
in the US, logistics provider DHL an Innovation Center and Austrian steel
producer Voestalpine a brand land in Europe, and Mitsubishi Heavy Industries
the Minatomirai Industrial Museum in Asia, for example. While their B2C
counterparts have attracted some academic attention already, and their impact
on brand related goals is proven (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013), researchers call
for caution when transferring findings and implications from B2C to B2B,
because of the different context (Keränen et al., 2012; Seyedghorban et al., 2016).
Furthermore, researchers call for further research on experiential marketing
instruments in industrial markets (Rinallo et al., 2010). Brand worlds in the
industrial marketing area have only been investigated recently. So far, based on
qualitative, exploratory work, the motives of industrial companies to implement
brand worlds, the expectations that B2B visitors have, the value they derive
from the visit, the nature of B2B brand worlds and what they are constituted
of, how they are perceived, how the experience at brand worlds is co-created,
and how B2B brand worlds differ from their B2C counterparts have been
investigated (Österle et al., 2018a, 2018b).

Yet, research to date has not answered a key managerial question of utmost
importance related to the effectiveness of these apexes of branding in B2B: are
the outcomes that operating companies set out to achieve with the experiences
at B2B brand worlds also actually achieved? The purpose of this research
therefore is to investigate the impact of a B2B brand world visit, and the
experiences that are co-created there, on two key branding outcomes that
operating companies pursue with B2B brand worlds: brand experience and
brand equity.

This research contributes to the overall understanding of the B2B counterparts
of one of the most powerful branding instruments in B2C, namely brand worlds
(Österle et al., 2018a). By being, to the best of our knowledge, the first study
to investigate their effectiveness regarding customer experience and branding
outcomes, it also contributes to the understanding of industrial customer
experiences and experiential marketing in business markets (Rinallo et al.,
2010), as well as to research on brand building tactics and brand management
in business markets in general (Lindgreen et al., 2010). It also contributes
to research on customer experience in B2C as well as in B2B, by explicating
the effect of an experience at an individual touchpoint on the overall brand
experience and subsequent experience outcomes (Kranzbühler et al., 2018;
Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Zolkiewski et al., 2017). Practically, this study shows
that B2B brand worlds are indeed effective in increasing brand experience and
brand equity levels, which has important implications for business marketers.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. To provide the context,
we briefly outline the current state of research relevant for this study on B2B
branding and on customer experiences, with a focus on brand equity and brand
experience, respectively. We then turn to the object under investigation, namely
brand worlds in industrial marketing, and elaborate on them. Subsequently,
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we develop our conceptual model and the hypotheses that are tested in this
study. Next, our empirical study is described. We then present the results of
our analysis, before we interpret them, relate them back to theory, and provide
theoretical and managerial implications as well as future research areas in the
discussion.

6.2 background

6.2.1 B2B branding and B2B brand equity

Research on branding in business or industrial markets has undergone a
development from being irrelevant towards a separate and acknowledged,
yet still relatively nascent field of study (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006; Leek &
Christodoulides, 2011b; Mohan et al., 2018; Seyedghorban et al., 2016). This
can be traced back to the pressures of commoditization, growing customer
power, globalization, price, and a decreasing number of personal relationships
originating in digital communications, which have led companies to turn to
branding to gain a sustainable competitive advantage (Baumgarth & Schmidt,
2010; Keränen et al., 2012; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2007; Leek & Christodoulides,
2011b; Mudambi et al., 1997; Walley et al., 2007). When reliability, functionality,
and the quality of products are now assumed as minimum requirements (Lynch
& de Chernatony, 2007), researchers actually state that even in the industrial
field, branding may represent one of the last means by which companies can
create a sustainable competitive advantage (Ohnemus, 2009). This development
goes hand in hand with the fact that, while functional and rational components
are still important, the role of affective and emotional components, subjective
evaluations and heuristics in B2B buying decisions and relationships is more
and more acknowledged by scholars (Bagozzi, 2006; Casidy et al., 2018; Iyer et
al., 2015; Leek & Christodoulides, 2012; Lynch & de Chernatony, 2007; Mohan
et al., 2018; Zablah et al., 2010).

As in the B2C area, brands in B2B are build on the experiences that customers
and other stakeholders make with the brand along all possible, direct and
indirect touchpoints (Ballantyne & Aitken, 2007; Biedenbach & Marell, 2010;
Y. J. Wang, Capon, Wang, & Guo, 2018; Zaichkowsky, Parlee, & Hill, 2010).
Among others, benefits of strong brands in B2B include risk and complexity
reduction, an increase of perceived product quality, support in building trust
and sustainable business relationships; furthermore, they enable premium
pricing strategies and even improve firm financial value (Backhaus, Erichson,
& Weiber, 2011; Bendixen et al., 2004; Homburg, Klarmann, & Schmitt, 2010;
Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006; Leek & Christodoulides, 2011b, 2012; Marquardt, 2013;
Michell et al., 2001; Wise & Zednickova, 2009), and investing in brands can
therefore lead to potential performance benefits (Casidy et al., 2018; Mohan
et al., 2018; Voss & Mohan, 2016).

The value that a brand has for its company, brand equity, is a key concept for
marketing academics and a highly important intangible asset (Christodoulides,
Cadogan, & Veloutsou, 2015; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006). One of the most com-
monly used definitions for brand equity stems from the consumer marketing
literature and describes it as assets and liabilities which are linked to a brand,
its name and symbol. These contribute to or diminish the value provided by
a product or service to a company or its customers (D. A. Aaker, 1991). It is
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thus understood as the customer perception of the total benefits that a brand
carries, also in B2B marketing literature (D. A. Aaker, 1996a; Baumgarth &
Binckebanck, 2011; Bendixen et al., 2004; Y. J. Wang et al., 2018; Zaichkowsky
et al., 2010). Although a full consensus about the conceptualization and di-
mensions of brand equity in B2B has not been reached yet (Biedenbach, 2012;
van Riel et al., 2005; Y. J. Wang et al., 2018), D. A. Aaker’s (1991, 1996a) initial
brand equity conceptualization as a multidimensional concept, consisting of
brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality, and other proprietary
brand assets, has widely been used and proven to be relevant in industrial
environments as well (e.g. Bendixen et al., 2004; Biedenbach, 2012; Biedenbach,
Bengtsson, & Marell, 2015; Biedenbach, Bengtsson, & Wincent, 2011; Y.-M.
Chen, Su, & Lin, 2011; Davis et al., 2008; Jensen & Klastrup, 2008; van Riel et al.,
2005; Yoo, Donthu, & Lee, 2000; Zhang, Jiang, Shabbir, & Du, 2015).

6.2.2 Customer experience and brand experience

The importance of experiences for marketing was already voiced in the 1950,
with Abbott (1955) stating that “what people really desire are not products
but satisfying experiences” (p. 39). This idea gained importance in marketing
practice and science with the development of the experiential approach, which
focuses on the important role of fantasies, feelings, and fun in the consumption
experience (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; M. B. Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982),
and subsequently with the developments of the experience economy and
experiential marketing, up to the experience society (Pine & Gilmore, 1998;
Schmitt, 1999b; Schulze, 2005).

Customer experiences are today at the center of both marketing practitioner’s
and academic’s attention in B2C and B2B (Accenture, 2015; Marketing Science
Institute, 2014, 2016; Zolkiewski et al., 2017). But despite the attention already
decades ago, research on experiences in marketing is still nascent, emerging,
and fragmented, even more so in the B2B area than in B2C (Kranzbühler et
al., 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2013; Zolkiewski
et al., 2017). In general, customer experience is defined as a multidimensional
construct, focusing on a customer’s subjective, cognitive, emotional, behavioral,
sensorial, and social responses to the holistic direct and indirect encounter
with the firm and its offerings during the entire purchase journey (Lemke
et al., 2011; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). It thus includes but is not limited to
the communication encounter, the service encounter and the consumption
encounter (Lemke et al., 2011). While positive experiences in B2C should be
engaging, robust, compelling, and memorable (Gilmore & Pine, 2002), positive
B2B experiences are trouble-free and reassuring, and are based on reducing
customer effort (Cardozo, 1965; C. Meyer & Schwager, 2007; Zolkiewski et al.,
2017). Several streams of research have investigated the dimensions, facets
and aspects of the customer experience, such as product experiences, service
experiences, shopping experiences, day-to-day ordinary and extraordinary
experiences, as well as brand experiences (Brakus et al., 2009; Carù & Cova,
2003; Hoch, 2002; Hui & Bateson, 1991; Kerin et al., 1992; Lemon & Verhoef,
2016). Yet, there is a need to conceptually link the findings from these specific
experience areas, and to generalize from them to overarching principles of
experiences (Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2013).
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Recently, researchers have therefore conceptualized the total customer expe-
rience as a dynamic process along the customer’s journey with a firm across
multiple touchpoints in the purchase cycle, where previously made experi-
ences influence current and future experiences (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). In a
similar vein, the customer experience is conceptualized as consisting of static
customer experience and dynamic customer experience (Kranzbühler et al.,
2018). The static customer experience is an individual’s sensory, affective, and
cognitive evaluation of one or several touchpoints with a company at one
specific point in time. The dynamic customer experience, on the other hand,
is an individual’s evolving sensory, affective, and cognitive of a several direct
or indirect touchpoints with a firm within the entire course of the customer
journey (Kranzbühler et al., 2018).

A sound measurement scale for the measurement of the overall customer
experience is lacking, research on the effects of different touch points on
customer experience is, too, and the role of the brand in the customer experience
and customer journey is unclear (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).

Yet, as stated in Section 6.2.2, brands reflect the complete experience that
customers have with a firm along all touchpoints (Keller & Lehmann, 2006).
The concept of brand experience is defined as “subjective, internal consumer
responses (sensations, feelings, and cognition) and behavioral responses evoked
by brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s design and identity, pack-
aging, communications and environments” (Brakus et al., 2009, p. 53), and it
entails sensory, affective, behavioral, and intellectual experience dimensions
(Brakus et al., 2009). Given the similarity between the definition of brand
experience and the overall customer experience, it is necessary to provide
a further specification for brand experience. As outlined above, the experi-
ence that relates to a brand is one of multiple facets or aspects of the overall,
multidimensional customer experience, which also comprises aspects such
as technology (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). When it comes to measuring brand
experiences, a characteristic of the most prominent brand experience mea-
surement scale is that it does not assess the experience with a brand at an
individual touchpoint (Brakus et al., 2009). Instead it evaluates a lasting trace
stored in long-term memory, which dynamically evolves based on multiple
exposures to and touchpoints with brand-related stimuli (Brakus et al., 2009).
Furthermore, customer satisfaction with the brand increases with higher scores
on the brand experience scale, i.e. the more a brand evokes multiple experience
dimensions (Brakus et al., 2009). As such, while several experience scales focus
on specific phases in the customer journey (i.e. shopping experience) or spe-
cific offerings and touchpoints (i.e. service experience), the brand experience
concept and the related scale by Brakus et al. (2009) are seen as the broadest
and most comprehensive experience construct, and could be used to measure
the overall experience with a brand across all touchpoints (Lemon & Verhoef,
2016; Nysveen et al., 2013; Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2010). Furthermore, brand
experience is increasingly recognized as important also in managerial practice,
and recent research has set out to stimulate a renaissance of brand experience
to further academic understanding of this central marketing concept (Andreini
et al., 2018). Practically, while the concept and its measurement scale were
developed in a consumer context, it is argued that the same scale can be used
with other stakeholders as well (Saari & Mäkinen, 2016).
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6.2.3 Brand worlds in industrial marketing

In a society where brands play an ever increasing role, brand worlds have
become the new places of pilgrimage (Borghini et al., 2009; Hollenbeck et al.,
2008; Riewoldt, 2002). ‘Brand world’ is an umbrella term for permanent branded
locations, which are an instrument of branding and experiential marketing,
such as flagship stores, brand museums, customer experience centers, or brand
lands (Österle et al., 2018a). In the consumer marketing area, they deliver an
experience much stronger than regular advertising due to their direct, highly-
interactive visitor-brand encounters, which evoke a meaningful and significant
image of the brand (Borghini et al., 2009; Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013), and
they create a unique customer experience in an environment largely controlled
by the operating company (Kozinets et al., 2002). As such, locations such
as the Apple flagship stores, the World of Coca-Cola in Atlanta, GA, or the
Volkswagen Autostadt in Wolfsburg, GER, are one of the strongest means of
brand communication in B2C (Kozinets et al., 2002), and also called “the apex of
branding” (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013, p. 460) or the “home of the brand” (Moore
et al., 2010, p. 153). Within the context of the previous conceptualizations
of customer experience, they are one possible touchpoint along the entire
customer journey.

Such spaces also exist in various industrial markets, for example in the form
of customer experience centers, visitor centers, brand museums, showrooms,
or innovation centers (AB VOLVO, 2018; Caterpillar Inc., 2016; Deutsche Post
DHL Group, 2016; General Electric Company, 2015; Honeywell Safety Products,
2016; Mack Trucks Inc., 2016; ZF Friedrichshafen AG, 2016). While they adapt
the same underlying principles of experiential marketing and share other
similarities, they also differ substantially from their B2C counterparts in several
aspects (Österle et al., 2018b). B2C brand world visitors mainly seek for autotelic,
hedonic, and emotional experiences based on entertainment, information, flow,
relaxation, diversity, escapism, community and a general sense of well-being
and appreciation by the operating company. Their visit is often unrelated to
a specific buying situation and motivated mostly by the visitors themselves
(Kirchgeorg et al., 2012; Opaschowski, 2000; Österle et al., 2018a, 2018b; Zentes
et al., 2014). Business visitors to B2B brand worlds, on the other hand, have
more utilitarian expectations. They want the visit to support them in their
own business activities, rather than it being an end in itself. The visit is
usually related to a specific buying situation or an addition to their business
activities, such as for example meetings or negotiations, and often the visitors
are invited by the operating company to the brand world (Österle et al.,
2018a). The B2B brand worlds are used by their operating companies as “three-
dimensional business cards” (Österle et al., 2018a, p. 86), in that they give
operating companies the opportunity to present their brands, values and
identities, as well as their products and services in the flesh and at a glance
(Österle et al., 2018a). In these extraordinary and stimulating spaces, business
visitors are provided with various kinds of valuable, direct information in a
personal, tailored experience catered to their specific needs. They can personally
get to know the brand and get a feel for it and its employees, which other
marketing instruments can hardly provide (Österle et al., 2018a). Therefore, the
goals that operating companies pursue with the implementation of a brand
world in an industrial marketing area are quite similar to their B2C counterparts,
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namely the provision of hands-on product experiences, as well as to increase
product awareness, brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality, and
building customer relationships and loyalty – which can be summarized in an
increase of brand equity (Österle et al., 2018a, 2018b). Indeed, also similar to
their equivalents in B2C, B2B brand worlds have been reported to be superior to
any other marketing instrument in conveying the brand’s identity and portfolio
in its full breadth and depth, due to the direct, personal, and strong brand
experience they provide in this permanent branded space (Österle et al., 2018a).

Like experiences in tourism or B2C brand worlds, visitor experiences in such
B2B brand worlds are co-created on-site (Campos, Mendes, Valle, & Scott, 2015;
Carù & Cova, 2007; Dolbec & Chebat, 2013; Kozinets et al., 2004; Österle et al.,
2018a). Two things are at the core of this experience co-creation in B2B brand
worlds: the B2B brand world experiencescape, which reflects the operating
company’s contribution, and the embodied cognition of the B2B brand world,
reflecting the visitors’ contribution to how they experience the B2B brand
world (Österle et al., 2018a). The B2B brand world experiencescape consists of
two dimensions: physical artifacts and spaces on the one hand, and the social
environments and practices constructed in the B2B brand world on the other
hand. They are both largely under the control of the operating company and
carefully designed and managed (Österle et al., 2018a). A third dimension,
which manifests in these physical artifacts and spaces in the form of the design,
the exhibits, and the overall atmosphere, as well as in the employee behavior,
attitude, and expertise, are the information and contents which the operating
company wants to convey in the B2B brand world (Österle et al., 2018a). As
such, the entire B2B brand world itself can be seen as an artifact (Henseler,
2017a; Hollenbeck et al., 2008; Österle et al., 2018a). In a joint action-perception
cycle, the overall experience of the visitor in the B2B brand world is then co-
created based on the visitor’s contribution to it, the embodied cognition. This
embodied cognition encompasses the dimensions interaction, and involvement
and immersion with the physical and social environment provided by the
operating company in the B2B brand world experiencescape, and the visitor’s
subjective perception thereof (Österle et al., 2018a).

6.2.4 Conceptual Model and hypotheses

The dynamic nature of customer experiences and brand experiences, as outlined
in Section 6.2.2, provide the framework for our conceptual model. Findings
suggest that the experiences made at individual touchpoints influence the over-
all customer experience with a brand along the customer journey (Kranzbühler
et al., 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). The brand experience construct assesses
“a lasting trace stored in long-term memory based on multiple exposures to
brand-related stimuli” (Brakus et al., 2009, p. 55). The higher the brand ex-
perience, meaning the more experience dimensions are evoked by the brand,
the more satisfied the consumers will be with the brand in total (Brakus et al.,
2009). Brand experience is therefore seen as the most comprehensive experience
construct, and to reflect the overall experience a customer has with a brand
(Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Nysveen et al., 2013).

The branding power of brand worlds is evident in B2C (Diamond et al.,
2009; Dolbec & Chebat, 2013; Kozinets et al., 2002). Whether in B2B or B2C,
they are artifacts designed with the goal to induce positive brand experiences
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in the visitor (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013; Österle et al., 2018a). Furthermore,
experiential marketing instruments and the related tools of event marketing,
where consumers encounter brands interactively and directly, are considered to
be instruments that companies can use to generate brand experiences based on
the multitude of brand-related stimuli evoked there (Wohlfeil & Whelan, 2005,
2007; Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013). In fact, events are explicitly mentioned as
sources and antecedents of brand experiences in various contexts (Andreini
et al., 2018; Brakus et al., 2009; Fransen, van Rompay, & Muntinga, 2013; Khan
& Fatma, 2017; Khan & Rahman, 2016). Additionally, the environment and
brand clues, such as a store, the staff and humanic clues, technologies used, or
the technical quality of the offerings are sources of brand experiences (Andreini
et al., 2018; Khan & Fatma, 2017; Tafesse, 2016). In the retail environment,
the more extraordinary flagship stores lead to a stronger brand experience
than regular brand stores based on these clues, such as the flagship store’s
atmosphere and environment, the direct contact to the often better trained
employees, and the higher variety and quality of the merchandise on display
(Dolbec & Chebat, 2013; Kozinets et al., 2002). Furthermore, storytelling and
marketing communications are sources of brand experience (Andreini et al.,
2018; Khan & Fatma, 2017; Khan & Rahman, 2015). Storytelling is also a key
ingredient to the content of brand worlds in the consumer area (Borghini et al.,
2009; Dolbec & Chebat, 2013; Hollenbeck et al., 2008), and the more anchoring
points for a brand’s ideology and image are implemented in the physical
environment, the more real, lively, and powerful the subjective experience
co-created in such spaces will be (Borghini et al., 2009). Based on these findings,
the hypothesis that the level of brand experience is significantly higher after
the visit to a brand world in industrial marketing than it is before suggests
itself.

h1 : The level of post-visit brand experience is higher than the level of pre-visit
brand experience.

As outlined in Section 6.2.3, a major goal of brand worlds in B2B is also to
increase brand equity (Österle et al., 2018a). In the consumer marketing area,
the visit to a brand world is a powerful branding instrument (Borghini et al.,
2009; Diamond et al., 2009; Dolbec & Chebat, 2013; Kozinets et al., 2002). A visit
to experiential flagship stores in B2C, for example, has a stronger influence
on brand equity than a visit to regular brand stores (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013).
Yet not only brand worlds, but also visits to other experiential marketing
instruments, specifically various types of events, do in fact increase the level of
brand equity (Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013). In general, there is evidence that
branded environments influence the visitors perceptions of the brand’s image
and strengthen loyalty towards a brand (Borghini et al., 2009; Diamond et al.,
2009; Kozinets et al., 2004). For the effect of a visit to a brand world on brand
equity, the hypothesis can therefore be proposed that the level of brand equity
is significantly higher after the visit to a brand world in industrial marketing
than it is before.

h2 : The level of post-visit brand equity is higher than the level of pre-visit
brand equity.

To further understand how the experiences co-created at a B2B brand world
influences these proposed outcomes of brand experience and brand equity,
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they have to be placed in a nomological net. Within this nomological net, as
outlined in Section 6.2.2, prior experiences are conceptualized to influence
current and future experiences along the customer journey (Kranzbühler et al.,
2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). Therefore, a sub-hypothesis about the positive
direct relationship between pre-visit brand experience and post-visit brand
experience can be made.

h1a : Pre-visit brand experience has a direct positive effect on post-visit brand
experience.

Furthermore, it is important to control for the theoretical and predictive
relationship between pre- and post-exposure measures, when trying to investi-
gate the effect of a certain touchpoint (Simonin & Ruth, 1998). In fact, there is
evidence that the level of brand equity prior to an exposure to a brand has a
strong influence on the level of brand equity after such an exposure in the event
marketing context (Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013). Therefore, the hypothesis
that pre-visit brand equity has a positive direct effect on post-visit brand equity
suggests itself.

h2a : Pre-visit brand equity has a direct positive effect on post-visit brand
equity.

For embedding the brand world experience in the nomological net, a look
at recent research on customer experience is valuable. According to theory, a
brand world in industrial marketing is a single touchpoint along the entire cus-
tomer journey. Customer experience is further described as a dynamic process
along this costumer journey, where previous experiences are conceptualized to
influence current and future ones (Kranzbühler et al., 2018; Lemon & Verhoef,
2016). In line with these conceptualizations, the experience at the single touch-
point of a brand world in industrial marketing should therefore be positively
influenced by pre-visit brand experience, and the brand world experience
itself in turn should positively influence post-visit brand experience. Thus,
the hypothesis can be made that there is a positive complementary mediation
of the relationship between pre-visit brand experience and post-visit brand
experience by the brand world experience (Zhao, Lynch, & Chen, 2010).

h3 : The brand world experience exerts a positive complementary mediation
effect on the relationship between pre-visit brand experience and post-
visit brand experience.

Similarly important for the nomological net is the role of the individual
experience touchpoint in relation to probable branding outcomes. As described
in Section 6.2.1 and Section 6.2.2, brands reflect the complete experience that
customers have with a firm along all touchpoints (Keller & Lehmann, 2006).
Individual experiences with brands provide sensory, affective, intellectual, and
bodily stimulations, which increase the perceived value of a brand (Brakus
et al., 2009; Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013), and individual
dimensions of brand equity, as well as brand equity itself (Andreini et al., 2018;
Khan & Fatma, 2017; Nysveen et al., 2013). On the other hand, although in
different contexts, previous information about and feelings towards the brand,
such as its reputation, the trust that one places in a brand, or brand love, do
influence the experience with a brand at a certain touchpoint as well (Andreini
et al., 2018; H.-B. Chen, Yeh, & Huan, 2014; Morgan-Thomas & Veloutsou,
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2013). In line with these conceptualizations, the experience at a brand world
in industrial marketing should therefore be positively influenced by pre-visit
brand equity, and the brand world experience in turn positively influences
post-visit brand equity. Thus, the hypothesis can be made that there is a positive
complementary mediation of the relationship between pre-visit brand equity
and post-visit brand equity by the brand world experience (Zhao et al., 2010).

h4 : The brand world experience exerts a positive complementary mediation
effect on the relationship between pre-visit brand equity and post-visit
brand equity.

In addition to the previous conceptualizations, the remaining relationships
between the concepts within the nomological net are to be studied, in order
to come to a thorough understanding of the effects between them. There is
evidence for the consumer marketing area that the overall brand experience
is an antecedent of different dimensions of brand equity, and of brand equity
itself (Andreini et al., 2018; Khan & Fatma, 2017; Nysveen et al., 2013). This
also holds for the special context of experiential marketing instruments such as
events and B2C brand worlds (Andreini et al., 2018; Brakus et al., 2009; Dolbec
& Chebat, 2013). The hypothesis can therefore be made that brand experience
is also an antecedent to brand equity in the industrial context, both before and
after the visit of the brand world.

h5 : Pre-visit brand experience has a direct positive effect on pre-visit brand
equity.

h6 : Post-visit brand experience has a direct positive effect on post-visit brand
equity.

Figure 6.1 depicts the conceptual model and hypotheses.
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Figure 6.1: Conceptual model and hypotheses
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6.3 empirical study

6.3.1 Setting and survey procedure

In order to test these hypotheses we conducted a large-scale quantitative study
within a brand world. We now first give a thorough explanation of the setting
of the brand world, and the survey procedure, to provide a comprehensive
overview of our empirical study design.

The study was conducted at an industrial brand world in Germany. While
the operating brand is originally based in the US, the brand world under study
here is located at the site of the main factory of the brand in Europe, which
also houses its European headquarters. To give an indication of the relevance
of the brand under investigation, it currently ranks among the 100 best global
brands according to Interbrand (2018), was amongst the top 50 of worlds
most admired brands in 2017 according to Fortune (2017), and amongst the
100 most reputable companies in the US in 2017 according to the Reputation
Institute (2017). The factory is the largest factory of the company outside of
the US, and is specialized on a specific product line of the brand, which is
shipped worldwide. The brand world is open to the general public, and in a
showroom current products of the brand are on display and can be experienced.
Additional information, for example on technical details and the latest technical
developments, possible applications, but also on the history of the brand and
the factory are provided. Additionally, a small number of historical products
are on display as well. In the attached brand fanshop, visitors can buy an entire
range of branded merchandise and accessories, from toys to pens and pins and
clothing. Children are catered for with a special section in the brand world,
where model products are on display. Furthermore, a plethora of books and
toys invite to playful learning. The brand world also offers four presentation
rooms with a capacity of 50 persons each, and two meeting rooms with a
capacity of 18 persons. These rooms are used for internal events, workshops,
and meetings with business partners, but just like the entire showroom, they
can also be rented and used by external entities. As such, the brand world
was already the venue for a multitude of cultural and business events such as
congresses, conferences, parties, or concerts.

In addition to the visit of the brand world, individual, guided factory tours in
11 different languages are offered to groups with a background in the industry,
such as (potential) customers, students, vocational trainees or apprentices in the
industry. Other stakeholders, such as for example private owners or collectors
of historical products of the brand, municipal institutions, or suppliers are also
welcome. All factory tours are by appointment only, and interested customers
can arrange a tour only through a sales partner of the brand. In total, the brand
world provides tours to about 20,000 visitors a year, in groups of up to 20

people. Due to the increasing interest and limited capacities, factory tours to
the general public are usually not provided anymore. The tours last between
1.5 and 2 hours and lead the visitors through the entire factory. The starting and
end point of each tour is the showroom of the brand world. Upon their arrival,
visitors are welcomed by a brand employee at the front desk and the respective
tour guide. Tours usually start in the morning, and depending on their time of
arrival, a small breakfast or snacks are provided to the tour participants in the
showroom, where they can also have a first look at the machinery on display.
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Subsequently, and before the tour starts, the visitors are led into one of the
presentation or meeting rooms, where the tour guide gives a presentation about
the background of the company, the factory, and the safety instructions for
the tour itself. The tour guide then leads the visitors through the factory and
explains the different manufacturing steps using a wireless tour guide audio
system, and answers to questions that might arise. The tours also encompass a
museum physically separated from the brand world, which is only accessible
in the context of the tour. There, many more historical products of the brand
are on display than in the showroom of the brand world, which rather focuses
on current equipment. After the tour, the participants are usually invited to a
lunch break in the factory cafeteria, before returning back to the showroom.

Within a special customer satisfaction program, customers who have bought
a new machine are provided with a firsthand experience of the quality of
workmanship built into their new product. They receive a private, behind-the-
scenes, guided tour of the factory where their equipment is manufactured.
After the tour, the product they purchased awaits them in the showroom, where
they are given a private explanation of the features and where they can start it
for the first time. As a special gesture of gratitude, a golden key to the product
is handed over to the customer, and a picture of the handover is taken. This
picture is then printed on a framed certificate, which often finds its way into
the offices of the customers. Furthermore, the visitors receive a special baseball
cap which cannot be bought in the brand fanshops, as a souvenir to their visit
of the factory. In special cases, the customers also visit with factory employees,
such as product managers or sales managers. This explicitly happens for VIP
customers. In addition to the factory tours and the gold key handover, these
key accounts also have the opportunity to visit a virtual reality lab for R&D
that the brand operates in a private public partnership in cooperation with a
local university of applied sciences.

Based on its setup and contents, this brand world can be considered as a
prime, representative example of a B2B brand world, and thus a suitable setting
for our study on the experiences at brand worlds in industrial marketing and
their impact.

We conducted our study in this brand world on 20 different weekdays be-
tween June and August 2018. We focused on visitors who participated in guided
tours only. These were the majority of visitors, and only these experienced the
full brand world contents. Our survey was first briefly introduced to the visitors
by the front desk brand employee and the tour guides upon the visitors’ arrival.
Depending on the group size, the visitors were then led into the presentation
or meeting rooms, were paper-based pre-visit questionnaires were already laid
out together with branded pens of the operating company. We then gave a
more thorough introduction to the survey and its goal, granted anonymity,
explained GDPR regulations, and how we would use the data we collected.
We made sure that respondents understood how to fill in an individual code,
which had to be filled in accordingly in a second post-visit questionnaire, in
order to allow us to match the pre- and post-questionnaires. Furthermore, as
an incentive, the visitors could keep the pens and we explained that we would
donate 1 e per completed post-visit questionnaire to one out of three charities
of the visitors’ choice. The visitors were then asked for their voluntary support
and participation in the study. The pre-visit questionnaire contained brand
experience and brand equity items, as well as socio-demographic questions.
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Detailed information on these measurement items is given in Section 6.3.3. It
took respondents roughly about 8-10 minutes to complete the pre-visit ques-
tionnaire. Afterwards, the regular procedure as described above commenced,
starting with the presentation of the tour guide. After the tour, the museum
visit, the return to the showroom, visit to the merchandise shop, and, in case
of Gold Key or VIP customers, after having received their golden keys and
certificates or visited the virtual reality lab, the visitors were approached by us
again, and asked to also fill out a post-visit questionnaire before their departure.
Again, paper-based questionnaires were used, which were either laid out again
in the respective rooms, or handed out by us directly. Since now additional
questions on the brand world experience were introduced (see Section 6.3.3),
answering the post-questionnaire took respondents about 10 minutes.

All questionnaires were prepared both in English and in German. The paper-
based questionnaires have been electronically scanned using the software
EvaSys SurveyGrid, which specializes in electronic data collection from paper-
based surveys. The data have been checked for correct recognition of the
answers provided by the participants.

6.3.2 Research design

The survey procedure outlined in Section 6.3.1 is a one-group, pretest-posttest
quasi-experimental design (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Reichardt, 2009; Shadish,
Cook, & Campbell, 2002). Specifically, the treatment in this quasi-experiment
is the visit to an industrial brand world, which was described more closely in
Section 6.3.1. In our pretest observation, we measured brand experience and
brand equity, and captured socio-demographic factors as well. In the posttest
observation, additionally to measuring brand experience and brand equity
again, we also measured the visitor’s experience at the B2B brand world itself.
The measures used are described more closely in Section 6.3.3.

Such one-group, pretest-posttest quasi-experimental research designs have
proven to be effective in similar contexts, such as the investigation of the impact
of event marketing on brand equity (Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013). They were
also used in different contexts in marketing research, where the influence of
a treatment on evaluations of brands was investigated (e.g. Simonin & Ruth,
1998).

This research design has the advantage that the result can be causally tied
to the treatment or intervention if other possible causes explaining the result
are implausible (Shadish et al., 2002). Furthermore, the comparison between
pretest and posttest is very simple to derive and understand (Reichardt, 2009).
A disadvantage is, that there are several threats to internal validity of one-group
pretest-posttest quasi-experimental designs, which might bias the effect of the
treatment and therefore the inferences on causality (Shadish et al., 2002). The
most important threat for this study are unmeasured confounding variables, i.e.
causes other than the treatment which might be responsible for the difference
between the pretest and the posttest observation (Reichardt, 2009). We took
several precautions in order to avoid or reduce the risk of impact of this
specific potential bias, and also other biases related to pretest-posttest quasi-
experimental designs. We conducted the pretest and posttest observations
immediately before and after the treatment, to avoid ‘history effects’, meaning
that no external event besides the treatment under study could plausibly
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produce some of the observed pretest-posttest change (Reichardt, 2009). We
furthermore did not introduce a change in the measuring instruments, in order
to avoid ‘instrumentation effects’ (Reichardt, 2009). Furthermore, due to the
duration of the treatment, i.e. the brand world visit, memory effects are reduced
(Shadish et al., 2002; Simonin & Ruth, 1998).

6.3.3 Measurement

We measured constructs using multi-item scales adapted from prior research.
We measured all constructs using seven-point Likert-type scales (“1 - strongly
disagree,” and “7 - strongly agree” if not otherwise stated). In total, we mea-
sured three constructs: brand experience, brand equity, and brand world expe-
rience, of which brand experience and brand equity have been measured in
both pretest and posttest questionnaires. Naturally, brand world experience
has only been measured after the treatment, in order to evaluate the visitors’
experience at the brand world.

For measuring brand experience, we used the conceptualization and scale
developed by Brakus et al. (2009). They specified brand experience as a four-
factor model with correlated factors, i.e. as a second-order common factor of
common factors, or in other words a reflective first-order, reflective second-
order construct, or a Type I second-order specification (Brakus et al., 2009;
Jarvis, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003). The first-order common factors are the
sensory, affective, behavioral, and intellectual dimension, each measured by
three indicators. A pretest of our survey instrument showed, that the items
with a reversed polarity in the original scale were hard for respondents to
understand. In line with the recommendations of A. L. Holbrook, Krosnick,
Carson, and Mitchell (2000) and Iglesias, Singh, and Batista-Foguet (2011), we
therefore reworded those items so that they have the same polarity as the
rest of the items in the final survey instruments used. A full list of our brand
experience indicators can be found in the Appendix in Table A.10.

For measuring the brand equity dimensions, we used the brand equity scale
for B2B settings developed by Biedenbach et al. (2011) and Biedenbach et al.
(2015). It consists of the four factors brand awareness (three items), brand
associations (four items), perceived quality (three items), and brand loyalty
(three items). We additionally included three more items to measure brand
associations from a different, more consumer-oriented perspective, adopted
from (Christodoulides et al., 2015). Since we were also interested in the overall
brand equity evaluation, we included three items to measure this construct,
developed for B2B settings (Davis et al., 2008). A full list of our brand equity
indicators can be found in the Appendix in Table A.11.

In order to measure the perception of the factors that compose the brand
world experience as described in Section 6.2.3, namely of the contents, the phys-
ical artifacts and spaces, and the social environment and practices within the
B2B brand world, and the visitors’ interaction, and immersion and involvement
with this environment and the visit, we adopted scales from related areas. We
turn first to the factors of the brand world experiencescape, which are largely
under the control of and contributed by the operating company. For the brand
world content component, we used a four item scale developed to measure the
educational dimension of experience constructs in the tourism industry (Oh,
Fiore, & Jeoung, 2007). Similarly, we relied on two three-item scales developed
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to measure ambient conditions and design factors in the service industry, in
order to measure the physical artifacts and spaces component (Brady & Cronin,
2001). We furthermore relied on twelve items developed to measure employee
attitude, behavior, and expertise in the service industry (Brady & Cronin, 2001)
to measure the social environment and practices component. Next to these fac-
tors determining the brand world experiencescape, we measured those factors
outside the control of the operating company, which are thus contributed by
the visitor, and in turn compose the co-created B2B brand world experience. To
measure the level of interaction with subjects within the brand world, we used
five items originating from the service industry (Brady & Cronin, 2001) and
research on the experience value of museum visitors as a co-creation process
(Antón, Camarero, & Garrido, 2017). To measure the level of interaction with
the environment within the brand world, we adopted three items developed to
measure the interaction with the environment within the context of retail stores
(Foster & McLelland, 2015). The immersion and involvement dimension was
measured using three items developed to measure the involvement of visitors
in theme parks (Dong & Siu, 2013), as well as two items to measure the level of
mental and physical participation in co-creation processes within experiential
tourism consumption (Prebensen & Xie, 2017). A full list of our brand world
experience indicators can be found in the Appendix in Table A.12.

In total, since these dimensions together compose the B2B brand world
experience, and thus act as a prescription for dimension reduction (Dijkstra
& Henseler, 2011), we conceptualized it as a composite of common factors
(van Riel, Henseler, Kemény, & Sasovova, 2017). The first-order factors of
this composite are the content provided in the industrial brand world (1), the
physical artifacts and spaces (2), and the social environment and practices (3),
as well as the visitor’s interaction (4) and immersion and involvement (5) with
and in the B2B brand world experiencescape.

6.3.4 Sample

In total, we collected 329 pre-visit and 283 post-visit questionnaires in German,
as well as 127 pre-visit and 93 post-visit questionnaires in English. Of the
total of 376 post-questionnaires, 334 could be matched undoubtedly to pre-
questionnaires using the individual code filled in by the respondents on each
questionnaire. Of those, we removed 37 respondents who did not state their
age or were under 18 years. Furthermore, following established guidelines
(Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2017), we had to remove 72 observations with
more than 15% missing values among the brand experience, brand equity, and
brand world experience constructs, which were of particular interest for our
study. We also checked for suspicious response patterns and removed seven
respondents who straightlined more than four out of in total six item batteries
(Leiner, 2013; Osborne, 2013). This led us to a final sample of 218 matched pre-
and post-observations.

These 218 visitors are all highly relevant, mostly industrial respondents for
the purpose of our study. The largest group are actual or potential industrial
customers of the brand, and they attribute for 49.1% or 107 participants of
our sample. Furthermore, 12.8% or 28 of the visitors in our sample are Gold
Key customers, 5.5% or 12 VIP customers, 9.2% or 20 are trainees or students
in the industry, and 23.4% or 51 respondents are other stakeholders. This
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latter group comprises for example local municipal institutions, suppliers, and
private owners of historic products of the brand. In total, all of these groups are
highly interesting stakeholders with respect to the brand under investigation,
which gives us confidence that our sample is relevant for the study at hand.

19.3% or 42 of respondents in our sample are female. Little surprisingly, with
75.7% or 165 out of the 218 respondents, the largest group of participants is
from Germany. 20 participants in our sample came to visit the brand world
from countries outside of Europe. For 186 respondents or 85.3% of our sample
it was their first visit to the brand world. For 114 or 52.3% of our respondents,
either they or their company did not own a product of the brand, for 33 or
15.1% either they or their company did own one, and for 70 or 32.1%, either
they or their company owned several of the brands products.

Figures 6.2 to 6.6 provide a graphical overview of our sample characteristics.
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6.3.5 Data characteristics and analysis procedure

IBM SPSS Statistics version 23 was used for descriptive statistics and the inves-
tigation of hypotheses 1 and 2. Initial assessments of the data characteristics
of our focal constructs revealed, that according to the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test and visual inspection using histograms and Q-Q-plots, data on all our
items is non-normal distributed. In general, most of our data is left-skewed,
and the data on several items is leptokurtic. An overview of the statistics for
all indicators is given in the Appendix in Table A.13.

Considering the brand world experience construct, this study draws on a
composite of common factors model (van Riel et al., 2017). Furthermore, our
research can be described as a mixture of confirmatory research and explana-
tory research. Confirmatory research, because we are interested in the causal
relationships between pre- and post-visit brand experience and brand equity,
and the B2B brand world experience as a composite and as a whole, compared
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to investigating the components of the brand world experience separately in
this nomological net (Henseler, 2018). Explanatory research, because our in-
terest lies also in understanding the mechanism behind a potential increase in
brand experience and brand equity, and thus in effect sizes and inference statis-
tics of path coefficients (Henseler, 2018). For these very reasons, we applied
partial least squares structural equation modeling (Henseler, 2016, 2018) using
ADANCO 2.0.1 (Henseler & Dijkstra, 2015) to assess hypotheses 1a, 2a, and
3-6. The consistent partial least squares algorithm (PLSc) implemented in the
software allows for the consistent estimation of both composites and common
factors (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015b), goodness of fit tests and inference statistics
(Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015a; Henseler et al., 2014), as well as the consistent
estimation of second-order composites of common factors (van Riel et al., 2017).

More specifically, we used the inner weighting scheme set to factor, so that
the inner weights of adjacent constructs are proportional to their correlations
(Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009). A recent monte carlo simulation study
has shown that single missing data imputation methods generally perform
better with PLS-SEM and missing at random data than with for example
covariance-based SEM (Kock, 2018). Arithmetic mean imputation only yields
slightly biased path coefficients and mean loading estimates, and none of the
tested methods induced a significant bias in standard errors when compared
with a full dataset, even with as much as 30% of missing data (Kock, 2018).
Therefore, we applied arithmetic mean imputation as missing value treatment.
In total, our dataset had 2.82% missing values on the indicators of interest, with
a maximum of 11.01% for the perceived quality indicator “How consistent is
the quality of [the brand]’s products / services?” (1pql1) prior to the visit. We
therefore are confident that our results are only biased to a small extend due to
missing data or missing data imputation. Furthermore, we used bootstrapping
with 999 bootstrap samples to provide inference statistics and the possibility to
assess overall model fit (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015a).

Since all relevant constructs, brand experience, brand equity, and the brand
world experience, are higher-order constructs based on lower-order common
factors, and we conceptualized our focal construct brand world experience as
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composite of common factors, we follow the three-stage approach as proposed
by van Riel et al. (2017) in order to achieve consistent estimates for our param-
eters. In the first stage, a model is estimated and assessed for overall model
fit and measurement model fit without the second-order constructs, with the
purpose to obtain construct scores and consistent correlations of the first-order
constructs. In this stage, a saturated model in which all lower-order constructs
can correlate freely is a recommended choice, because model misfit can then
be attributed to a problem in the measurement model. In the second stage, the
second-order constructs are then included in the model, specified as composites
or factors, respectively, with the construct scores of the lower-order constructs
as their indicators. The purpose of this stage is to obtain consistent estimates
for the structural model, based on the construct reliabilities of the lower-order
constructs. These are used to calculate reliabilities of the second-order con-
structs. In the third and last stage, consistent estimates for the structural model
including the relationships between the first-order common factors and the
second-order composites are obtained, by correcting the correlations of the
second-order construct for attenuation (van Riel et al., 2017).

The assessment of the overall goodness-of-fit measures should be the starting
point for model assessment (Henseler, 2017a, 2017b; Henseler, Hubona, & Ray,
2016). If the model fit measures show a misfit between data and model, the
estimates may be meaningless, and the conclusions drawn from them become
questionable, because the misfit implies that the data contains more information
than the model conveys (Henseler et al., 2016). With the unweighted least
squares discrepancy (dULS) and the geodesic discrepancy (dG), two alternatives
to assess bootstrapped-based model fit are available, which both estimate the
discrepancy between the empirical correlation matrix and the model-implied
correlation matrix. The lower these discrepancies are in absolute terms, the
better is the model fit in general. By comparing these absolute discrepancies
to the bootstrapped 95%- (HI95) or 99%-Quantile (HI99), researchers can
determine whether the discrepancy is statistically significant and the model
should be rejected or not. Furthermore, with the standardized root mean
squared residual (SRMR), a fit index for assessing the approximate model fit
is available (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015a; Henseler, 2017a; Henseler et al., 2016).
A SRMR below 0.08 indicates a well-fitting model (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

To assess the measurement models of common factors (reflectively speci-
fied models), one should again draw on the bootstrap-based tests of overall
model fit first (Henseler, 2017b). They can indicate, whether empirical evidence
speaks against the specification of the data as a factor model (Henseler, 2017b;
Henseler et al., 2016). If this is not the case, one can continue to assess the relia-
bility and validity of measurement (Henseler, 2017b). To assess the amount of
random error in construct scores, their internal consistency reliability should be
assessed using Dijkstra-Henseler’s ρA (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015b) or Raykov’s
r (Raykov, 1996), since they are currently the only consistent reliability mea-
sures for PLS construct scores (Henseler, 2017a; Henseler et al., 2016). Of the
two, Dijkstra-Henseler’s ρA is implemented in ADANCO 2.0.1. A minimum
reliability of 0.7 is recommended (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The more tradi-
tional reliability measures, composite reliability, also called Jöreskog’s ρC and
Cronbach’s α refer to sum scores, not construct scores, and therefore provide
inconsistent estimates (Henseler et al., 2016). To assess the degree of systematic
measurement error or the validity of a measurement model, several distinct
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measures are available. First, a factor should be unidimensional, which can
be assessed by its convergent validity. The average variance extracted (AVE)
serves as a measure for convergent validity and should be above 0.5 (Fornell
& Larcker, 1981; Henseler, 2017a). Second, factors should exhibit discriminant
validity, meaning that a pair of factors should also be statistically different if
they represent theoretically different concepts. Recent simulation studies have
shown that a new criterion for assessing discriminant validity, the heterotrait-
monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT, Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt, 2015),
outperforms the more traditional Fornell-Larcker criterion (Franke & Sarstedt,
2018; Voorhees, Brady, Calantone, & Ramirez, 2016). A HTMT significantly
smaller than 1 or clearly below 0.85 provides evidence for the discriminant
validity of a pair of constructs (Henseler, 2017a; Henseler et al., 2015). Further-
more, all indicators should load sufficiently well on their own constructs, but
less on other constructs in the model. Therefore, the cross-loadings of indicators
should be assessed to assure that all indicators are correctly assigned (Henseler,
2017a).

To assess composite measurement models, researchers should rely on nomo-
logical validity, reliability, and the assessment of its composition by investigat-
ing the weights of the indicators for possible multicollinearity issues (Henseler,
2017a). Nomological validity can be assessed by means of confirmatory com-
posite analysis (Henseler et al., 2014; Müller, Schuberth, & Henseler, 2018;
Schuberth, Henseler, & Dijkstra, 2018). In essence, this statistical technique
tests whether the overall model fit of a model that includes the composite in a
nomological net as an entity composed of its indicators exhibits a significantly
worse fit than a model in which the composite is not included, and where its in-
dicators act within the nomological net without the proportionality constraints
imposed on them by the composite (Henseler, 2017a; Henseler et al., 2014;
Müller et al., 2018; Schuberth et al., 2018). If the model with the composite does
not have a significantly worse fit, researchers can rely on Ockham’s razor and
conclude that the composite has nomological validity, that it is the composite
that acts within the nomological net, rather than its individual indicators, and
that it thus makes sense to create the composite (Henseler, 2017a; Henseler
et al., 2016). Regarding reliability, composites will have imperfect reliability if
the indicators contain a random measurement error (Henseler, 2017a). This is
the case for composites of common factors, such as our brand world experience
constructs. In these cases, the reliability of the composite can be calculated
based on the estimated reliabilities of the lower-order common factors (van Riel
et al., 2017). With respect to the weights, one can assess the sign and magnitude
as well as their significance. If unexpected results occur, such as unexpected
negative signs of the weights, this is most likely due to multicollinearity issues,
and therefore the variance inflation factors (VIF) of the indicators should be
assessed as well (Cenfetelli & Bassellier, 2009; Henseler, 2017a; Henseler et al.,
2016). If problems related to multicollinearity occur, there are certain guidelines
for action (Cenfetelli & Bassellier, 2009). First, researchers should evaluate
whether the indicators have conceptual overlap. If so, under the consideration
that the conceptual meaning of the composite should not be altered, one of the
indicators with overlap could be removed and the test for collinearity could be
repeated. If removal of an indicator would alter the conceptual meaning of the
composite, a guideline and discussion of the overlap and on how to improve
measurement should be provided. Despite multicollinearity issues, researchers
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could still proceed with the evaluation of the structural model, yet the weights
and signs of composite indicators should not be directly interpreted (Cenfetelli
& Bassellier, 2009; Hair et al., 2017).

The coefficients of determination of endogenous latent variables (R2 values)
should be the starting point for the assessment of the structural model. They
quantify how much of the variance in the construct is explained by its predictors,
and their values can range from 0 to 1 (Henseler, 2017a). To enable comparison
across models with different sample sizes and with different numbers of
independent variables, the adjusted R2 should be applied (Henseler, 2017a).
The path coefficients in structural equation models should also be assessed.
They quantify the influence of an independent variable on a dependent variable,
and, since they are usually standardized, can be interpreted like standardized
regression coefficients. This means that the path coefficient expresses the
expected increase in standard deviations in the dependent variable, based
on an increase of the independent variable by one standard deviation, given
that all other factors remain constant (ceteris paribus) (Henseler, 2017a). Next
to the size of the path coefficient, also its sign and significance (i.e. p-value,
t-value, or con f idence interval) are relevant, and these inference statistics are
provided by means of bootstrapping as described above (Henseler et al., 2016).
If path coefficients should be evaluated across models, their size is not a
robust indicator for the actual size of the effect, because they are influenced
by the number of other predictor variables and their correlations. Therefore,
the effect size f 2 was introduced (Cohen, 1988), which should be evaluated
as well (Henseler, 2017a). It indicates, how substantial a direct effect is. Effect
sizes above 0.35 can be regarded as strong effects, above 0.15 as medium, and
above 0.02 as weak (Cohen, 1988). For mediation analysis, first the indirect
effects (a x b) and their respective inference statistics should be assessed, before
determining the type of mediation by assessing the significance of direct effects
and the signs of path coefficients (Nitzl, Roldán, & Cepeda, 2016). If the indirect
effect is not significant, then there is no mediation. If the indirect effect (a x b)
is significant, and a) the direct effect (c′) is not, then there is full mediation; b)
the direct effect is significant, then there is either i) complementary mediation,
if the sign of the total effect (a x b x c′) is positive, or ii) competitive mediation,
if the sign of the total effect (a x b x c′) is negative (Nitzl et al., 2016).

While we in general follow these guidelines on the assessment of models
containing higher-order constructs (van Riel et al., 2017), we needed to im-
plement one specific adjustment due to our research design, as outlined in
Section 6.3.2. We collected data in two separate questionnaires, of which one
was conducted before, and one was conducted after the visit to the industrial
brand world. In such cases of longitudinal research designs, where the same
indicators of factor models are measured at different points in time, one can
expect the residuals between these indicators to be correlated due to system-
atic measurement error. In these cases, correlations between the residuals of
repeated measurement indicators of factor models should therefore be allowed
for a theoretically correct model specification (Hermida, 2015; Landis, Edwards,
& Cortina, 2009). While covariance-based structural equation modeling allows
for a specification where indicator residuals of factor models are correlated,
partial least squares structural equation modeling currently does not (Henseler
et al., 2016). To solve this methodological issue, we therefore evaluated the
pre-visit and the post-visit measurement model separately. We then used the
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construct scores of the first-order constructs of these separate measurement
models in the subsequent stages of the evaluation of the structural model.

6.4 results

6.4.1 Pretest-posttest comparison

In order to test whether post-event brand experience was higher than pre-event
brand experience (H1), and whether post-event brand equity was higher than
pre-event brand equity (H2), we conducted a nonparametric Wilcoxon signed-
rank test with pair-wise deletion, due to violation of the normality assumption
of our data. We performed the test on each individual pair of pre-visit and
post-visit items that we used to measure brand experience and brand equity.
In order to evaluate the strength of the effects, we calculated the effect sizes r
as r = z√

N
. Values of r < .3 can be interpreted as small effects, .3 ≤ r ≤ .5 as

medium effects, and r > .5 as strong effects.
Our results show that for eleven out of the 12 brand experience items, the

mean is higher after the brand world visit. The remaining one item exhibits
the same mean after the visit as before (M = 5.10, p = .970, r = 0.00). Out
of these eleven items with a higher mean after the visit, this difference is
statistically significant at p ≤ .001 for six of them, with small to medium effect
sizes (minimum r = −.20, maximum r = −.37), and for two more at p ≤ .1 with
small effect sizes (r = −.12). Therefore we see partial support for H1, that
post-event brand experience is higher than pre-event brand experience.

Regarding brand equity, out of the total of 20 brand equity items, one
showed a lower mean after the visit (M2 = 6.57, SD2 = .627) than before
(M1 = 6.68, SD1 = .697). Interestingly, this item is the brand awareness item
“I am aware of the brand [name of the brand].” This difference is statistically
significant with a small effect size p = .000, r = −.19. Yet, considering that the
scale ranged from “1 - strongly disagree” to “7 - strongly agree”, the level was
still very high after the visit. One other brand awareness item did not show a
significant change in its mean (p = .335), and the third and last brand awareness
item showed a significant increase in its mean from M1 = 6.40 prior to the visit
to M2 = 6.57 after the visit at α = 0.1 with a small effect (p = .054, r = −.13).
Of the remaining 17 brand equity items, one brand associations item showed a
significant increase in its mean from M1 = 5.42 to M2 = 5.60 at p ≤ .05 with a
small effect size (r = −.16). All other items, including the three overall brand
equity items, showed a significant increase in their mean after the visit with
small to strong effect sizes at p ≤ .001(minimum r = −.20, maximum r = −.56).
Therefore, we also see partial support for our H2 in that there was a significant
increase of overall brand equity and all brand equity dimensions after the
brand world visit, except for brand awareness.

An overview of the results is given in Table 6.1.
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6.4.2 Structural equation modeling

As outlined in Section 6.3.5, the first stage of the three-stage approach for the
assessment of composites of common factors originally entails the assessment
of model and measurement fit for a saturated model including all first-order
constructs only (van Riel et al., 2017). In this special case of a pretest-posttest
quasi-experimental design, we expect the unique measurement errors of the
repeated indicators of common factors to be correlated due to systematic
measurement error. We therefore evaluate the saturated measurement model
containing all first-order constructs measured prior to the visit and after the
visit in two separate models. Table 6.2 shows for the pre-visit measurement
model, that while dULS and dG exceed the HI95 and HI99 thresholds, SRMR
is well below 0.08. This indicates an acceptable model fit.

Table 6.2: Model fit of the saturated model containing all first-order constructs and
indicators of the pre-visit measurement

gof measure value hi95 hi99

SRMR 0.0466 0.0357 0.0379

dULS 1.1458 0.6714 0.7579

dG 1.2126 0.7128 0.7909

In the post-visit measurement model, two indicators of the content com-
ponent of the brand world experience had loadings above 1.0 and created
Heywood-cases. These indicators were therefore eliminated in order to be
able to estimate the model. Table 6.3 shows the model fit for the saturated
model of the first-order constructs of the post-visit measurement after the
removal of these two indicators. Here, again SRMR is well below 0.08, and dG
is below the HI99 threshold, while dULS again exceeds both HI95 and HI99
thresholds. Overall, this also indicates an acceptable model fit for this post-visit
measurement model.

Table 6.3: Model fit of the saturated model containing all first-order constructs and
indicators of the post-visit measurement

gof measure value hi95 hi99

SRMR 0.0519 0.0410 0.0431

dULS 5.2668 3.2815 3.6316

dG 4.0167 3.6543 4.1247

Our constructs also showed good reliability in both pre-visit and post-visit
measurement models. Dijkstra-Henseler’s ρA exceeded 0.8 for all constructs,
except for brand awareness and brand equity before the visit, for which it
still exceeded 0.7. This speaks for a good internal consistency reliability of
our construct scores. Regarding convergent validity, AVE was between 0.4 and
the threshold of 0.5 for two constructs, namely brand awareness before the
visit and the interaction component of the brand world experience measured
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after the visit. Regarding discriminant validity, the HTMT criterion was above
0.85 for a total of eight pairs of constructs in both measurement models,
but still significantly below 1 as the HTMT inference statistic showed (see
Appendix Table A.14). All loadings were significant, but two indicators from
the interaction component of the brand world experience construct, measured
post-visit, had loadings below 0.4, and one other indicator from the same
component cross-loaded on another construct. Bearing in mind content validity,
we therefore removed those three indicators, following the guidelines of Hair et
al. (2017). Removing them also increased the AVE of the interaction component
above the recommended threshold of 0.5. An overview of removed indicators,
the reason and the effect of their removal is given in the Appendix in Table A.15.

These changes to the post-visit measurement model resulted in an improve-
ment of our reliability and validity measures, as well as the goodness-of-fit
measures of the saturated first-order model for the post-visit measurement.
All three goodness-of-fit measures are now even lower, dG is still below the
HI99 threshold, as is SRMR for its threshold of 0.08, see Table 6.4. Table 6.5
shows the reliability and validity measures of both our final measurement
models pre-visit and post-visit. Since the AVE for pre-vist brand awareness
was below 0.5, we additionally conducted an exploratory factor analysis using
principal axis factoring and the direct oblimin rotation. The goal was to test,
whether there are other latent factors beside brand awareness that load strongly
on these items. The first extracted factor accounted for more than 60% of the
indicators’ variance. Therefore, we could consider our construct to exhibit con-
vergent validity. An overview of the indicators used in these final measurement
models and their loadings is given in the Appendix, in Table A.16 for pre-visit
measurement, and in Table A.17 for post-visit measurement.

Table 6.4: Final model fit of the saturated post-visit measurement model

gof measure value hi95 hi99

SRMR 0.0506 0.0396 0.0421

dULS 4.5253 2.7730 3.1308

dG 3.6935 3.2582 3.7616

In order to assess how much of the variance of the overall brand equity con-
structs is explained by their dimensions brand awareness, brand associations,
perceived quality, and brand loyalty, these were also included in the lower-order
measurement models. For pre-visit overall brand equity, the variance explained
was R2 = 0.781, and for post-visit overall brand equity it was R2 = 0.880. These
are satisfactory values, so that for the next stage, we could use the estimated
overall brand equity construct scores without their lower-order constructs as
indicators.

In the subsequent second stage of the three-stage approach, except for brand
equity for the reason mentioned above, the lower-order constructs scores are
used as indicators for the second-order constructs. Again, model fit and the
measurement model need to be assessed. First, to assess the composite mea-
surement of the brand world experience, we used a minimal saturated model.
This model included pre-visit and post-visit brand equity, measured with
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Table 6.5: Reliability and validity of final first-order measurement

htmt

construct ρA ρC α ave max . 95%

Pre-visit
Sensory 0.9220 0.9191 0.9185 0.7915 0.9083 0.9441

Affective 0.8891 0.8888 0.8882 0.7271 0.9083 0.9441

Behavioral 0.8925 0.8848 0.8868 0.7206 0.8072 0.8839

Intellectual 0.9205 0.9179 0.9184 0.7888 0.8414 0.8891

Brand Awareness 0.7038 0.6851 0.6693 0.4257 0.5481 0.6811

Brand Associations 0.9070 0.8999 0.8980 0.5660 0.8879 0.9237

Perceived Quality 0.8532 0.8408 0.8369 0.6405 0.7213 0.7893

Brand Loyalty 0.9406 0.9403 0.9403 0.7975 0.8879 0.9372

Overall Brand Equity 0.7875 0.7827 0.7811 0.5468 0.8780 0.9372

Post-visit
Contents 0.8537 0.8524 0.8516 0.7429 0.5321 0.6420

Physical Artifacts and
Spaces

0.9075 0.8999 0.9003 0.6032 0.8475 0.8969

Social Environment and
Practices

0.9327 0.9260 0.9263 0.5855 0.6964 0.7627

Interaction 0.8939 0.8791 0.8801 0.5975 0.8560 0.9134

Immersion and Involve-
ment

0.8631 0.8453 0.8428 0.5290 0.8560 0.9134

Sensory 0.9470 0.9461 0.9459 0.8541 0.9264 0.9539

Affective 0.9318 0.9293 0.9290 0.8146 0.9264 0.9539

Behavioral 0.9142 0.9082 0.9086 0.7682 0.8330 0.8913

Intellectual 0.9479 0.9473 0.9473 0.8571 0.8574 0.9038

Brand Awareness 0.9198 0.8696 0.8616 0.7008 0.4825 0.6009

Brand Associations 0.9328 0.9316 0.9314 0.6610 0.8333 0.8755

Perceived Quality 0.9050 0.8942 0.8912 0.7399 0.7151 0.8257

Brand Loyalty 0.9387 0.9385 0.9387 0.7925 0.9273 0.9650

Overall Brand Equity 0.8410 0.8324 0.8274 0.6253 0.9273 0.9650

single-indicator composite measurement by their construct scores of stage one,
as predictor and outcome of the brand world experience, which is composed
of the construct scores of the five brand world experience components of stage
one. This minimal model is depicted in the Appendix in Figure A.1.

The only correlational constraints imposed on the data in this model are due
to the composite (Schuberth et al., 2018). Hence, according to confirmatory
composite analysis, if this model does not show significantly worse fit than a
model without the composite, i.e. the empirical correlation matrix, then the
composite has nomological validity (Schuberth et al., 2018). The goodness of fit
measures for this model are displayed in Table 6.6, and they show excellent fit.
Therefore, we conclude that we cannot reject the composite measurement of
brand world experience, and that within the nomological net, the brand world
experience acts as a new entity formed of its components (Dijkstra & Henseler,
2011; Schuberth et al., 2018).
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Table 6.6: Model fit of the minimal model for the assessment of the second-order brand
world experience composite

gof measure value hi95 hi99

SRMR 0.0175 0.0161 0.0192

dULS 0.0086 0.0072 0.0103

dG 0.0092 0.0092 0.0130

We then included pre- and post-visit brand experience in our model, ac-
cording to our hypotheses. The full model showed good model fit with an
SRMR smaller 0.05 and dG below its HI95 value. Only dULS exceeded the
HI99 threshold (see Table 6.7). It also showed reliable and valid measurement
of the brand experience constructs, which are now reflectively measured by
their sensory, affective, behavioral, and intellectual construct scores obtained in
stage one (see Table 6.8 for reliability and validity measures, and Table 6.9 for
loadings and t-values).

Table 6.7: Model fit of the final second-order model

gof measure value hi95 hi99

SRMR 0.0473 0.0435 0.0463

dULS 0.2687 0.2269 0.2570

dG 0.2948 0.7135 1.5511

Table 6.8: Reliability and validity of second-order construct measurement

htmt

construct ρA ρC α ave max . 95%

Pre-visit Brand Ex-
perience

0.9041 0.9001 0.8983 0.6935 0.8364 0.8915

Post-visit Brand Ex-
perience

0.9381 0.9358 0.9353 0.7852 0.8364 0.8915

Assessing the measurement of the brand world experience composite (see
Table 6.10), one can see that the sign of the social environment & practices com-
ponent (2sep) is negative. This is unexpected, since these social environment &
practices, comprising employee’s behavior, attitude, and expertise, should have
a positive impact on the brand world experience, i.e. if the visitors perceived
the expertise of the employees as higher, they should have a better experience.
Therefore, this result points to multicollinearity issues in our measurement
of the composite. Being smaller than 5, VIF values for the indicators, i.e. the
lower-order construct scores, are within the acceptable threshold (Hair et al.,
2017). Eliminating any of these lower-order components which are used as in-
dicators for the B2B brand world experience in this second stage would change



116 b2b brands’ living rooms : how they can help build brand equity

Table 6.9: Loadings and t-values of final second-order model

indicator loading t-value

1sen 0.8647 30.1540

1aff 0.9017 48.4518

1beh 0.7609 20.0540

1int 0.7964 22.7968

2sen 0.9256 47.4043

2aff 0.9280 45.9383

2beh 0.8235 23.4308

2int 0.8631 29.1798

the conceptual meaning of our composite. We therefore did not interpret the
contribution of the individual components on the overall B2B brand world
experience. We continued with the assessment of our model and followed the
guidelines provided for the three-stage approach by van Riel et al. (2017) to
come to our final results.

Table 6.10: Consistent weights, t-values and VIFs of final second-order model

indicator consistent weight t-value vif

2con 0.1213 1.1437 1.3783

2pas 0.4605 4.4269 2.8680

2sep -0.1166 -0.9095 1.8385

2inter 0.3300 2.2434 3.6188

2imin 0.3317 2.3998 2.5306

In the process, we manually calculated a reliability for our second-order
brand world experience composite of ρA = 0.9526, based on the lower-order
constructs’ reliabilities (van Riel et al., 2017). Furthermore, we also manually
calculated consistent weights for these lower-order constructs, which now
served as the indicators for the brand world experience composite.1 The final
model, containing only the second-order constructs, provided us with structural
model results. It is the focus of our further analysis, since it provides us with
the opportunity to answer our hypotheses H1a-H6, and is depicted in the
Appendix in Figure A.2.

Our model explains a substantial proportion of the variance of the focal
outcome constructs post-visit brand experience, R2 = .77, Adj. R2 = .76, and

1 Contrary to the guidelines of van Riel et al. (2017), we were not able to use the reliabilities for
pre-visit overall brand equity (ρA = 0.7875) and post-visit overall brand equity (ρA = 0.8410) to
calculate our final model, because the consistent partial least squares bootstrapping algorithm would
not converge. In such cases of non-convergence, literature on covariance-based structural equation
modeling suggests to either impose or relax constrictions in the model (Bentler & Chou, 1987; F. Chen,
Bollen, Paxton, Curran, & Kirby, 2001; Rindskopf, 1984). Following these guidelines, we used slightly
higher reliabilities of 0.85 for pre-visit overall brand equity and 0.9 for post-visit brand equity, which
led to convergence of the model, yet a slight underestimation of the path coefficients.
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post-visit brand equity, R2 = .78, Adj. R2 = .78 (see Table 6.11). Assessing the
size and significance of the structural path coefficients (see Table 6.12 for direct
effects), the study demonstrates a strong, positive, significant direct effect of
pre-visit brand experience on post-visit brand experience, supporting H1a,
β = .65, f 2 = 1.19, p = .000, 95% CI [0.51, 0.78]. Similarly, pre-visit brand
equity has a strong, positive, significant direct effect on post-visit brand equity,
supporting H2a, β = .43, f 2 = .48, p = .000, 95% CI [0.30, 0.57].

Table 6.11: Coefficients of determination

construct r
2

adj.r2

1OBE 0.6618 0.6602

2BWX 0.3530 0.3470

2BEX 0.7651 0.7630

2OBE 0.7811 0.7780

1OBE = pre-visit overall brand equity; 2BWX = brand world experience; 2BEX = post-visit brand
experience; 2OBE = post-visit overall brand equity

Table 6.12: Direct effects

direct effect path coeffi-
cient

f2 t p 95% ci

1BEX -> 1OBE 0.81 1.96 22.80 0.000 [0.74; 0.88]

1BEX -> 2BWX 0.38 0.08 2.78 0.006 [0.14; 0.68]

1BEX -> 2BEX 0.65 1.19 9.52 0.000 [0.51; 0.78]

1OBE -> 2BWX 0.24 0.03 1.64 0.101 [-0.10; 0.50]

1OBE -> 2OBE 0.43 0.48 5.87 0.000 [0.30; 0.57]

2BWX -> 2BEX 0.32 0.30 4.27 0.000 [0.18; 0.46]

2BWX -> 2OBE 0.18 0.07 2.13 0.033 [0.02; 0.35]

2BEX -> 2OBE 0.40 0.31 4.41 0.000 [0.21; 0.57]

1BEX = pre-visit brand experience; 1OBE = pre-visit overall brand equity; 2BWX = brand world
experience; 2BEX = post-visit brand experience; 2OBE = post-visit overall brand equity

The analysis of indirect effects (see Table 6.13) indicates that the relation-
ship between pre-visit brand experience and post-visit brand experience is
furthermore mediated by the brand world experience, β = .19, p = .000,
95% CI [0.11, 0.28]. The signs of the direct effect and the indirect effect are all
positive, therefore this is a complementary mediation, and H3 is supported. In
contrast, the relationship between pre-visit brand equity and post-visit brand
equity is not mediated by the brand world experience, since the indirect effect
is not significant, β = .08, p = .122, 95% CI [−0.03, 0.17]. Therefore, H4 must
be rejected.
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The direct effect of pre-visit brand experience on pre-visit brand equity is
strong, positive, and significant, thus providing support for H5, β = .81, f 2 =
1.96, p = .000, 95% CI [0.74, 0.88]. The direct effect of post-visit brand ex-
perience on post-visit brand equity is moderately strong, positive, and sig-
nificant as well, thus providing support for H6, β = .40, f 2 = .31, p =
.000, 95% CI [0.21, 0.57].

Table 6.13: Indirect effects

indirect effect path coefficient t p 95% ci

1BEX -> 2BWX 0.20 1.62 0.105 [-0.09; 0.42]

1BEX -> 2BEX 0.19 4.35 0.000 [0.11; 0.28]

1BEX -> 2OBE 0.79 22.86 0.000 [0.71; 0.85]

1OBE -> 2BEX 0.08 1.57 0.117 [-0.03; 0.17]

1OBE -> 2OBE 0.08 1.55 0.122 [-0.03; 0.17]

2BWX -> 2OBE 0.13 2.89 0.004 [0.05; 0.23]

1BEX = pre-visit brand experience; 1OBE = pre-visit overall brand equity; 2BWX = brand world
experience; 2BEX = post-visit brand experience; 2OBE = post-visit overall brand equity

Although not being part of our hypotheses, interesting findings are also the
results of our study regarding the relationships between pre-visit brand equity
and brand world experience, as well as between brand world experience, post-
visit brand experience and post-visit brand equity. The results do not provide
evidence for a direct effect of pre-visit brand equity on brand world experience,
β = .24, f 2 = .03, p = .101, 95% CI [−0.10, 0.50]. Yet, the results do provide evi-
dence for a weak, positive, significant direct effect of brand world experience on
post-visit brand equity, β = .18, f 2 = .07, p = .033, 95% CI [0.02, 0.35]. Also the
indirect effect of brand world experience on post-visit brand equity, mediated by
post-visit brand experience, is significant, β = .13, p = .004, 95% CI [0.05, 0.23].
Therefore, the results of our study indicate that the effect of the brand world
experience on post-visit brand equity is complementary mediated by post-visit
brand experience.

Overall, the results show that the brand world experience has a signifi-
cant positive total effect on post-visit brand experience, β = .32, p = .000,
95% CI [0.18, 0.46], and on post-visit brand equity, β = .31, p = .000, 95% CI
[0.15, 0.47] (see Table 6.14). Furthermore, this total effect of the brand world
experience on post-visit brand equity, β = .31, p = .000, 95% CI [0.15, 0.47],
amounts to more than half of the size of the total effect of pre-visit brand equity
on post-visit brand equity, β = 50., p = .000, 95% CI [0.30, 0.67].

6.5 discussion

6.5.1 A recapitulation of our goals and findings

Brands are one of the most valuable, intangible assets for companies today, also
in industrial markets (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006). Yet, knowledge on the tactics
of actually building and managing brands in this context is scarce (Lindgreen



6.5 discussion 119

Table 6.14: Total effects

total effect path coefficient t p 95% ci

1BEX -> 1OBE 0.81 22.80 0.000 [0.74; 0.88]

1BEX -> 2BWX 0.58 10.57 0.000 [0.46; 0.68]

1BEX -> 2BEX 0.83 22.82 0.000 [0.76; 0.90]

1BEX -> 2OBE 0.79 22.86 0.000 [0.71; 0.85]

1OBE -> 2BWX 0.24 1.64 0.101 [-0.10; 0.50]

1OBE -> 2BEX 0.08 1.57 0.117 [-0.03; 0.17]

1OBE -> 2OBE 0.50 5.56 0.000 [0.30; 0.67]

2BWX -> 2BEX 0.32 4.27 0.000 [0.18; 0.46]

2BWX -> 2OBE 0.31 3.65 0.000 [0.15; 0.47]

2BEX -> 2OBE 0.40 4.41 0.000 [0.21; 0.57]

1BEX = pre-visit brand experience; 1OBE = pre-visit overall brand equity; 2BWX = brand world
experience; 2BEX = post-visit brand experience; 2OBE = post-visit overall brand equity

et al., 2010). While brand worlds as experiential marketing instruments have
been mentioned as a possibility for B2B companies to evoke strong, memorable
customer experiences with a brand (Gilmore & Pine, 2002; Pine & Gilmore,
1999; Schmitt, 1999b), and business marketing practitioners use them already,
the actual effectiveness of these and other experiential marketing instruments
in the special context of industrial markets is unclear (Rinallo et al., 2010). This
research therefore set out to investigate the impact of a B2B brand world visit,
and the experiences that are co-created there, on two key branding outcomes
that operating companies pursue with B2B brand worlds: brand experience and
brand equity. The results of our pretest-posttest quasi-experimental research
design show that a visit to a B2B brand world does work in increasing these
focal constructs. Furthermore, by analyzing the brand world experience in a
nomological net of pre-test and post-test brand experience and brand equity
using partial least squares structural equation modeling, the findings provide
a deeper understanding on the mechanism behind this increase.

11 out of 12 indicators used to measure brand experience exhibited a signifi-
cantly higher value after the visit than they did before, while the remaining
indicator remained unchanged. The results for an increase in the brand aware-
ness dimension of brand equity were inconclusive (one indicator showed a
significant decrease, one indicator remained unchanged, and one indicator
showed a significant increase), yet the 17 remaining indicators of brand associ-
ations, perceived quality, brand loyalty, and overall brand equity all showed
a significant increase after the brand world visit compared to the observation
before the visit.

The results of our structural equation model analysis show that the experi-
ence co-created at a B2B brand world as an individual touchpoint relates to
the dynamic, overall brand experience, representing a lasting trace stored in
long-term memory based on the exposure to the brand on multiple touchpoints.
In a complementary mediation, the B2B brand world experience is itself influ-
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enced by pre-visit brand experience, and influences post-visit brand experience.
Furthermore, the co-created B2B brand world experience is not influenced
by pre-visit levels of brand equity. Yet, in another complementary mediation,
the experience at brand worlds does influence post-visit levels of B2B brand
equity both directly as well as indirectly through post-visit brand experience.
In sum, the total effect of the brand world experience on post-visit brand equity
amounts to more than half of the size of the total effect of pre-visit brand
equity on post-visit brand equity. This clearly shows that brand worlds are
not only effective instruments for branding and for the co-creation of strong,
memorable, and extraordinary customer experiences in consumer marketing
(e.g Dolbec & Chebat, 2013), but just as much in an industrial environment.
Positive customer experiences and strong brands are at the center of academic
and managerial interest in B2B, and our study clearly shows the value of B2B
brand worlds for creating both.

6.5.2 Implications for theory

Experiential marketing instruments in general, and brand worlds in particular,
have so far only been investigated qualitatively in the industrial marketing area
(Österle et al., 2018a; Rinallo et al., 2010). Their usefulness in this context was
unclear, and some tactics that rely on autotelic activities were regarded to be
ineffective or even counter-productive (Rinallo et al., 2010).

As the, to the best of our knowledge, first quantitative research on brand
worlds in industrial marketing, this study shows that brand worlds as experi-
ential marketing and branding instruments do have a positive impact on the
visitors’ levels of brand experience and brand equity. An important implication
for industrial marketing theory is that experiential marketing techniques and
instruments can indeed be effectively applied in this different context. In the
form of brand worlds they are especially valuable for brand building and brand
management in business markets. Thus, this study furthers theoretical knowl-
edge on experiential marketing and its applicability in industrial marketing in
general (Rinallo et al., 2010). More specifically, this study empirically supports
literature on brand worlds stating that they could also be valuable assets for
industrial companies (Gilmore & Pine, 2002). Furthermore, by providing evi-
dence for their effectiveness, this study adds brand worlds as a complementary
instrument to the strategies and tactics of building, managing, and maintaining
a strong brand in industrial markets, which is seen as a major strategic objective
(Lindgreen et al., 2010; Seyedghorban et al., 2016). The predominance of visitors
from Germany in our sample might be an indicator, that this instrument has a
rather local impact. Yet this could also be explained by the fact that the brand
under investigation also operates brand worlds in other parts of the world, for
example at two locations in the US.

Additionally, this study also has important implications for research on
customer experiences in business markets – a top research priority and one of
the most important research challenges (Lemke et al., 2011; Lemon & Verhoef,
2016; Marketing Science Institute, 2014, 2016; Zolkiewski et al., 2017). In the
context of this research, the experience co-created at a B2B brand world as
an individual touchpoint influences the dynamic, overall brand experience,
representing a lasting trace stored in long-term memory based on the exposure
to the brand on multiple touchpoints. Our findings are thus in line with
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recent conceptualizations in B2C of customer experience as a dynamic concept,
showing that past brand experiences influence the current, static experience
at an individual touchpoint, and that these current experiences in turn relate
back to the overall, dynamic brand experience also in the industrial marketing
context (Kranzbühler et al., 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Österle, Kuhn, &
Henseler, 2018c).

Furthermore, our study highlights the importance of this conceptualization
of customer experiences on different levels. With respect to the relationship
between the experience at a B2B brand world, an individual touchpoint, and
post-visit B2B brand equity, our study has shown that this relationship is com-
plementary mediated by the overarching, overall, dynamic brand experience.
What is more is that, in contrast to pre-visit brand experience, the levels of pre-
visit brand equity do not influence the co-created B2B brand world experience.
This means that no matter what the B2B visitors’ levels of brand awareness,
brand associations, perceived quality, or brand loyalty are prior to the visit,
there is a possibility for the operating company to co-create an extraordinary,
strong, memorable experience for the visitor in the B2B brand world. Subse-
quently, this experience then influences post-visit B2B brand equity directly
and indirectly through brand experiences. The total effect of this relationship
between the experience at the B2B brand world and post-visit brand equity
amounts to more than half of the size of the total effect of pre-visit brand equity
on post-visit brand equity. This shows the important role of experiences at
individual touchpoints, as well as that of the overall, dynamic brand experience
for brand building purposes on industrial markets. It implies for marketing
theory, that the experiences at individual touchpoints and the overarching
experiences with a brand emerging from these touchpoints must be taken into
consideration when trying to successfully build and manage brands in this
context.

6.5.3 Implications for practice

The central implication of this study for marketing theory is also the most
important implication for marketing practice: A visit to a brand world increases
the levels of brand experience and brand equity in industrial markets. In fact,
our study shows that brand worlds are powerful B2B branding instruments,
since the effect of a single visit to a B2B brand world on post-visit brand equity
amounts to more than half of the size of the effect of pre-visit brand equity,
i.e. all the possibly negative preconceptions that the visitor had about the
brand prior to the visit. This means that if the visitor prior to the visit was
unaware of the brand, had negative associations with the brand, perceived it
as being of low quality, or was disloyal, one single visit to a B2B brand world
can compensate for more than half of these prior associations with respect to
the visitors post-visit brand equity evaluation.

Additionally, the experience co-created at the B2B brand world is not in-
fluenced by these possible preconceptions. Therefore, also visitors who are
rather skeptical of the brand prior to the visit to the B2B brand world can have
a positive experience there, which in turn influences post-visit brand equity
evaluations positively. Yet unfortunately, there is also a flipside: It also means
that B2B visitors who have high levels of brand awareness, brand associations,
perceived quality, and brand loyalty prior to the visit do not automatically have
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a great experience at the B2B brand world. Thus, to reap the potential benefits
of a brand world visit, these visits have to fulfill, if not exceed, the expectations
of the visitor. Otherwise, a brand world visit which is perceived as negative by
the visitor could also have a harmful impact on the overall brand experience
and also on overall brand equity and its dimensions. This calls for careful
management and individualization of the brand world experience to each B2B
visitor’s needs, and is in line with previous findings about the importance of
individualization and the creation of a visit that is relevant for the business
visitor in that it supports him in his business activities (Österle et al., 2018a).

6.5.4 Study limitations and future research directions

We were able to show that a B2B brand world and the experience co-created
there does have a significant impact on brand experience and brand equity. A
replication of our study in a different B2B brand world setting, for example in
a pure B2B brand museum, and a different industry could further contribute to
the understanding of this impact for different types of brand worlds, and what
the most important brand world components are in inducing such a positive
impact. Future research could also compare the impact of different experiential
marketing instruments on brand experience and brand equity, such as trade
shows, brand worlds, and events, in order to see which of these instruments is
most effective.

The inconclusive result for brand awareness could originate in the already
very high pre-visit level of brand awareness for the brand under investiga-
tion. The pre-visit mean for the indicator “I am aware of the brand [name
of the brand].” was M1 = 6.68(SD1 = 0.697), and the slight, but significant
decrease lead to a post-visit mean of M1 = 6.57(SD1 = 0.697) on a 7-point
scale. Another reason might lie in the conceptualization of the construct itself,
in combination with our survey procedure. Brand awareness represents the
knowledge and salience (i.e. the capacity to recognize) of the brand in the re-
spondent’s mind (D. A. Aaker, 1996b). The brand name itself and the attached
symbols, imagery and a brand slogan strongly influence the level of brand
awareness within a given condition (D. A. Aaker, 1996b). Since the measures
used in this study largely rely on the respondent’s recall of the brand, and
we conducted the survey under a condition where the respondent is actually
physically surrounded by the brand, namely inside the B2B brand world, this
might have influenced respondents answers on the brand awareness measure-
ment scale. Nevertheless, since the overall brand equity measures did show
a significant increase due to the brand world visit, and since these measures
represent all dimensions of brand equity in B2C (Yoo & Donthu, 2001) and B2B
(Davis et al., 2008), we are confident that our overall findings hold.

The multicollinearity issues present with the measurement of the brand world
experience composite on the second-order level did not allow us to interpret
how influential the individual components of the brand world experience are
in actually creating the B2B brand world experience. Nevertheless, this issue
does not affect the conclusions drawn from the findings in the structural model
(Cenfetelli & Bassellier, 2009; Hair et al., 2017), which were the main focus and
contribution of this study. Yet, how brand world experiences are composed,
and the quantitative contribution of these components to positive experiences
and what possibly hinders them, is an highly important field of study, with
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implications both for academia and for managerial practice in B2C and B2B
(Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Zolkiewski et al., 2017). Future studies could therefore
try and use or develop different measurement scales to assess the individual
components and their contribution to the overall co-created experiences in
brand worlds, both in B2C and in B2B, with which the assessment of the
influence of the individual components on the entire experience is possible.
This could lead to ‘recipes’ explaining how the B2B brand world ‘ingredients’
should be composed in order to co-create the most positive experiences, which
in turn would result in stronger changes in brand equity, which would have
important managerial implications. Another area for future research related to
such a recipe might consider the following important managerial question: If
an industrial brand world is implemented, how much budget should a firm
allocate to it? While our study has shown the impact that a B2B brand world
visit has on brand experience and brand equity in B2B, it did not quantify
a return on investment yielded by industrial brand worlds. If future studies
would lead to such an indication of ‘brand world elasticity’ and a recipe on how
to compose the most positive brand world experience, a combination of these
tools would allow B2B marketers to design and manage B2B brand worlds
much more efficiently, and similar to price, advertisement, or professional
selling (Albers et al., 2010).

In this study, we have focused on the short-term effects of the brand world
visit, by measuring post-visit levels of brand experience and brand equity right
after the visit of the brand world. Due to the fresh impressions of the visit,
this short-term influence might be higher than the lasting long-term effect.
Another possible area for future research therefore lies in the evaluation of
the long-term influence of a brand world visit on brand experience and brand
equity, especially since this effect on long-term memory is supposedly much
stronger for such a visit than it is for regular advertising and communication
instruments (Borghini et al., 2009; E. H. Wood, 2009; Zarantonello & Schmitt,
2013).

By showing that post-visit brand experience mediates the relationship be-
tween brand world experience and brand equity, we have explained the experi-
ential part of the mechanism behind the increase in the levels of brand equity
through the visit. Yet, the direct effect between brand world experience and
post-visit brand equity provides further interesting and fertile opportunities for
research, because this direct effect could still be explained by other mechanisms.
What comes to mind when thinking about a brand world as the “home of the
brand” (Moore et al., 2010, p. 153) or the metaphorical ‘living room’ into which
the business visitor is invited, is the strong connection and relationship that can
be forged there, inter-personally and also between individuals and the brand as
a whole. Brands can serve as legitimate relationship partners in B2C (Fournier,
1998), and relationships and interactions are also core aspects of business
marketing (Håkansson et al., 2009; Håkansson & Snehota, 1995). The role of
emotions, heuristics, and subjective evaluations is increasingly acknowledged
in organizational buying behavior as well (Casidy et al., 2018; Iyer et al., 2015;
Mohan et al., 2018; Zablah et al., 2010). Further research, in order to provide an
explanation for this direct effect of the brand world experience on brand equity
in industrial markets, might pay tribute to these emotional and subjective
aspects in business markets. One of the concepts that could play a role in
the relationship between brand world experience and brand equity is brand
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trust, the willingness to rely on the ability of the brand to perform its stated
function (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande,
1992; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Furthermore, brand affect, a brand’s potential
to evoke positive emotional responses (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001) might
play a role in that relationship. Lastly, the invitation to visit the brand’s ‘living
room’ might also have an effect on brand intimacy. This concept is defined as
the degree of closeness, connectedness, and bondedness with a brand (Thorb-
jørnsen, Supphellen, Nysveen, & Pedersen, 2002), as the consumer having a
detailed knowledge of the brand and the brand having special meaning for the
consumer (Srivastava, Dash, & Mookerjee, 2016), and as a deep understanding
between the brand and the consumer through information disclosure (J. Aaker,
Fournier, & Brasel, 2004).

6.5.5 Conclusion

To conclude, B2B brand worlds, these permanent, interactive and extraordinary
spaces largely under the control of the operating companies, where industrial
brands become visible and tangible, where business visitors are presented
with a variety of first-hand information tailored to their specific needs, where
products and services can be experienced ‘in-vivo’, and where customer and
brand employees meet face-to-face and forge relationships, do have a strong
impact on the branding efforts of industrial companies based on the experience
created there. Taking into consideration all the findings and interpretations, one
can justifiably say that brand worlds might not only be the apexes of branding
in B2C, but also in B2B.
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7.1 introduction

This research set out to investigate whether brand worlds, the apexes of brand-
ing in consumer marketing, would make sense and could also be a useful
instrument for a company in industrial marketing to provide its (potential)
customers or other stakeholders with unique and extraordinary experiences
and, as a result of doing so, strengthen their bond to the brand. Furthermore,
the goal of this research was also to understand how these brand worlds might
work on industrial markets with their branding nuances. Therefore, the main
goal of this PhD project was to answer two main research questions:

RQ1: Do brand worlds also work in industrial marketing?

And, if so:

RQ2: How do brand worlds work in industrial marketing?

In this final chapter, the answers to these questions are provided in the fol-
lowing section Section 7.2. This chapter builds on the findings of the multiple
steps undertaken within this PhD project, as represented by the individual
Chapters 2-6. It brings these individual pieces together to create a synopsis, and
relates the findings from those chapters back to the main research questions
in order to provide these answers. While the limitations of the findings of
each individual chapter have been addressed in that very chapter, Section 7.3
discusses the limitations of this research project as a whole, and presents areas
for future research based on these limitations. Section 7.4, the very last part of
this thesis, delineates the key takeaways and implications from this research
both for marketing theory and practice.

7.2 discussion

Do brand worlds work in industrial marketing? And if so, how do they work?
Answering these questions was the main purpose of the research within this
PhD project. In the following sections, the ‘red thread’ described in Section 1.3
will therefore be picked up. They make the connections from the findings
of the previous chapters back to these main research questions in order to
answer them. Within a design science research framework, scientific research
on these questions that regard brand worlds as a design artifact, gives designers
and practitioners the “possibility to create, improve, orchestrate, and manage”
(Henseler, 2017a, p. 178) these types of marketing instruments.

7.2.1 Chapter 2: An Inquiry Into Experiential Marketing and Brand Worlds in
Industrial Marketing

In order to provide answers to the research questions, first a thorough under-
standing of the characteristics of these instruments of experiential marketing
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was needed, and an explanation of what makes them so successful in con-
sumer marketing. Based on a systematic review of the literature on B2C brand
worlds, seven main types of brand worlds in the consumer marketing area were
identified in Chapter 2, namely factory tours, visitor centers, brand museums,
showrooms, flagship stores, brand stores, and brand lands. Furthermore, the
analysis revealed that the main goals of these consumer brand worlds are
not only image based and related to branding, i.e. rather long-term oriented
(Manlow & Nobbs, 2013). These spaces also focus on the short term and have
concrete retailing purposes, reflecting the extent to which they also encourage
and emphasize direct purchasing decisions (Kozinets et al., 2002), for example
in flagship stores or merchandising stores attached to a brand museum or a
brand world. The characteristics that differentiate the various types of B2C
brand worlds from each other are first related to their content and the extent to
which this content is delivered in specific ways. While some spaces are more
hands-on, others are purely informational or educational. Furthermore, B2C
brand worlds differ in the extent to which they focus on entertainment or not,
whether they showcase the entire product range or only an excerpt, the past,
present or future of the brand, and the extent to which additional services are
offered. Physical characteristics are also important aspects in differentiating
different types of brand worlds. Their size, location, and the architecture and
design varies. The latter, for example, usually is more sophisticated in flagship
stores or brand lands than in brand stores. The extent to which the senses are
engaged in the brand world space also fall in this physical category, as does the
investment. It is usually directly linked to the size, location, and architecture
and design, and which can be quite large for large brand lands, or more humble
for factory tours.

Based on secondary information on existing brand worlds in industrial
markets, the study shows that theoretically, several of these characteristics
differentiating B2C brand worlds from each other can be transferred to the B2B
realm as well. In fact, business marketing practitioners not only successfully
implement such experiential marketing techniques and instruments in the
trade show industry for decades already (Rinallo et al., 2010), but also within
brand worlds of companies that market industrial goods and services.

Yet, although this shows that the characteristics and benefits of brand worlds
could theoretically be transferred and are in fact to a certain extent also trans-
ferred from B2C to B2B marketing, it does not yet show that these instruments
also work in this different context. Additionally, industrial marketing com-
panies might pursue entirely different goals with their brand worlds than
consumer marketing companies do, given the different nature of their cus-
tomers and also the different roles, functions, and values that brands have
in industrial markets (B. P. Brown et al., 2007; Leek & Christodoulides, 2012;
Seyedghorban et al., 2016; Zablah et al., 2010). Also, the difference in autotelic
and instrumental experiences on consumer and business markets suggests
(Rinallo et al., 2010), that business visitors to B2B brand worlds might have
different expectations towards their visit to a B2B brand world, and derive
a different value from it than consumers do when they visit a B2C brand
world. Therefore, this general introduction of the techniques and instruments
of experiential marketing, as implemented in brand worlds, to the industrial
marketing area could only serve as a first theoretical assessment and build the
foundation for future research.
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7.2.2 Chapter 3: Brand Worlds: Introducing Experiential Marketing to B2B Branding

Rooted in the first main research question of this PhD project, it was therefore
necessary to understand exactly what these motives of operating companies for
implementing brand worlds in industrial marketing are. Only knowing these
goals allows for the subsequent evaluation on whether industrial brand worlds
actually work in achieving these goals. Therefore, based on the exploratory
nature of this question, qualitative research – 37 qualitative expert interviews
with operating companies, exhibition designers, and business visitors – was
conducted in order to identify these goals, as laid out in Chapter 3.

The findings show that the main objectives of industrial companies to imple-
ment brand worlds are strongly related to building their brand. More specifi-
cally, companies with broad product portfolios aim to raise product awareness,
the extent to which someone is aware of and familiar with a company’s prod-
ucts and services (Collins, 2007). Brand worlds are an effective way to provide
all stakeholders, including the own employees, with a full overview and deep
knowledge of the company’s offerings in terms of new and existing products
or services. Furthermore, a goal that industrial companies pursue with their
brand worlds is to link certain associations to their brands. Brand associations
refer to three distinct perspectives, namely the brand-as-product perspective,
which involves functional benefits and highlights the value proposition of the
brand; the brand-as-person perspective, which establishes a link to the brands
emotional and self-expressive benefits; and the brand-as-organization perspec-
tive, which considers the organization and its people, values, and programs
behind the brand (D. A. Aaker, 1996b). Especially the brand-as-person and
the brand-as-organization perspective are important goals that the operating
companies pursue with their brand worlds. The industrial buying context still
involves a high degree of personal interactions and trust in those individuals
and the organizations behind them (e.g. Lilien, 2016). Brand worlds are unique
and strong ways to enable these personal interactions and establish this trust.
This is based therein that the visitor’s are basically invited into the brand’s
‘home’ and ‘living room’, the brand world, and they spend dedicated one-on-
one time with the individuals of the respective organization there, from several
hours to even several days, in which these positive brand associations can be
built.

Regarding direct sales and profit, brand worlds in industrial marketing are
clearly also seen as sales instruments, which contribute to relationship building
and the entire customer journey. Yet, they are only expected to increase sales
further down the road, in line with the fact that the entire buying process in
B2B is more complex than in B2C (R. Grewal & Lilien, 2012).

These findings give first qualitative support describing that brand worlds
do actually ‘work’ also in industrial marketing from the operating company’s
perspective. Informants in fact stated that brand worlds are more effective than
any other marketing instruments in providing an overview of the products and
capabilities of a brand.

In the same study, the expectations that business visitors have towards, and
the value they derive from a visit to a brand world in industrial marketing were
investigated. This provided first, qualitative information on whether brand
worlds ‘work’ not only for the operating company, but also for the visitors.
In line with the literature (Rinallo et al., 2010), business visitors expect that
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the visit to a brand world in industrial markets first of all helps them in their
own business endeavors, i.e. that it is instrumental in nature. Business visitors
expect to learn something new with respect to the operating company or its
products and services, or to understand something that they would not be
able to understand or learn without the brand world visit. They largely expect
that this curiosity and thirst for knowledge are satisfied in a pleasant and
appealing atmosphere. Furthermore, they generally expect to feel valued and
welcomed by the operating company during their visit, and, interestingly, they
partly also expect an emotionally appealing or even entertaining character
of the brand world visit. These more emotional and hedonic expectations
towards the B2B brand world visit add to and expand previous findings that
affections, emotions, heuristics, and subjective evaluations do play a role in
the industrial context as well (Bagozzi, 2006; Casidy et al., 2018; Iyer et al.,
2015; Leek & Christodoulides, 2012; Lynch & de Chernatony, 2007; Mohan
et al., 2018; Zablah et al., 2010). In the context of brand worlds in industrial
marketing, they do not only play a role, but they are even expected. The values
that business visitors derive from their B2B brand world visit are similar to
the ones identified in the context of B2B networking events (V.-W. Mitchell
et al., 2016). This indicates that those values can be transferred to the related
experiential marketing area in business markets. The most important of these
values of a brand world visit is, in line with the main expectation that visitors
have, the learning, epistemic, and knowledge value dimension. It comprises
generating and gathering new knowledge and information about the brand, as
well as theoretical information about the products, their production, and use
cases, as well as practical, hands-on trainings and experiences, for example for
product users. Furthermore, professional value is derived if the visit provides
value for the own company or the visitors themselves in some general way that
helps in their business lives, and serves a purposes in general, i.e. it provides
functional/utilitarian value. Yet, again also emotional value is derived in the
form of edutainment or enthusiasm, or if the aforementioned expectation of
appreciation and well-being is fulfilled. A highly interesting finding is that an
emotional way of presenting information in a B2B brand world also increases
the value of the visit, because these emotions act as a support for remembrance
and decision-making. In the same vein, value is derived from the visit if the
B2B brand worlds provides a connection of the B2B product or service to the
daily life of the visitor. The brand world visit also provides value for business
visitors by being a way of escapism from their daily job, and also by simply
providing the visitor with hedonic, altruistic, and entertaining experiences.
These findings also expand previous literature in the B2B area which points to
the relevance of emotional aspects and heuristics in the B2B buying process
(Casidy et al., 2018; Iyer et al., 2015; Mohan et al., 2018; Zablah et al., 2010).
Furthermore, the brand world visit also provides value for the visitors because
it allows them to build a relationship and trust with the organization, and
getting to know the human beings behind this organization.

Thus, these findings provide first qualitative support for the statement that
a visit to a well-designed industrial brand world not only ‘works’ for the
operating company, but is also a valuable experience for the business visitor.

Looking at research question two, how brand worlds work in industrial
marketing, the qualitative research in Chapter 3 also aimed at understanding
what the nature of brand worlds in industrial markets is and what they are
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constituted of, how they are perceived and how the experiences at these brand
world visits are co-created.

Therefore, not only operating companies and business visitors, but also
exhibition designers were interviewed. This approach allowed us to triangulate
their views in a comprehensive, multi-perspective sample. The study drew on
the psychological stance of phenomenology, the primary focus of which are
the questions of how we perceive, experience, and act in the world around
us (Dourish, 2004). The understanding of the nature of brand worlds in in-
dustrial marketing begins with the contents the operating company wants to
convey there. These are, on the one hand, rooted in the operating company’s
goals, but on the other hand also influenced by the varying expectations of
the individual business visitors. Therefore, these contents should be highly
contextual and individualized, in order to provide value for the business visitor.
The contents in turn manifest in the B2B brand world experiencescape, just
as in the consumer marketing area (O’Dell, 2010a). These experiencescapes
are strategically planned, laid out, and designed spaces in which experiences
are staged and consumed (O’Dell, 2010a). They comprise both the physical
artifacts and spaces such as the architecture, design, and exhibits, which form
a tangible embodiment of the brand, as well as the social environments and
practices in the brand world, the behavior of the employees, their competence
and attitude, i.e. the social representation of the brand. This B2B brand world
experiencescape describes the nature of the B2B brand world and what it is.
Thus, it consists of the physical artifacts and spaces, and the social environ-
ments and practices and affordances that these two components provide alone
and in combination. These B2B brand world experiencescapes are largely under
the control of the operating companies, and thus are their contribution to the
B2B brand world experience. Yet, affordances are action possibilities that invite
behavior based on the visitor’s capacities to perceive and engage with them
(Withagen et al., 2012). Therefore, when looking at how the experiences are
co-created at industrial brand worlds, and thus how these spaces work, two
main components have to be considered: On the one hand, the B2B brand
world experiencescape, reflecting the company’s contribution to the co-created
B2B brand world experience; and on the other hand the embodied cognition
of the B2B brand world, reflecting the visitor’s contribution to how he per-
ceives and interacts with the affordances provided within the B2B brand world
experiencescape, and thus how he experiences it. Through their actions and
perceptions on these affordances, the visitors interact with and influence both
the physical artifacts and spaces, as well as the social environment. This thus
leads to a joint action-perception cycle, through which the experience of visitors
at the B2B brand world is co-created between the visitors themselves and the
B2B brand world experiencescape.

These perceptions of and interactions and relationship-building processes
with subjects (i.e. the brands employees), as well as the interactions with,
perceptions of, and immersion in the physical environment leads to further
engagement, a personalization and co-production of the B2B brand world
experience and facilitates learning and relationship-building in the brand
world. To conclude, it is how the B2B brand world experience itself, and the
value in it for both parties, is co-created, and thus describes how brand worlds
work on the micro-level.
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7.2.3 Chapter 4: Differences Between Brand Worlds in B2C and B2B

Based on the study of Chapter 3, its 37 qualitative expert interviews and the
findings derived from them, Chapter 4 delineates how brand worlds in indus-
trial marketing differ from their counterparts in consumer marketing. While
they build on the same principles of experiential marketing, B2B companies
focus more on providing live product experiences, in order to explain often
complex products, and to create awareness for the whole breadth and depth of
their product portfolio in their brand worlds. B2B visitors expect a visit to sup-
port them in their own business activities. Furthermore, the visits, experiences,
and interactions in B2B brand worlds are more customized, based on a strong
personal interaction with the respective contact persons, sales agents or guides.
These differences have to be taken into account for the design, implementation,
and operation of brand worlds in industrial marketing, and therefore this chap-
ter can serve as the basis for possible design improvements of these artifacts
within the design science research paradigm. Furthermore, industrial brand
worlds often provide the physical environments where first interactions take
place and relationships are initiated and built. Given the importance of relation-
ships in business markets, and the interactions between actors which are at the
core of these relationships (Håkansson et al., 2009; Håkansson & Snehota, 1995),
it is therefore worthwhile for companies to further investigate how individual
processes and interactions that can involve organizational units, individuals,
or certain business activities such as business meetings, influence the overall
relationship (Guercini et al., 2014). The stimuli provided in a brand world and
its atmosphere and servicescape might, based on the findings of environmental
psychology literature (Baker et al., 2002; Bitner, 1992; Kotler, 1973; Mehrabian
& Russell, 1974), influence how the relationships and interactions built and
conducted within those spaces are perceived. This serves as an outline for
future research and investigations within the design science perspective, which
could provide useful information for the design, implementation and operation
of brand worlds in industrial marketing.

Yet, after having established how brand worlds in industrial marketing work
on a micro level in Chapter 3, the question still remains how they work on
a macro level? Or in other words, how do the experiences co-created at this
single touchpoint relate to the operating companies’ goals in a nomological
network and along the entire customer journey? Furthermore, in addition to
the first qualitative support in Chapter 3, a quantitative evaluation of whether
brand worlds actually do work in industrial markets is needed. In investigating
these question, a focus is laid on the impacts of a B2B brand world visit and
the experiences co-created there on two concepts, which span large parts of
the goals of operating companies identified in Chapter 3. They are furthermore
core concepts for branding and experiential marketing, both for marketing
science and practice: brand experience and brand equity (Andreini et al., 2018;
Mudambi, 2002; Seyedghorban et al., 2016).

7.2.4 Chapter 5: The Dynamic Nature of Brand Experience

Chapter 5 delineates the dynamic nature of brand experiences, which are
sensations, feelings, and cognition as well as behavioral responses evoked by
brand-related stimuli such as a brand’s identity, design, communication and
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environments (Brakus et al., 2009). Brand experience is not evaluating the expe-
rience with brands at a certain touchpoint, but instead these subjective, internal
consumer responses and behaviors represent the overall brand experience due
to multiple exposures to brand-related stimuli and the lasting trace stored
in long-term memory based on these exposures on individual touchpoints
(Brakus et al., 2009). Based on this conceptualization and recent literature on
the nature of customer experiences in general (Kranzbühler et al., 2018; Lemon
& Verhoef, 2016), a framework was developed in Chapter 5 that allows for
the investigation of the effects of different touchpoints and their experiential
stimuli on the overall brand experience and its dimensions. According to this
framework, pretest-posttest quasi-experimental designs can be used to assess
the impact of an individual touchpoint on brand experience, by measuring
brand experience before and after exposure to this very touchpoint.

7.2.5 Chapter 6: Entering B2B Brands’ Living Rooms: How Brand Worlds Can Help
Build Brand Equity

In line with previous work conducted in the branding and event marketing
area (Simonin & Ruth, 1998; Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013), the dynamic brand
experience framework developed in Chapter 5 was then combined with a
pretest-posttest measurement of brand equity. This combination forms the
basis for the quantitative evaluation of the two main research questions of
this thesis, whether brand worlds work in industrial marketing, and how they
work.

Based on a sample of 218 business visitors, Chapter 6 shows that a visit to a
B2B brand world does indeed significantly increase the levels of 11 out of 12

indicators used to measure brand experience, while the remaining indicator
remained unchanged. Furthermore, while the results for an increase in the
brand awareness dimension were inconclusive (one indicator showed a signifi-
cant decrease, one indicator remained unchanged, and one indicator showed
a significant increase), the 17 remaining indicators of brand associations, per-
ceived quality, brand loyalty, and overall brand equity all showed a significant
increase after the brand world visit compared to the observation before the
visit. Thus, brand worlds work in industrial marketing regarding an increase in
the levels of these two core constructs, and therefore they are not only effective
instruments for branding in the consumer marketing area (Dolbec & Chebat,
2013), but also in industrial markets.

Furthermore, the study gives insights about the mechanism of how these
artifacts work on a macro-level, within a nomological network that investigates
the experience co-created at the brand world and its relationship to behavioral
constructs. It shows that the experiences created at the individual touchpoint,
the brand world, are influenced by previous brand experiences, and in turn
influence post-visit brand experiences through a complementary mediation.
This supports the framework developed in Chapter 5, and the dynamic con-
ceptualizations of customer experiences along the entire customer journey
in general (Kranzbühler et al., 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). It furthermore
highlights the importance of these conceptualizations of customer experiences
at different levels of the individual touchpoint and the overall experience: The
study shows that the experience co-created at the individual touchpoint, the
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B2B brand world, influences the intended branding outcome of brand equity
both directly, as well as indirectly through post-visit brand experience.

Additionally, an important finding is that pre-visit brand equity levels have
no influence on the experience co-created in the B2B brand world. Therefore,
regardless of the levels of brand awareness, brand associations, perceived
quality, or brand loyalty the business visitors have prior to their visit, there is
a possibility for the operating company to co-create an extraordinary, strong,
memorable experience for the visitor in the brand world, which then influences
post-visit B2B brand equity directly and indirectly through post-visit brand
experiences.

A finding that underlines the power that these designed artifacts have for
branding purposes is that the total effect of the B2B brand world experience on
post-visit brand equity amounts to more than half of the size of the total effect
of pre-visit brand equity on post-visit brand equity. One the one hand, this
means that if the visitor was unaware of the brand, had negative associations
with the brand, perceived it as being of low quality, or was disloyal to the
brand prior to the visit, one single visit to a B2B brand world can compensate
for half of these possible preconceptions with respect to the visitors post-visit
brand equity evaluation. On the other hand, it also means that visitors who
have high levels of brand equity prior to the visit do not necessarily also have a
great experience at the brand world. If the visitors are in fact disappointed by
the experience at this individual touchpoint, it can also have a negative effect
on their levels of post-visit brand experience and on post-visit brand equity.
Thus, to reap the potential benefits of brand worlds in industrial marketing,
operating companies have to fulfill, if not exceed, the expectations of their
visitors. This calls for careful management and an individualization of the
brand world experience to each B2B visitor’s needs, and is in line with the
findings about the importance of individualization and the creation of a visit
that is relevant for the business visitor in that it supports him in his business
activities.

Understanding how the visitors’ experiences are co-created in these spaces
(Chapter 3), and how these designed artifacts differ from their counterparts
in the consumer marketing area (Chapter 4), provides industrial marketing
practitioners with the first tools for the successful design, management, and
operation of their brand worlds, in order to fully benefit from this powerful
branding instrument (Chapter 6).

7.3 limitations

In this last chapter, the main research questions, which provided the red thread
for this dissertation, have been answered. Yet regardless of the due care paid
during the entire process, this dissertation comes with some limitations and
areas for improvement, as does all research. While in each individual chapter,
the specific limitations of the respective chapter have been addressed, this
section now assesses the overall limitations of the results of this PhD project.

First, by adopting a mixed methods approach with systematic literature
reviews, qualitative expert interviews, and quantitative surveys as data col-
lection methods, and taking precautions regarding validity and reliability in
each of these individual studies, the necessary efforts were made to benefit
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from the strengths of these individual research methods while at the same time
containing their weaknesses in the overall research project.

As described in Chapter 6, although being a representative example for brand
worlds in industrial markets in the eyes of the author, only one brand world
was used to assess quantitatively, whether they work or not and how they
work on a macro level. A valuable point for further validation of the findings
would therefore be the replication of the quantitative study in the context of
other settings and also other cultures, in order to investigate whether these
instruments not only work in this specific industry or culture. The qualitative
study in Chapter 3 provides first qualitative support for this.

Furthermore, this dissertation showed quantitatively that brand worlds in
industrial markets work in increasing brand experience and brand equity,
two core concepts in marketing science and practice, and key motives of
operating companies to implement brand worlds. Yet, also other goals of
operating companies were identified in Chapter 3. It would be worthwhile to
also examine whether and how brand worlds in industrial markets work in
achieving these different goals, such as customer integration, employer and
internal branding, or initiating and closing sales.

Additionally, in the quantitative study in Chapter 6, this thesis focused on
the effectiveness of brand worlds in industrial marketing from the operating
companies perspective. For a full understanding of this marketing instrument
it would also be worthwhile to combine these findings with the visitors per-
spective, as done in the qualitative study in Chapter 3. Further research could
quantitatively investigate the usefulness of brand worlds in industrial mar-
keting from the visitors’ perspective, regarding whether and which of their
expectations are met, and to what extent value is derived from the visit. This
could also provide further quantitative information on how these expecta-
tions can be met and which factors are most important for customers in the
co-creation of a valuable experience.

An important question that remains unanswered by this PhD project is one
that is not only of interest for theory, but especially for marketing practice.
It has also been asked in the context of many other marketing instruments,
specifically for trade shows, the one area where experiential marketing was
already introduced to industrial markets (Gopalakrishna, Lilien, Williams, &
Sequeira, 1995; Rinallo et al., 2010): Do they pay off? Answering this question
would be highly beneficial for operating companies. Yet, so far it is not only
also unanswered for brand worlds in consumer markets. In general, evaluating
which one of various touchpoints along the entire customer journey ‘caused’
a customer to buy, or its contribution to a sale, is difficult to evaluate for the
offline world (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). Therefore, the quantitative evaluation
of a KPI such as a ‘return on investment’ for brand worlds might be difficult to
achieve.

7.4 implications

Similar to the limitations, the key takeaways of each individual chapter of
this dissertation were described in that respective chapter. This final section
of this thesis will describe what the key findings related to the main research
questions of this dissertation mean for theory and practice.
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7.4.1 Implications for marketing theory

Adopting a design science perspective, this dissertation is an ex-post evaluation
of an existing and already implemented design artifact (van Aken et al., 2016),
namely of brand worlds in industrial marketing. By showing that they work in
increasing the behavioral constructs brand experience and brand equity, this
thesis scientifically justifies their use and shows the effectiveness of these expe-
riential marketing instruments for branding purposes in the industrial context.
Furthermore, by showing how these brand worlds work in industrial markets
on a micro-level (how the B2B brand world experience is co-created) and on a
macro-level (how the B2B brand world experience works in a nomological net
of pre- and post-visit brand experience and brand equity) this dissertation al-
lows for further improvements of the design, implementation and management
of these marketing instruments (Holmström et al., 2009; G. G. Meyer et al.,
2014; Peffers et al., 2007; van Aken et al., 2016). These findings underscore
the general usefulness of the design science perspective and its processes for
marketing research (Henseler, 2017a).

This dissertation also makes several contributions that have implications to
the important yet under-researched field of customer experiences in industrial
markets (Zolkiewski et al., 2017). It introduces experiential marketing in general,
and specifically brand worlds as an experiential marketing instrument, to the
B2B branding literature and shows that this instrument actually also works in
this context. In doing so, it answers a call for further research on experiential
marketing instruments and their effectiveness in B2B markets (Rinallo et al.,
2010).

This thesis furthermore first transferred recent conceptualizations on the
multilevel and dynamic nature of customer experiences from the consumer
marketing area (Kranzbühler et al., 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016) to industrial
marketing. Second, it linked these conceptualizations with the concept of brand
experiences and conceptualized brand experiences as a concept with a dynamic
nature as well, thus contributing to recent academic developments on brand
experiences (Andreini et al., 2018). Third, by showing that the experiences
co-created at the individual touchpoint of the B2B brand world are influenced
by pre-visit brand experience and themselves influence post-visit brand experi-
ence, it also empirically supported this dynamic conceptualization of brand
experiences.

Furthermore, in our use of the brand experience scale of Brakus et al. (2009)
in the B2B brand world setting, we have shown that it can also be reliably
and validly used in this industrial marketing context. This supports recent
arguments in this direction (Saari & Mäkinen, 2016).

Additionally, the use of a phenomenological perspective within this disserta-
tion has provided explanations for how the experiences at B2B brand worlds
are co-created. This contributes to the research stream that uses a phenomeno-
logical characterization of experiences (Helkkula, 2011), and shows that this
perspective and its conceptualizations of affordances and embodiment are
useful for understanding how we perceive, experience, and act in the world
around us not only as consumers, but also as individuals within the role of our
job.

Lastly, with respect to the research stream of experiences in industrial mar-
kets, this thesis has shown that visitors not only derive instrumental value
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from a B2B brand world visit, but that also the emotional and hedonic aspects
of the experience play a role and are valuable in the industrial context. This
is on the one hand contradictory to findings which suggest that industrial
buyer experiences are not autotelic but exclusively instrumental, no matter
how entertaining they might be (Rinallo et al., 2010). On the other hand, it
supports recent findings which show that subjective evaluations, heuristics, and
emotions do play a role for business buyers as well (Bagozzi, 2006; Casidy et al.,
2018; Iyer et al., 2015; Leek & Christodoulides, 2012; Lynch & de Chernatony,
2007; Mohan et al., 2018; Zablah et al., 2010).

These emotional aspects lead to the second large research stream that this
dissertation has implications for, namely branding in the industrial marketing
context. This dissertation has furthered the knowledge on brand building
strategies and tactics by introducing the concept of experiential marketing to
the B2B branding area and investigating it. It has shown that and how brand
worlds, as an instrument of experiential marketing and the apexes of branding
in consumer marketing, work in this different context. In fact, when looking at
the focal outcome of most branding efforts, the levels of brand equity, the effect
of one single visit to a B2B brand world amounts to more than half of the size
of the effect of the levels of brand equity that the visitors had before their visit.
This highlights how powerful and useful brand worlds can also be for branding
purposes in the industrial context. Given the importance of research on brand
building and brand management tactics in business markets (Lindgreen et al.,
2010), this can be seen as a useful step forward for B2B branding theory.

Furthermore, what comes to mind when thinking about a brand world as
the “home of the brand” (Moore et al., 2010, p. 153) or the metaphorical ‘liv-
ing room’ into which the business visitor is invited, is the strong connection
and relationship that can be forged there, inter-personally and also between
individuals and the brand as a whole. Brands can serve as legitimate relation-
ship partners in B2C (Fournier, 1998), and relationships and interactions are
also core aspects of business marketing (Håkansson et al., 2009; Håkansson
& Snehota, 1995). The role of emotions, heuristics, and subjective evaluations
is also increasingly acknowledged in organizational buying behavior as well
(Casidy et al., 2018; Iyer et al., 2015; Mohan et al., 2018; Zablah et al., 2010).
Further research might pay tribute to these emotional and subjective aspects in
business markets, and especially in brand worlds as living room of the brand.
One of these concepts that could be involved here is the important role of trust
or brand trust especially in industrial markets (Doney & Cannon, 1997), the
willingness to rely on the ability of the brand to perform its stated function
(Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Moorman et al., 1992; Morgan & Hunt, 1994).
One could imagine that an invitation and the visit to the ‘living room’ of a
brand can contribute to building this trust. Furthermore, brand affect, a brand’s
potential to evoke positive emotional responses (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001)
might play a role in the visit. Lastly, the invitation to visit the brands ‘living
room’ might also have an effect on brand intimacy. This concept is defined as
the degree of closeness, connectedness, and bondedness with a brand (Thorb-
jørnsen et al., 2002), as the consumer having a detailed knowledge of the brand
and the brand having special meaning for the consumer (Srivastava et al., 2016),
and as a deep understanding between the brand and the consumer through
information disclosure (J. Aaker et al., 2004). In brand worlds, where visitors
are provided with detailed, transparent, authentic, and first-hand information
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in a live, on-site experience, such an intimacy might even develop in industrial
markets.

7.4.2 Implications for marketing practice

While some B2B practitioners are still skeptical about the role of brands and
branding in industrial markets, and convinced that only objective and func-
tional attributes matter in the organizational buying process (Amonini, McColl-
Kennedy, Soutar, & Sweeney, 2010), empirical evidence in research increasingly
points to the contrary (e.g. B. P. Brown, Zablah, Bellenger, & Johnston, 2011;
Casidy et al., 2018; Chang, Wang, & Arnett, 2018; Iyer et al., 2015; Leek &
Christodoulides, 2012; Lynch & de Chernatony, 2007; Mohan et al., 2018; Y. J.
Wang et al., 2018; Zablah et al., 2010). Branding researchers even claim that
branding is just as important in industrial markets as it is in consumer markets
(Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006). Brands are in fact important and valuable intangible
assets not only in B2C, but also in B2B (Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2007). Yet, despite
this importance, relatively little is known about brand building and brand
management in business markets. Especially, research about strategic and tac-
tical issues related to building, managing, and refreshing brands is nascent
(Lindgreen et al., 2010), and therefore industrial marketers remain uncertain
about how to build their brands (Sheth & Sinha, 2015). The differences between
consumer and industrial markets imply that the tactics to achieve a strong
brand are likely to differ for the two contexts (Lindgreen et al., 2010).

While some companies in the industrial marketing area have already made
use of the branding instruments which are called the apexes of branding in
consumer markets (Dolbec & Chebat, 2013) and implemented different types
of brand worlds, it has so far not been investigated scientifically, whether
these spaces actually work in this different context or not. Researchers even
stated that some of the experiential marketing tactics that work in consumer
marketing and which are motivated by autotelic activities for the visitors, such
as fantasies, feelings, and fun, might be ineffective or even counter-productive
in business markets (Rinallo et al., 2010).

The research within the scope of this dissertation has proven that brand
worlds do work also in industrial marketing, and that they are actually power-
ful instruments for the operating companies to build strong brands. Now, one
might argue that these spaces are only viable for large multinational corpora-
tions which can afford the immense costs that come with the implementation
of such brand worlds. Yet, our sample in Chapter 3 shows, that even small
and medium enterprises with around 200 employees and 40 million e in sales
turnover per year make use of these instruments and are successful with them.
Sometimes even minimal investments can turn mere factories into museum-
like showcases and engaging brand worlds, just as in consumer marketing
(Kozinets et al., 2002). Furthermore, these branded spaces can be valuable
additions to existing marketing communication instruments. In a way, they can
be permanent forms of trade show booths, and the exhibits could be used in
both the brand world and the trade show format.

The research within this dissertation has also shown how brand worlds work
in industrial marketing. In this context, several important general aspects and
also differences in comparison to their B2C counterparts have been identified
which are relevant for the design, implementation, management, and operation
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of these spaces. First, the experiences at B2B brand worlds are co-created by
both the operating company and the visitor. While the operating company
provides the content which manifests in the B2B brand world experiencescape,
i.e. the physical artifacts and spaces, as well as the social environments and
practices, the visitor perceives and acts upon the affordances that this ex-
periencescape provides. The more relevant, authentic, and also emotionally
appealing the content presented in the B2B brand world experiencescape is
for the visitor, the stronger is the interaction in a joint action-perception cycle.
This originates in the probably most important difference to brand worlds
in the consumer marketing area, namely that business visitors expect a visit
to support them in their own business activities. Thus, it is crucial for the
operating company to tailor and customize the visits to the expectations, needs,
and interests of the respective visitors, in order for them to perceive them as
relevant and derive value from them. This can be achieved through a strong
personal interaction with the respective contact persons, sales agents or guides
during the brand world visit, who have to adapt to those expectations, needs,
and interests.

But next to these functional aspects that support the visitors in their business
needs, also emotional and hedonic components do play a role even for business
visitors to brand worlds in industrial marketing, and should not be forgotten or
neglected. In order to explain often complex products, and to create awareness
for the whole breadth and depth of their product portfolio in their brand
worlds, industrial companies should for example focus on providing live
product experiences, link the products and experiences to the visitors’ everyday
lives, and try to immerse them in the experience. These more autotelic aspects
also help visitors to understand and to remember the experience, and, based
on heuristics, simplify decision making for them.

Yet, the way the brand presents itself and its products and services within
the brand world should always be authentic, transparent, and true. To illustrate
this with a quote:

“Advertising great Bill Bernbach said, ‘The most powerful element
in advertising is the truth.’ If you make a promise about your
organization, it should be something that can’t be disputed when
people walk through your doors. The promise can be aspirational
or even transformational, but you have to live up to what you’re
claiming in the marketplace.” Dunham (2015)

In brand worlds, people literally walk through your doors. They are the
home of the brand, its metaphorical living room. Not only has it to be true
what is claimed outside those doors in the marketplace, one also has to live up
to what is promised inside these doors. Ultimately, the visit to a brand world
in industrial marketing can then lead to an increase of brand equity, and to a
stronger, mutual, and possibly even ‘intimate’ relationship between the visitor
and the brand, and benefit both parties.





AA P P E N D I X

a.1 appendix chapter 2

139



140 appendix

Ta
bl

e
A

.1
:O

ve
rv

ie
w

of
so

ur
ce

s
an

d
di

sc
us

se
d

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s

of
B2

C
br

an
d

w
or

ld
s

g
o

a
l

r
e

-
l

a
t

e
d

c
o

n
t

e
n

t
r

e
l

a
t

e
d

p
h

y
s

i
c

a
l

c
h

a
r

a
c

t
e

r
-

i
s

t
i
c

s

c
u

s
t

o
m

e
r

r
e

l
a

t
e

d

s
o

u
r

c
e

c
o

n
t

r
i
b

u
t

i
o

n
t

o
b

r
a

n
d

w
o

r
l

d
r

e
s

e
a

r
c

h

Image

Retail

Hands-on

Education/
Information
Entertainment

Product
range

Time
perspective

Additional
Services
Size

Location

Architecture/
Design

Multisensuality

Investment

Target
group

Stageincust.
relationship
Dialectical/
Co-creation

Bo
rg

hi
ni

et
al

.
(2

0
0

9
)

Id
en

ti
fi

es
th

e
lin

k
be

tw
ee

n
re

ta
il

br
an

d
id

eo
lo

gy
an

d
p

la
ce

in
br

an
de

d
re

ta
il

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ts

/
em

pl
ac

ed
co

ns
um

er
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

s.
R

ic
h,

va
ri

eg
at

ed
,i

nt
en

tio
na

lly
m

or
al

an
d

va
lu

e-
la

de
n

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
s

ar
e

ke
y

el
em

en
ts

in
en

ac
ti

ng
re

ta
il

br
an

d
id

eo
lo

gy

1
0

0
1

0
0

1
1

0
0

1
0

0
0

0
1

D
ia

m
on

d
et

al
.(

2
0

0
9

)
D

el
in

ea
ti

on
of

th
e

pi
vo

ta
lr

ol
e

of
d

is
ti

nc
ti

ve
re

ta
il

sp
ac

es
in

th
e

cr
ea

ti
on

of
a

co
m

p
le

x,
p

ow
er

fu
l

br
an

d
ge

st
al

t
as

“s
hr

in
e

an
d

dw
el

lin
g"

of
th

e
br

an
d

1
1

0
0

0
0

0
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

D
ol

be
c

an
d

C
he

ba
t

(2
0
1
3
)

In
flu

en
ce

of
st

or
e

ty
pe

as
m

od
er

at
or

of
th

e
re

la
ti

on
sh

ip
be

tw
ee

n
st

or
e

im
ag

e
an

d
br

an
d

ex
p

er
ie

nc
e.

St
ro

ng
er

im
p

ac
t

of
fl

ag
sh

ip
st

or
es

on
br

an
d

at
ti

tu
d

e,
br

an
d

at
ta

ch
m

en
t

an
d

br
an

d
eq

u
it

y
co

m
p

ar
ed

to
re

gu
la

r
br

an
d

st
or

es
,

d
u

e
to

th
e

m
or

e
p

ow
er

fu
l

br
an

d
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

s
th

ey
al

lo
w

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
0

1
0

0
1

1
0

0
1

D
oy

le
et

al
.

(2
0

0
8

)
H

ig
hl

ig
ht

s
th

e
va

lu
e

of
fo

rw
ar

d
in

te
gr

at
io

n
as

a
m

ea
ns

of
es

ta
b-

lis
hi

ng
br

an
d

co
nt

ex
t

an
d

ex
p

er
ie

nc
e.

d
em

on
st

ra
te

s
th

e
w

id
er

va
lu

e
of

th
e

fl
ag

sh
ip

st
or

e
as

a
br

an
d

m
an

ag
em

en
t

d
ev

ic
e

an
d

th
e

po
te

nt
ia

lc
on

tr
ib

ut
io

n
to

br
an

d
co

m
m

un
ic

at
io

n
fo

r
no

n-
re

ta
il

ba
se

d
or

ga
ni

za
ti

on
s

1
1

0
0

0
1

1
1

1
1

1
0

1
1

0
0

G
ilm

or
e

an
d

Pi
ne

(2
0

0
2

)
Pr

ac
ti

ti
on

er
ar

ti
cl

e
on

th
e

cr
ea

ti
on

of
en

ga
gi

ng
,a

bs
or

bi
ng

ve
nu

e
by

in
no

va
tiv

e
co

m
pa

ni
es

,t
o

re
ac

h
th

ei
r

cu
st

om
er

s,
an

d
cr

ea
te

an
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

w
it

hi
n

th
em

1
1

1
1

1
0

0
0

1
1

1
0

1
1

1
1



A.1 appendix chapter 2 141

Ta
bl

e
A

.1
:O

ve
rv

ie
w

of
so

ur
ce

s
an

d
di

sc
us

se
d

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s

of
B2

C
br

an
d

w
or

ld
s

ct
d.

g
o

a
l

r
e

-
l

a
t

e
d

c
o

n
t

e
n

t
r

e
l

a
t

e
d

p
h

y
s

i
c

a
l

c
h

a
r

a
c

t
e

r
-

i
s

t
i
c

s

c
u

s
t

o
m

e
r

r
e

l
a

t
e

d

s
o

u
r

c
e

c
o

n
t

r
i
b

u
t

i
o

n
t

o
b

r
a

n
d

w
o

r
l

d
r

e
s

e
a

r
c

h

Image

Retail

Hands-on

Education/
Information
Entertainment

Product
range

Time
perspective

Additional
Services
Size

Location

Architecture/
Design

Multisensuality

Investment

Target
group

Stageincust.
relationship
Dialectical/
Co-creation

H
ol

le
nb

ec
k

et
al

.(
2

0
0

8
)

E
xp

an
si

on
of

br
an

d
m

ea
ni

ng
in

a
br

an
d

m
u

se
u

m
am

on
g

th
e

se
ve

n
di

m
en

si
on

s
hu

m
an

iz
at

io
n,

so
ci

al
iz

at
io

n,
lo

ca
liz

at
io

n,
gl

ob
-

al
iz

at
io

n,
co

nt
ex

tu
al

iz
at

io
n,

th
ea

tr
ic

iz
at

io
n,

an
d

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
za

ti
on

1
1

1
1

1
0

1
1

0
1

0
1

0
0

0
1

Jo
y

et
al

.
(2

0
1

4
)

Po
st

ul
at

io
n

of
ar

ta
s

es
se

nt
ia

le
le

m
en

tt
o

th
e

st
ru

ct
ur

e
an

d
pr

oc
es

s
of

a
lu

xu
ry

br
an

d
’s

id
en

ti
ty

,
in

co
nt

ra
st

to
p

re
vi

ou
s

lit
er

at
u

re
se

ei
ng

ar
t

m
er

el
y

as
’th

em
e’

1
1

1
1

1
1

0
1

0
0

1
0

0
0

0
1

K
oz

in
et

s
et

al
.

(2
0

0
2

)
C

on
ce

p
tu

al
iz

at
io

n
an

d
ex

p
lo

ra
ti

on
of

th
em

ed
fl

ag
sh

ip
br

an
d

st
or

es
in

te
rm

s
of

m
yt

ho
lo

gy
ca

la
pp

ea
la

nd
na

rr
at

iv
es

co
nv

ey
ed

by
th

ei
r

p
hy

si
ca

l
an

d
sy

m
bo

lic
st

ru
ct

u
re

.
P

ro
je

ct
io

ns
of

ho
w

fla
gs

hi
p

br
an

d
st

or
es

m
ig

ht
tr

an
sf

or
m

in
th

e
fu

tu
re

1
1

1
1

1
0

1
0

1
1

1
1

1
0

0
1

K
oz

in
et

s
et

al
.

(2
0

0
4

)
L

u
d

ic
ag

en
cy

in
re

ta
il

sp
ec

ta
cl

es
,a

nd
in

te
ra

ge
nc

y
(d

ia
le

ct
ic

al
ly

ne
go

ti
at

ed
co

ns
um

pt
io

n)
as

re
su

lt
of

em
be

dd
ed

in
te

re
st

s
of

co
n-

su
m

er
an

d
pr

od
uc

er
w

it
hi

n
an

ot
he

r

0
0

0
0

1
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
1

M
an

lo
w

an
d

N
ob

bs
(2

0
1

3
)

E
xp

lo
ra

ti
on

of
th

e
m

ea
ni

ng
an

d
u

sa
ge

of
br

an
d

ed
sp

ac
es

an
d

re
ta

ili
ng

st
ra

te
gi

es
to

m
an

ag
er

s
an

d
cu

st
om

er
s

1
1

0
0

0
1

1
1

1
1

1
0

1
1

0
1

M
oo

re
et

al
.

(2
0

1
0

)
In

ve
st

ig
at

io
n

of
th

e
ro

le
,f

or
m

an
d

fu
nc

ti
on

of
fla

gs
hi

p
st

or
es

as
m

ar
ke

t
en

tr
y

m
ec

ha
ni

sm
of

lu
xu

ry
fa

sh
io

n
re

ta
ile

rs
1

1
0

0
0

0
1

0
1

1
1

0
1

1
1

0

M
oo

re
et

al
.

(2
0

0
0

)
Id

en
ti

fi
ca

ti
on

of
fl

ag
sh

ip
st

or
es

as
ke

y
el

em
en

ts
in

tw
o

of
fo

u
r

st
ag

es
of

in
te

rn
at

io
na

liz
at

io
n

an
d

m
ar

ke
t

d
ev

el
op

m
en

t
fo

r
d

e-
si

gn
er

re
ta

il
br

an
ds

1
0

0
0

0
1

0
0

1
1

0
0

1
0

0
0

N
ob

bs
et

al
.

(2
0

1
2

)
D

el
in

ea
tio

n
of

th
e

lu
xu

ry
fla

gs
hi

p
st

or
e

fo
rm

at
,i

ts
fu

nc
tio

ns
an

d
ch

ar
ac

te
ri

st
ic

s
1

1
0

0
0

1
0

1
1

1
1

0
1

1
1

0



142 appendix

Ta
bl

e
A

.1
:O

ve
rv

ie
w

of
so

ur
ce

s
an

d
di

sc
us

se
d

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s

of
B2

C
br

an
d

w
or

ld
s

ct
d.

g
o

a
l

r
e

-
l

a
t

e
d

c
o

n
t

e
n

t
r

e
l

a
t

e
d

p
h

y
s

i
c

a
l

c
h

a
r

a
c

t
e

r
-

i
s

t
i
c

s

c
u

s
t

o
m

e
r

r
e

l
a

t
e

d

s
o

u
r

c
e

c
o

n
t

r
i
b

u
t

i
o

n
t

o
b

r
a

n
d

w
o

r
l

d
r

e
s

e
a

r
c

h

Image

Retail

Hands-on

Education/
Information
Entertainment

Product
range

Time
perspective

Additional
Services
Size

Location

Architecture/
Design

Multisensuality

Investment

Target
group

Stageincust.
relationship
Dialectical/
Co-creation

P
en

al
oz

a
(1

9
9

8
)

In
ve

st
ig

at
io

n
of

th
e

co
ns

u
m

p
ti

on
of

sp
ec

ta
cl

e
in

a
hy

br
id

co
m

-
bi

na
ti

on
of

st
or

e
an

d
m

us
eu

m
.S

pe
ct

ac
ul

ar
co

ns
um

pt
io

n
is

pa
r-

ti
ci

p
at

iv
e,

in
vo

lv
ed

kn
ow

le
d

ge
of

it
s

p
ro

d
u

ct
io

n
an

d
en

ta
ile

d
th

e
co

ns
u

m
p

ti
on

of
sp

ac
e,

cu
lt

u
ra

l
m

ea
ni

ng
s

an
d

p
ro

d
u

ct
s.

It
in

vo
lv

ed
m

ov
em

en
t

an
d

in
te

ra
ct

io
n

1
1

1
1

0
1

0
0

0
1

1
1

0
0

0
0

Sh
er

ry
et

al
.

(2
0

0
1

)
Ex

pl
or

at
io

n
of

th
e

in
st

ru
m

en
ta

lr
el

at
io

ns
hi

p
be

tw
ee

n
re

ta
il

sp
ac

e
an

d
co

ns
um

er
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

,t
he

m
ot

iv
at

io
n

of
co

ns
um

er
s

th
ro

ug
h

re
ta

il
th

ea
te

r,
an

d
th

ei
r

re
ac

ti
on

to
it

0
1

1
0

1
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
1

W
oh

lf
ei

l
an

d
W

he
la

n
(2

0
0

5
)

In
tr

od
uc

ti
on

of
ev

en
t-

m
ar

ke
ti

ng
an

d
it

s
fe

at
ur

es
,a

s
un

d
er

st
oo

d
by

G
er

m
an

ac
ad

em
ic

s
as

an
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

-o
ri

en
te

d
m

ar
ke

tin
g

co
m

-
m

un
ic

at
io

n
st

ra
te

gy
,t

o
an

in
te

rn
at

io
na

la
ud

ie
nc

e

1
1

1
1

1
0

0
0

0
0

0
1

0
1

0
1

W
oh

lf
ei

l
an

d
W

he
la

n
(2

0
0

7
)

In
ve

st
ig

at
io

n
of

co
ns

u
m

er
s’

m
ot

iv
at

io
n

to
vi

si
t,

ex
p

er
ie

nc
e,

ge
t

in
vo

lv
ed

in
an

d
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

e
in

a
br

an
d

la
nd

1
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

K
ag

el
m

an
n

(1
9

9
8

)
D

es
cr

ip
ti

on
of

a
w

id
e

ra
ng

e
of

d
if

fe
re

nt
ty

p
es

of
ex

p
er

ie
nc

e
w

or
ld

s
(“

Er
le

bn
is

w
el

te
n"

)
an

d
th

ei
r

co
re

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s

1
0

0
1

1
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

K
en

t
(2

0
1

2
)

D
el

in
ea

ti
on

of
th

e
co

nc
ep

t
of

fla
gs

hi
p

st
or

es
as

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
pa

rt
s

of
th

e
la

ng
u

ag
e

of
br

an
d

in
g

an
d

p
ro

m
ot

io
n,

an
d

th
ei

r
p

os
si

bl
e

re
le

va
nc

e
in

th
e

U
K

re
ta

il
m

ar
ke

t

0
0

1
0

0
1

0
0

1
1

1
0

1
1

0
1

K
en

t
an

d
Br

ow
n

(2
0

1
2

)
In

tr
od

uc
tio

n
to

th
e

co
nc

ep
to

ffl
ag

sh
ip

m
ar

ke
tin

g,
its

in
st

ru
m

en
ts

an
d

th
ei

r
ch

ar
ac

te
ri

st
ic

s
1

0
0

0
0

1
0

1
1

1
1

0
1

1
0

0



A.1 appendix chapter 2 143

Ta
bl

e
A

.1
:O

ve
rv

ie
w

of
so

ur
ce

s
an

d
di

sc
us

se
d

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s

of
B2

C
br

an
d

w
or

ld
s

ct
d.

g
o

a
l

r
e

-
l

a
t

e
d

c
o

n
t

e
n

t
r

e
l

a
t

e
d

p
h

y
s

i
c

a
l

c
h

a
r

a
c

t
e

r
-

i
s

t
i
c

s

c
u

s
t

o
m

e
r

r
e

l
a

t
e

d

s
o

u
r

c
e

c
o

n
t

r
i
b

u
t

i
o

n
t

o
b

r
a

n
d

w
o

r
l

d
r

e
s

e
a

r
c

h

Image

Retail

Hands-on

Education/
Information
Entertainment

Product
range

Time
perspective

Additional
Services
Size

Location

Architecture/
Design

Multisensuality

Investment

Target
group

Stageincust.
relationship
Dialectical/
Co-creation

K
ili

an
(2

0
0

9
)

P
ro

po
si

ti
on

of
a

co
nc

ep
tu

al
fr

am
ew

or
k

fo
r

ex
pe

ri
en

ti
al

m
ar

ke
t-

in
g

an
d

br
an

d
ex

p
er

ie
nc

es
.

P
ro

vi
si

on
of

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
co

m
p

o-
ne

nt
s

an
d

su
cc

es
s

fa
ct

or
s

fo
r

re
al

br
an

d
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

w
or

ld
s,

an
d

ov
er

vi
ew

of
ty

pe
s

of
br

an
d

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
w

or
ld

s

1
1

1
1

1
1

0
1

1
1

1
0

1
0

0
1

K
ir

ch
ge

or
g

et
al

.(
2

0
0

9
)

Bo
ok

on
liv

e
co

m
m

un
ic

at
io

n.
D

es
cr

ip
tio

n
an

d
de

fin
iti

on
of

br
an

d
la

nd
s

an
d

sh
ow

ro
om

s
as

p
er

m
an

en
t,

co
m

p
an

y-
ow

ne
d

in
st

ru
-

m
en

ts
of

liv
e

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n.

Pr
ov

is
io

n
of

im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n
gu

id
e-

lin
es

1
1

0
1

1
1

0
1

0
1

0
1

0
1

0
1

K
ir

ch
ge

or
g

et
al

.(
2

0
1

2
)

C
ha

p
te

r
on

br
an

d
la

nd
s

in
a

bo
ok

on
cu

st
om

er
ex

p
er

ie
nc

e.
O

u
tl

in
e

of
th

ei
r

d
efi

ni
ti

on
,c

ha
ra

ct
er

is
ti

cs
,t

ar
ge

t
gr

ou
p

s,
m

u
lt

i-
se

ns
ua

la
pp

ro
ac

h,
an

d
va

lu
e

in
th

e
liv

e
co

m
m

un
ic

at
io

n
m

ix

1
0

1
1

1
0

0
0

0
1

1
1

0
1

0
1

M
as

se
nb

ac
h

(2
0

0
9

)
In

ve
st

ig
at

io
n

of
th

e
ef

fe
ct

of
a

co
ns

u
m

p
ti

on
-i

nt
en

si
ve

ex
p

er
i-

en
ce

at
th

e
po

in
t

of
sa

le
on

cu
st

om
er

sa
ti

sf
ac

ti
on

an
d

co
ns

um
er

be
ha

vi
or

in
th

e
au

to
m

ot
iv

e
in

d
u

st
ry

.C
on

si
d

er
at

io
n

of
cu

lt
u

ra
l

as
pe

ct
s

by
in

ve
st

ig
at

in
g

tw
o

d
is

ti
nc

t
br

an
d

w
or

ld
s

in
G

er
m

an
y

an
d

Si
ng

ap
or

e

1
1

0
1

1
1

0
0

0
1

1
0

0
1

1
1

M
ei

ni
ck

e
(2

0
0

3
)

Id
en

tifi
ca

tio
n,

de
sc

ri
pt

io
n

an
d

de
fin

iti
on

of
th

re
e

m
ai

n
ca

te
go

ri
es

of
ex

p
er

ie
nc

e
w

or
ld

s
(t

ou
ri

st
ic

,p
u

bl
ic

,i
nd

u
st

ri
al

),
se

ve
ra

l
su

b-
ty

p
es

,a
nd

th
ei

r
go

al
s

an
d

va
lu

e
fo

r
bo

th
th

e
cu

st
om

er
an

d
th

e
op

er
at

or

1
1

0
1

1
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
1

0
1

M
es

se
d

at
(2

0
0

7
)

P
re

se
nt

s
a

se
le

ct
io

n
of

ex
tr

ao
rd

in
ar

y
fl

ag
sh

ip
st

or
es

an
d

sh
ow

-
ro

om
s

fr
om

va
ri

ou
s

fie
ld

s,
w

hi
ch

cr
ea

te
an

em
ot

io
na

lc
on

ne
ct

io
n

be
tw

ee
n

m
an

uf
ac

tu
re

r
an

d
cu

st
om

er

1
0

0
1

0
1

1
0

1
1

0
0

1
0

0
1



144 appendix

Ta
bl

e
A

.1
:O

ve
rv

ie
w

of
so

ur
ce

s
an

d
di

sc
us

se
d

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s

of
B2

C
br

an
d

w
or

ld
s

ct
d.

g
o

a
l

r
e

-
l

a
t

e
d

c
o

n
t

e
n

t
r

e
l

a
t

e
d

p
h

y
s

i
c

a
l

c
h

a
r

a
c

t
e

r
-

i
s

t
i
c

s

c
u

s
t

o
m

e
r

r
e

l
a

t
e

d

s
o

u
r

c
e

c
o

n
t

r
i
b

u
t

i
o

n
t

o
b

r
a

n
d

w
o

r
l

d
r

e
s

e
a

r
c

h

Image

Retail

Hands-on

Education/
Information
Entertainment

Product
range

Time
perspective

Additional
Services
Size

Location

Architecture/
Design

Multisensuality

Investment

Target
group

Stageincust.
relationship
Dialectical/
Co-creation

M
ik

u
nd

a
(2

0
0

4
)

In
tr

od
u

ct
io

n
of

th
e

’t
hi

rd
sp

ac
e’

,
th

e
st

ag
ed

bu
si

ne
ss

an
d

re
-

ta
il

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
s

in
st

or
es

,r
es

ta
ur

an
ts

,h
ot

el
s,

an
d

m
us

eu
m

,a
nd

gu
id

el
in

es
fo

r
th

ei
r

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on

1
1

1
1

1
0

1
1

1
1

1
0

1
0

0
0

M
oo

re
an

d
D

oh
er

ty
(2

0
0

7
)

In
ve

st
ig

at
io

n
of

in
te

rn
at

io
na

lf
as

hi
on

fl
ag

sh
ip

st
or

es
re

ga
rd

in
g

th
ei

r
st

ra
te

gi
c

pu
rp

os
e,

lo
ca

tio
n

&
pl

ac
e,

at
m

os
ph

er
ic

s,
an

d
po

si
-

ti
on

in
th

e
di

st
ri

bu
ti

on
hi

er
ar

ch
y

1
1

0
0

0
1

0
1

1
1

1
0

1
1

1
0

N
u

fe
r

an
d

Sc
he

u
re

ck
er

(2
0

0
8

)

D
el

in
ea

tio
n

of
br

an
d

pa
rk

s
as

pe
rm

an
en

t
fo

rm
s

of
ev

en
t

m
ar

ke
t-

in
g.

D
es

cr
ib

es
th

ei
r

ev
ol

ut
io

n,
ta

rg
et

gr
ou

ps
,s

uc
ce

ss
fa

ct
or

s,
an

d
pr

ov
id

es
de

fin
it

io
ns

of
br

an
d

pa
rk

s

1
1

1
1

1
0

0
0

0
1

0
0

0
1

0
0

R
oo

st
(2

0
0

8
)

D
es

cr
ip

ti
on

of
br

an
d

in
g

ce
nt

er
s

as
im

ag
e

or
ie

nt
ed

p
ro

je
ct

s
at

to
u

ri
st

ic
or

co
rp

or
at

e
lo

ca
ti

on
s,

an
d

th
e

in
fl

u
en

ce
of

op
er

at
in

g
br

an
ds

on
ci

ty
ce

nt
er

s

1
1

1
1

1
0

0
0

1
1

1
0

1
1

0
0

St
ei

ne
ck

e
(2

0
0

2
)

In
tr

od
u

ct
io

n
of

in
d

u
st

ri
al

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
w

or
ld

s
at

th
e

in
te

rs
ec

ti
on

of
ec

on
om

y,
en

te
rt

ai
nm

en
t,

he
ri

ta
ge

,c
on

su
m

p
ti

on
an

d
le

is
u

re
.

C
at

eg
or

iz
at

io
n

of
d

if
fe

re
nt

ty
pe

s
al

on
gs

id
e

th
e

ax
is

he
ri

ta
ge

vs
.

M
ar

ke
t

an
d

lo
ca

tio
n

vs
de

st
in

at
io

n.
D

efi
ni

ti
on

s
an

d
de

sc
ri

pt
io

ns
of

su
cc

es
s

fa
ct

or
s

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

0
1

0
0

0
1

0
0

St
ei

ne
ck

e
(2

0
0

4
)

P
ro

vi
d

es
an

ov
er

vi
ew

of
br

an
d

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
w

or
ld

s,
th

ei
r

ch
ar

ac
-

te
ri

st
ic

s,
fu

nc
ti

on
s,

an
d

tr
en

ds
in

th
e

ar
ea

1
1

1
1

1
0

1
1

1
1

1
0

1
1

0
1

T
hi

em
er

(2
0

0
4

)
In

ve
st

ig
at

es
ex

p
er

ie
nc

e
or

ie
nt

ed
co

m
m

u
ni

ca
ti

on
p

la
tf

or
m

s
as

in
st

ru
m

en
t

of
br

an
di

ng
in

th
e

au
to

m
ot

iv
e

in
du

st
ry

1
0

1
1

1
0

1
0

0
0

1
1

0
0

0
1



A.1 appendix chapter 2 145

Ta
bl

e
A

.1
:O

ve
rv

ie
w

of
so

ur
ce

s
an

d
di

sc
us

se
d

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s

of
B2

C
br

an
d

w
or

ld
s

ct
d.

g
o

a
l

r
e

-
l

a
t

e
d

c
o

n
t

e
n

t
r

e
l

a
t

e
d

p
h

y
s

i
c

a
l

c
h

a
r

a
c

t
e

r
-

i
s

t
i
c

s

c
u

s
t

o
m

e
r

r
e

l
a

t
e

d

s
o

u
r

c
e

c
o

n
t

r
i
b

u
t

i
o

n
t

o
b

r
a

n
d

w
o

r
l

d
r

e
s

e
a

r
c

h

Image

Retail

Hands-on

Education/
Information
Entertainment

Product
range

Time
perspective

Additional
Services
Size

Location

Architecture/
Design

Multisensuality

Investment

Target
group

Stageincust.
relationship
Dialectical/
Co-creation

W
eb

b
(2

0
1

2
)

D
efi

ni
tio

n
of

th
e

fla
gs

hi
p

st
or

e
co

nc
ep

ta
nd

cl
as

si
fic

at
io

n
in

to
fo

ur
di

ff
er

en
t

ty
pe

s
of

fla
gs

hi
ps

,b
as

ed
on

th
ei

r
op

er
at

in
g

co
m

pa
ni

es
an

d
th

e
ob

je
ct

iv
es

th
ey

pu
rs

ue

1
1

1
0

1
1

0
1

1
1

1
0

1
0

0
1

W
id

m
an

n
(2

0
1

3
)

In
ve

st
ig

at
io

n
of

su
cc

es
s

fa
ct

or
s

of
m

ix
ed

-u
se

-c
en

te
rs

,b
as

ed
on

hy
d

ro
el

ec
tr

ic
p

ow
er

p
la

nt
s

an
d

th
ei

r
ar

ti
fi

ci
al

la
ke

s,
as

br
an

d
w

or
ld

s
fo

r
op

er
at

in
g

co
m

pa
ni

es

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

Z
an

ge
r

(2
0

0
8
)

In
tr

od
uc

tio
n

to
an

d
sy

st
em

at
iz

at
io

n
of

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
or

ie
nt

ed
br

an
d

pl
at

fo
rm

s
al

on
g

th
e

ax
is

co
m

pa
ny

/p
ro

du
ct

or
ie

nt
at

io
n

vs
le

is
ur

e
or

ie
nt

at
io

n,
an

d
im

ag
e

vs
co

ns
um

pt
io

n
or

ie
nt

at
io

n.
D

es
cr

ip
ti

on
of

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s

an
d

pr
ov

is
io

n
of

gu
id

el
in

es

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

0
1

1
1

0
1

0
0

Z
en

te
s

et
al

.
(2

0
1

4
)

Br
an

d
w

or
ld

s
as

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n

in
st

ru
m

en
tf

or
em

ot
io

na
lb

ra
nd

-
in

g.
Id

en
ti

fic
at

io
n

of
m

ot
iv

es
an

d
ob

je
ct

iv
es

of
op

er
at

in
g

co
m

pa
-

ni
es

un
de

r
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n

of
in

du
st

ry
sp

ec
ifi

c
pe

cu
lia

ri
ti

es

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

0
1

Z
im

m
er

m
an

n
an

d
L

it
ti

ch
(2

0
1

2
)

D
el

in
ea

ti
on

of
br

an
d

w
or

ld
s

as
m

ea
ns

to
cr

ea
te

em
ot

io
na

l
br

an
de

d
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

s,
ba

se
d

on
th

ei
r

m
ul

tis
en

su
al

ity
an

d
in

te
ra

c-
ti

vi
ty

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

To
ta

l
3

4
2

8
2

1
2

4
2

4
2

0
1

5
1

8
1

9
2

6
2

3
1

1
1

9
2

0
6

2
2



146 appendix

a.2 appendix chapter 3 and 4

a.2.1 Interview guideline for operating companies

(Sub-questions only asked in case of further inquiries)

1. What are special features of this Brand World?
a) What are special content-related features of the Brand World?

i. Related to the practical / hands-on experience of the visitor?
ii. Related to the education or information of the visitor?

iii. Related to the entertainment of the visitor?
iv. Related to the product range on display in the Brand World?
v. Related to the time perspective of the Brand World? (Display of present / past /

future developments)
vi. Related to additional services for the visitors?

b) What are special physical features of the Brand World?
i. Related to the size?

ii. Related to the location?
iii. Related to the architecture and the design?
iv. Related to the multisensuality of the Brand World?
v. Related to the investment?

c) What are special customer related features of the Brand World?
i. What target groups are addressed with the Brand World?

ii. What phase of the customer relationship does the Brand World aim at? (New or
existing customers?)

iii. What forms of interaction are there between visitor and company within the
Brand World? (Dialectical / Co-Creation)

2. Thinking about the Brand World: What objectives are pursued from the company’s perspec-
tive?

a) What goals are pursued regarding the company image?
b) What goals are pursued regarding the customer relationships?
c) What goals are pursued regarding the innovations?
d) What monetary goals are pursued?
e) What goals are pursued regarding collaboration with customers / stakeholders?
f) What goals are pursued regarding knowledge transfer?

3. What value do you want to provide your visitors with the visit of the brand world?
a) What value do you want the visitor to derive from the visit?
b) To what extent do you want the visit to help the visitor in his business activities?
c) To what extent do you want the visit itself be valuable?
d) To what extent do you want the visit to influence the visitor himself?
e) To what extent do you want the visit to influence other people than the visitor, e.g.

within his organization?
f) To what extent do you want the visitor to be active during the visit?
g) To what extent do you want the visitor to be reactive and rather perceive and observe?

4. From the company’s perspective, what are the success factors to achieve these goals with the
Brand World?

a) What is important to achieve the image related goals?
b) What is important to achieve the goals related to the customer relationship?
c) What is important to achieve the goals related to innovations?
d) What is important to achieve the monetary goals?
e) What is important to achieve the goals related to the collaboration with customers /

Stakeh.?
f) What is important to achieve the goals related to the knowledge transfer?
g) What, in total, makes your Brand World successful?
h) Why does your Brand World “work" better than other / competitor’s Brand Worlds?
i) Which aspect of your Brand World are you especially proud of?
j) What part of your Brand World would you change or improve?
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a.2.2 Interview guideline for business visitors

(Sub-questions only asked in case of further inquiries)

1. Which B2B brand worlds have you visited as a customer/visitor so far?
2. Please describe these B2B brand worlds briefly
3. What was the reason for your visit to these B2B brand worlds?
4. When was your last visit to such a B2B brand world?
5. What are your expectations of a B2B brand world from the customer perspective?
6. What did you perceive during your visit and how did you perceive it? (in case of visits of

various brand worlds:)
a) How do the brand worlds that you visited differ from each other? (related to the

content)
i. Related to the practical / hands-on experience of the visitor?

ii. Related to the education or information of the visitor?
iii. Related to the entertainment of the visitor?
iv. Related to the product range on display in the Brand World?
v. Related to the time perspective of the Brand World? (Display of present / past /

future developments)
vi. Related to additional services for the visitors?

vii. Related to the size?
viii. Related to the location?

ix. Related to the architecture and the design?
x. Related to the multisensuality of the Brand World?

7. Which value do business visitors derive from the visit of a B2B brand world of a company?
a) What makes the visit valuable for the visitor?
b) To what extent did the visit help you in your business activities?
c) To what extent was the visit itself valuable to you?
d) To what extent did your visit influence yourself?
e) To what extent did your visit influence other people, e.g. within your organization?
f) To what extent were you active during the visit?
g) To what extent were you reactive, perceiving, or observing?

8. From the visitor’s perspective, what are the success factors of B2B brand worlds?
a) What did you like about the brand world especially?

i. Related to the practical / hands-on experience of the visitor? (content)
ii. Related to the education or information of the visitor?

iii. Related to the entertainment of the visitor?
iv. Related to the product range on display in the Brand World?
v. Related to the time perspective of the Brand World? (Display of present / past /

future developments)
vi. Related to additional services for the visitors?

vii. Related to the size? (physical features)
viii. Related to the location?

ix. Related to the architecture and the design?
x. Related to the multisensuality of the Brand World?

b) What would you change or improve?
i. Related to the practical / hands-on experience of the visitor? (content)

ii. Related to the education or information of the visitor?
iii. Related to the entertainment of the visitor?
iv. Related to the product range on display in the Brand World?
v. Related to the time perspective of the Brand World (Display of present / past /

future developments)
vi. Related to additional services for the visitors?

vii. Related to the size? (physical features)
viii. Related to the location?

ix. Related to the architecture and the design?
x. Related to the multisensuality of the Brand World?

c) What has to be done to fulfill your expectations towards a B2B brand world?
i. What has to be done to exceed your expectations towards a B2B brand world?

9. If you have visited several brand worlds: If so, why did the brand world of one company
“work” better than the one of another company?
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a.2.3 Interview guideline for exhibition designers

(Sub-questions only asked in case of further inquiries)

1. Which B2C and B2B brand worlds have you worked on as an exhibition designer so far?

2. Please describe these B2B brand worlds briefly

3. What are the differences between B2C and B2B brand worlds?
a) Content-related?
b) Related to physical features?
c) Which differences emerge from the different contexts of B2C and B2B?

4. Which objectives and motives do B2C companies have with their brand worlds?
a) What goals are pursued regarding the company image?
b) What goals are pursued regarding the customer relationships?
c) What goals are pursued regarding the innovations?
d) What monetary goals are pursued?
e) What goals are pursued regarding collaboration with customers / stakeholders?
f) What goals are pursued regarding knowledge transfer?

5. Which objectives and motives do B2B companies have with their brand worlds?
a) What goals are pursued regarding the company image?
b) What goals are pursued regarding the customer relationships?
c) What goals are pursued regarding the innovations?
d) What monetary goals are pursued?
e) What goals are pursued regarding collaboration with customers / stakeholders?
f) What goals are pursued regarding knowledge transfer?

6. What value do B2C companies want to offer their visitors with their brand worlds?
a) What value do they want the visitor to derive from the visit?
b) To what extent do they want the visit to help the visitor in achieving a goal?
c) To what extent do they want the visit itself be valuable?
d) To what extent do they want the visit to influence the visitor himself?
e) To what extent do they want the visit to influence other people than the visitor, e.g.

within his environment?
f) To what extent do they want the visitor to be active during the visit?
g) To what extent do they want the visitor to be reactive and rather perceive and observe?

7. What value do B2B companies want to offer their visitors with their brand worlds?
a) What value do they want the visitor to derive from the visit?
b) To what extent do they want the visit to help the visitor in achieving a goal?
c) To what extent do they want the visit itself be valuable?
d) To what extent do they want the visit to influence the visitor himself?
e) To what extent do they want the visit to influence other people than the visitor, e.g.

within his environment?
f) To what extent do they want the visitor to be active during the visit?
g) To what extent do they want the visitor to be reactive and rather perceive and observe?

8. From the exhibition designer’s perspective, what are the success factors of B2B brand worlds?
a) Related to the practical / hands-on experience of the visitor? (content)
b) Related to the education or information of the visitor?
c) Related to the entertainment of the visitor?
d) Related to the product range on display in the Brand World?
e) Related to the time perspective of the Brand World? (Display of present / past / future

developments)
f) Related to additional services for the visitors?
g) Related to the size? (physical features)
h) Related to the location?
i) Related to the architecture and the design?
j) Related to the multisensuality of the Brand World?

9. What specifics have to be taken into account in the design of B2B brand worlds?
a) Related to the practical / hands-on experience of the visitor? (content)
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b) Related to the education or information of the visitor?
c) Related to the entertainment of the visitor?
d) Related to the product range on display in the Brand World?
e) Related to the time perspective of the Brand World? (Display of present / past / future

developments)
f) Related to additional services for the visitors?
g) Related to the size? (physical features)
h) Related to the location?
i) Related to the architecture and the design?
j) Related to the multisensuality of the Brand World?

10. What difficulties arise when designing B2B brand worlds?
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a.2.4 Sample
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a.2.5 Informant statements
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Table A.5: Company informant statements and motive categories (n=18)

informant statements motive cate-
gory

“So, we typically want to highlight and show off our global offering, and
maybe the customers come here to speak about one piece of equipment
and then we expand their horizons to the whole portfolio.” (Eric, operating
company)

Product
Awareness

“And what are we doing? Maybe we’re feeding the imagination on that to
say: ‘Oh, I didn’t even know you had that.’ Okay, great, that’s all we need.
It’s planting the seeds.” (Doug, operating company)

“Especially, for some of those who are maybe in procurement for some of
our customer companies, or that they’re in the engineering portion, but
not the operations portion. So, they may work day in day out in terms of
specifying this product, or they’re seeing this equipment on the computer
screen or on paperwork or things. But they may literally never have seen it
in real life.” (Cara, operating company)

Product
Experience

“So, they can go play with it [the product] and see what it sounds like
when it opens and closes and you’re gonna have, you’re gonna immerse
yourself in a much better experience that way. Better learning. [. . . ] We’re
after a certain experience and we want to do that globally. Kind of like at
Disney. [...] And this is Disney World for [our industry].” (Eric, operating
company)

“That is very, I would say, very important to project [the brand] as the
reliable partner in [our industry].” (Alex, operating company)

Brand
Associations

“In the B2B area, especially in our industry, aspects such as durability,
reliability, and the fact that we developed our competence over many years,
are extremely important. And we just convey these aspects this way. [. . . ]
And this really is the core aspect that we bring to bear during our brand
world tours.” (Karl, operating company)

“It’s also a bit of sizing each other up and inspecting each other, and it is,
let’s say, like at the beginning of a private relationship. You have to get to
know each other and get a feel for each other, and I think when someone
sees us at work here, then they can get a feel for us quite well.” (Anna,
operating company)

“It is about giving the brand and the company a face. With the employees
who are here. So, this is [the brand] in the flesh. [...] It is supposed to make
[the brand] tangible and also perceptible here at the site for someone who
maybe only knows the product.” (Heather, operating company)

“I mean I would say the awareness... Awareness is the starting point and it
certainly drives everything else.” (Cara, operating company)

Brand Awareness

“And it’s a very... for the breadth that [the brand] has, this is a very quick
way to see just how much our company can do, is capable of, how diverse
our portfolio is. And I don’t think anybody looking at the website or
watching one of our many fine YouTube videos... And even it’s really hard
to show that even at our trade show. But I think [. . . ] that this space gives
that picture more effectively than anything I can think of off the top of my
head.” (Cara, operating company)
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Table A.6: Expectations and demands of B2B brand world business visitors (n=14)

informant statements expectation /
demand cate-
gory

#

“To get a good overview of the supplier’s products in a short amount
of time.” (Diane, visitor)

Getting to know
the products and
offerings

13

“I would then want to get a very good overview of the whole portfolio
the brand has on offer, that at least, let’s say, all product families,
maybe not all product variants in the smallest details, but all product
families are presented to me. And I would want to see these products
in their application as well, if possible.” (Ashley, visitor)

“Basically, my expectations as purchasing agent, I want to, I go visit
the supplier and I want to understand who the supplier is, what he’s
capable of and where his strengths are.” (Chris, visitor)

Getting to know
the organization

12

“So, for me, the history is important, because that in the end is
also the root of what they’re doing today. ’Where do I come from,
where do I want to go?’ And this has to fit together also, in my
opinion. Therefore, it does play role for me. This also has to do with
authenticity. [...] In the end again to get an understanding and to
see, whether this brand is actually authentic for the company, and
whether you can have trust in them. And history for me is a part of
that.” (Frank, visitor)

“That means that what I want is a fun, learning gain in understanding
along the lines of ’Oh cool, now I also know how that works.’" (Betty,
visitor)

Learning, under-
standing, curiosity

7

“So first I have the expectation that the brand world addresses me
emotionally, even if it is about a B2B product.” (Betty, visitor)

Emotional appeal 5

“The first thing that comes to my mind: I, as a customer, want to feel
good. So, I want to feel appreciated, also that I am allowed to go in
there, so to say. So, a good personal care then on-site.” (Ed, visitor)

Good service /
Sense of well-
being and appreci-
ation

5

“Well my expectations, the main thing was just to learn some new
[applications in product training].” (Isaac, visitor)

Product training 4

“Well, for one that it looks inviting in the sense of a clear spatial
design, really based on the first impression, that it is bright and that
there is nothing that distracts me from the products.” (Ashley, visitor)

Expectations re-
garding the design
and environment

3

“Part of the products are really complex and sometimes you don’t
even know how the products interact and collude with each other.
So, a well-arranged and clear communication of what the products
can do, and also somehow in action, in the best case.” (Amy, visitor)

Clear and open
communication

3

“And of course, I expect to see the production process, which pro-
duction technologies do they use.” (Chris, visitor)

Factory visit 1
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Table A.7: Value of the B2B brand world experience for business visitors (n=14)

informant statements sub-
ordinate

value di-
mension

super-
ordinate

value di-
mension

#

“Like I said, for me, the acquisition of information and
the view on the products are important. Of course, it
is great if this is all nicely illuminated and well done,
then I feel good as a human being. But as a purchasing
agent, I am interested in the information and the facts
in there.” (Greg, visitor)

Generating
and gathering
information
in general

Learning,
epistemic,
knowledge

14

“What I am always interested in is the history, clearly,
where does it come from, including and outlook, where
does it go or what’s the vision, because as a customer,
you want to have a good partner.” (Ed, visitor)

“Very important to me is, I go there and I can precisely
and quickly see, okay, they can produce this and that,
the company has these sites, is set up like that, and
presents itself in this manner. And that is the explicit
value for me as a purchasing agent, that I can super
quickly gather information apart from the products,
like social skills or soft facts about the company.” (Greg,
visitor)

Information
about the
company

“Of course, when I go to a showroom, I can touch
everything and see, whether that is something I want to
sell to my customers, in terms of quality and function. I
can hardly evaluate that with an excel sheet in a quote.”
(Diane, visitor)

“It was worth the long trip despite the fact that we only
buy one product and have a small purchasing volume so
far, because [. . . ] he also offers other product categories
that we can source from him. And we would have never
realized that, if we wouldn’t have driven there and have
seen these products standing there.” (Amy, visitor)

Theoretical
information
about the
products,
their pro-
duction, and
exemplary
use cases

“Well the information from the product training do help
on the job. You know how to exactly use the product.
[. . . ] Again, trying, testing, touching, pressing, hearing,
feeling. That helps a lot of people.” (Larry, visitor)

Practical
training for
product users

“For me personally and my goals it is very positive,
because I can easily gather information there, also for
negotiations for example. [. . . ] So, for my own attain-
ment it is extremely effective, but also for the company.
Because my personal goals of course flow into the cor-
porate goals.” (Greg, visitor)

Value for
the own
company
and the own
customers

Professional 14

“The visit has to serve a purpose. Because otherwise I
my time is too valuable for doing this globetrotter thing
and looking at something.” (Chris, visitor)

“For me as a purchaser it’s not so much about prices,
but rather about what the company is capable of. Be-
cause we are also instructed to minimize the number
of suppliers, and if I don’t know what they are capable
of, then it does help me to see it with my own eyes and
have presented nicely what else there is in the supplier.”
(Amy, visitor)

Functional/
utilitarian
value
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“It has to appeal to me emotionally. [. . . ] It doesn’t only
have to be fun and nice, but I also have to be given
information. Ideally in a way so that I do understand
something quickly, that I wouldn’t have understood as
quickly without the brand world. [. . . ] An increase in
my enthusiasm for the products, let’s say enthusiasm.”
(Betty, visitor)

Edutainment
/ Enthusiasm

Emotional 11

“To be honest, it was also an appreciation that they took
the time for us to show us the brand world.” (Betty,
visitor)

“I feel treated well and I feel appreciated as a customer
and partner.” (Ed, visitor)

Sense of
apprecia-
tion and
well-being

“It’s a kind of emotional bond somehow. I think that
when you have tried the products yourself, you emo-
tionally bind to that product much more. [. . . ] Yes, af-
terwards it was really easy for me to make a product
choice. That was really quick then. Before, I got some
excel-sheets from a lot of suppliers where everything
was listed, and I was going back and forth through
them, but couldn’t really bring myself to make a deci-
sion. And after the showroom, that’s relatively easy.”
(Diane, visitor)

“Yes, trying out stays on your mind much more than
just looking at some products.” (Amy, visitor)

Emotions as
support for
remembrance
and decision-
making

“But it’s just nice also to do some other things than at
work, where you sometimes only do dreary things [. . . ].
And then you can just do something else for once. And
for that, I think these product trainings are also really
nice and good. You really get to see something else.”
(Ken, visitor)

Escapism

“The integration of a B2B product in a B2C product
is something you see a lot, and it is of course highly
emotional, when you then see what you do actually have
in daily use. I think everyone links this to his own life a
bit then. ’Where have I seen that product already, where
did I experience it and where not?’” (Greg, visitor)

Connection to
daily life

“I just get a feel for it and this trust is just important,
that you know where they come from, what was their
idea, to what extent did they keep up and develop
themselves further. So, it’s about building trust and
minimizing risk.” (Amy, visitor)

“For me the goal is to get to know the supplier better
and to understand, what he does, how he does it, and
also does he live up to his promises. Because one thing
is the spoken word, but how do they put it, ’walk the
talk’, so what is really behind all that.” (Chris, visitor)

Building trust Relationship 9

“That I just get a first impression that signals me ’okay’,
or that I can make an assessment whether that company
is relevant for me or not. Along the lines of ’do I want
to establish a customer relationship with them or rather
not?’” (Ashley, visitor)

Building a re-
lationship
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value di-
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super-
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“Yes, I mean in the end, usually I’m accompanied when
I go to a showroom or look at the products. And simply
this positive aspect to get into a conversation with the
company employees, just to get a feel interpersonally,
that is positive for me.” (Ashley, visitor)

Getting to
know the hu-
man beings

“As I just mentioned, because I rejoice in technically
complex products, well designed products, honestly
also because of the respect that I have for good en-
gineering. And I just rejoice in seeing that someone
thought about a good product and that it turned out
like that as well. That did play a role. But I did not see
it as a tourist attraction, like the typical visitor to an
[automotive museum], in that sense.” (Betty, visitor)

“I am just someone who likes to try things herself really,
and that can lead to me having, when it is a really good
product which is good to use, it can lead to me having
a real wow factor.” (Diane, visitor)

“That I’m just sold on them showing me all that. Just
for them to differentiate themselves and to impress me
with it.” (Ashley, visitor)

Hedonic,
altruistic, en-
tertainment,
service
excellence

9

“For me it’s just really important to visit these show-
rooms once a year per supplier, at least, just to have
been there and to really see all the new products there
again.” (Diane, visitor)

“I mainly thought, ’well, they will just sell the [products
they are well-known for]’. Like that, what you know.
But then it emerged that they do [other product groups]
as well, and everything that comes with it. And that
was really something where I thought, ’oh okay, I didn’t
know that you can also buy that from them.’” (Matt,
visitor)

Innovation 4

“Based on that you can expand your own offer, if you
know what else is out there. And then you can just
differentiate yourself more.” (Ken, visitor)

Reputation,
status, es-
teem, brand-
ing

2

“Well I first told my wife about it. [. . . ] So, she was the
first, and then I also told my father, because he . . . I did
train as a [job] at his company and worked for him as
well. And that was also really interesting for him, the
things that I heard and learned there.” (Matt, visitor)

Social 2
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“So, this is [the brand] in the flesh. [...] It is supposed to make [the brand]
tangible and also perceptible here at the site for someone who maybe only
knows the product.” (Heather, operating company)

Experience the
brand, its core
and values
“in-vivo” by
making it tangible

“Coming back to the [credo of the company], I mean, the content basically
is on the one hand, the brand itself, its core and values, everything the
brand has so far in this respect. And you just have to live up to that and the
content is basically everything that the brand has to offer.” (Bob, exhibition
designer)

“It is about giving the brand and the company a face. With the employees
who are here.” (Heather, operating company)

Giving the brand
a face through
personal
interaction with
employees

“These locations also give the opportunity for personal interactions. I am
able to retreat into a lounge and have a coffee upstairs, and those are
often also the things that are much more exciting with regards to testing
and establishing a relationship, than just directly next to some product
highlights. And there also has to be time for that, because these personal
relationships are the alpha and omega of not only a purchase, but also a re-
purchase and a recommendation, continuous collaboration and consistent
joint growth.” (Quentin, operating company)

“[Personal experience] plays a huge role. [. . . ] Customers can’t please us
more as than to actually demand this, being willing to do it and also doing
it in the end, testing the products, and wanting to work with them. And
there is nothing that can replace that experience. No brochure, no video, no
picture, no text. Only the personal experience can do that.” (Peter, operating
company)

Experience and
understand the
products first-
hand

“Then this hands-on practical experience, definitely. Everything I can do
myself or touch is good. I can feel the materials, get a feeling for the quality,
whether everything is well built and the workmanship is good.” (Ashley,
visitor)

“This knowledge transfer also plays a role in there. Training customers in
dedicated training centers, but also ’how the products are used properly’,
and ’how certain processes are executed’. That’s a big thing. And when
I think about [one brand world] to convey this knowledge to the visitor,
to even make them understand complex connections. [...] And if I as a
customer realize that I really learn something when I go there, then I really
take something out of it and that of course also strengthens the customer
relationship.” (Craig, exhibition designer)

Deep, detailed,
precise educa-
tional process

“On the one hand, we have the finished product right here, with a problem
solution, but we also have the base product right there. So, I can exactly see
how it is build and how the components are put together. And if someone
wants to get more into the details, we can access the production lines, so it
is a very transparent thing for the customer. I think that that is an important
success factor.” (Luke, operating company)

“That is very, I would say, very important to project [the brand] as the
reliable partner in [our industry].” (Alex, operating company)

Positioning the
brand as the right
partner for the
visitor who
understands his
needs

“And the goal is then, I would say, to convince the visitor that you are the
right partner. That means that you cannot just superficially present what
you can do, but you really have to go into the details.” (Bob, exhibition
designer)

“The sales guys know their audience quite well, they know that one guy
likes this more and another that. For example, what I like to do is that I
consciously split up groups. And then I go see one thing with the purchas-
ing agents and let the quality managers go play with our quality managers.
They really go into our production lines then, wear gloves, crawl into
our lines and so on, and with the purchasing agents we only do a rough
overview, so that they get an idea for the costs or something like that. And
it really has to be individualized for everyone.” (Anna, operating company)

Individualizing
the content to suit
the visitor’s needs
and expectations
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Table A.8: Informant statements on the B2B brand world content ctd.

informant statements content cate-
gory

“An individual approach in the sense, I’m a purchasing agent for two
product groups. And I don’t need to see production lines from products I
don’t buy. Doesn’t interest me. That’s a waste of time for me, I don’t have
any stakes in that.” (Chris, visitor)

“I think you need to look at the target group intensively, and what kind
of people they are. [. . . ] A typical example, whether I have an engineer
visiting me or a marketing person. They have completely different needs
and also a different eye, as they put it. Meaning that they perceive things
differently, the same object differently. And therefore, I also have to tell
them different things.” (David, exhibition designer)

“It’s about exemplary things, the relevant things. I think that’s a big suc-
cess factor we can put above everything, relevance. If it doesn’t affect me
personally and doesn’t bring me forward, then I can just chuck it in the
dustbin. Then I don’t even need to come. I would go out on a limb for this
here.” (Craig, exhibition designer)

“The first thing that comes to my mind: I, as a customer, want to feel good.
So, I want to feel appreciated, also that I am allowed to go in there, so to
say. So, a good personal care then on-site.” (Ed, visitor)

Making the visitor
feel special,
appreciated, and
esteemed“First of all, I think that it is important that the customer feels that he is

being courted, so to say. He has to be able to feel well, and also to let go
to a certain extent. You can talk extensively about everything. So that the
visitor gets the feeling that you take the time for him”. (Luke, operating
company

“In the B2B area, especially in our industry, aspects such as durability,
reliability, and the fact that we developed our competence over many years,
are extremely important. And we just convey these aspects this way. [. . . ]
And this really is the core aspect that we bring to bear during our brand
world tours.” (Karl, operating company)

Display
competency and
ability of the
brand through
history/heritage,
present, and
future

“So, for me, the heritage is indeed important, because it shows the origin
basically of what they do today, as well. Where do I come from, where do I
want to go? And I think that the two have to fit together, somehow, and
that is why it plays an important role for me. That also has something to
do with authenticity.” (Frank, visitor)

“The center does the work for us. Especially if you’ve got somebody who’s
an engineer or if they’re working in a company that we’re dealing with,
doing the types of work that they’re going to be in here for, this stuff is
going to catch their attention. This is the stuff that’s cool. This is the reason
that they went into the business that they went into and took the life path
that they took. This gets their attention. And even if they only stop for a
second to look at it on their way back, you still planted that seed.” (Cara,
operating company)

Emotionalizing,
fascinating and
immersing the
visitor

“So first I have the expectation that the brand world addresses me emotion-
ally, even if it is about a B2B product.” (Betty, visitor)

“I think for industrial companies, when we talk about adding emotional
appeal, it is really really essential, also if maybe not as essential as in B2C,
but it nevertheless has to be there.” (Craig, exhibition designer)

“It really first and foremost is about immersing and getting involved in
a topic, as opposed to just being presented with it.” (Craig, exhibition
designer)

“The first thing is the immersive experience. The opportunity we have
with this multidimensional, spatial communication which brand worlds
belong to... you just have to try and exploit it. Nowhere else you have this
opportunity of being that much face-to-face with the customer as you are
in the brand world. [...] And then you’re only successful if you achieve this,
to immerse people, involve them, get their interest, so that the things stick.”
(Alan, exhibition designer)
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“Authenticity, trust, and I think in the setting of customer visits, to get in
touch with different departments, it provides the opportunity to personally
interact and getting to know people and to see, how trustworthy the things
are that we tell.” (Bill, operating company)

Provide an
authentic,
consistent, honest,
and transparent
view on the brand“I would say, the more authentic I can describe a brand, the better I can

identify myself with it and the more trust I develop towards this brand.
[. . . ] When I achieve that, to create authenticity in a good way, I think then
they accomplished a lot.” (Frank, visitor)

“Well, it has to do with the entire story that I build, the space that I build,
the design I create, that all this combines into an authentic overall picture.
Most of the time, authenticity is the most important thing.” (Bob, exhibition
designer)

“Nowhere else do you have this opportunity of being that much face-to-face
with the customer as you are in the brand world. From all formats, begin-
ning with TV advertising where you reach millions of people, but of course
also the sustainability is lower. Then on the other side of the spectrum you
have these brand worlds, or the face-to-face product presentation, where
you stand face-to-face with your customer or your visitor, and where you
can pull out all the stops.” (Alan, exhibition designer)

Be face-to-face
with the visitor

“And I think a brand world or a showroom offers that definitely, this chance,
and it has this power, because I really do have the customer in my ‘world’,
and he doesn’t see the competitor logo shimmer through somewhere. He
really is completely with me.” (David, exhibition designer)

“Since we’re talking about industrial goods, it is about presenting them
short, succinct, and let’s also really say sexy. Sexy meaning that it has to
be presented in a way that you understand the reason behind it, and why
you need it. Basic selling. And industrial goods are even slightly more
interesting, when they are integrated in their final purpose. So, when we
make a consumer good out of it and present there where the parts go into.”
(Greg, visitor)

Identification of
the brand with
visitor’s daily life

“For example, when I present [a certain product], it really looks quite
unspectacular by itself, and it might also be hard to understand, or even
to have an interest, what this really is. When I now put this product into
a final use case that I know as a consumer, though, or even better into a
working cutaway model, and present it like that, then it is much easier for
me to understand, to be interested, and also to even get excited about it.”
(Frank, visitor)
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Table A.9: Informant statements on the B2B brand world experiencescape

informant statements experience-
scape sub-
category

experience-
scape cate-
gory

“It has to be a harmonious overall picture, where I say
‘Oh, sure, I can feel the brand’” (Craig, exhibition de-
signer)

Tangible em-
bodiment of the
brand

Artifacts and
spaces

“Best case scenario, the brand world really fits the sup-
plier.” (Greg, visitor)

“Architecture and design, I think are definitely success
factors. That’s just a thing of fascination, I transport
a lot of brand attributes with it, and the whole range
of fascination, wow-effects so to say, to the point of
authenticity.” (Craig, exhibition designer)

Emotionally ap-
pealing, intrigu-
ing and immer-
sive atmosphere

“The first thing is the immersive experience. The op-
portunity we have with this multidimensional, spatial
communication which brand worlds belong to... you just
have to try and exploit it. (Alan, exhibition designer)

“And then of course with respect to the location, there
are several aspects. For one, like with [exemplary com-
pany 1 or exemplary company 2], I arrive at the corpo-
rate headquarters and the origin of the brand, and then
of course I get a totally different impression, as when I
arrived at a dull production facility in some other city. So,
really just visiting these roots and origins of a brand. I
think a lot of understanding and identification happens
there, this ‘genius loci’ just does play a role.” (Craig,
exhibition designer)

“Genius Loci” –
Location as exp.
Value

“Well, it has to do with the entire story that I build,
the space that I build, the design I create, that all this
combines into an authentic overall picture. Most of the
time, authenticity is the most important thing.” (Bob,
exhibition designer)

Presentation
and content
fitting the brand
and its spirit

“Well, it really is decisive for the experience, this mul-
tisensory marketing, I would say, that we try to touch
the visitors on all channels. With videos, the visitor can
touch, can try out, and so on. (Ian, operating company)

Multisensuality
of the exhibits

“These exhibits are really very close to cutting edge
technology, which are not ‘learned’ out there. People
simply don’t know how to use those things. So, you
may not overdo it at that point. If the things are too
complicated, it’s frustrating, and they won’t be used.
And of course, it should never be frustrating.” (Alan,
exhibition designer)

Ease of use of
the exhibits

“There is not too much technology in both spaces, every-
thing is easy to use, and it is trying to reduce complex
facts and circumstances to a minimum and to a simpler
level.” (Ian, operating company)

“But it may also not distract too much so that you get
the feeling that maybe all these effects and the staging
cover up the fact that maybe my machines are not that
great. So, it may only support, it may never degenerate
into being an end in itself.” (Bob, exhibition designer)

Raison d’être for
each exhibit

“Every exhibit should have the goal to convey a process
or a product and should end with a learning outcome.
That it is easier with this or that product, or only works
this and that way. Like in a training. Never as an end in
itself.” (Alan, exhibition designer)
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“There was one [brand world] which I really thought
was cluttered. It was a huge room, really too big already,
with all the products standing there in line, every possi-
ble version there is. And I got really clobbered over the
head with that and it did not help me at all. It rather
confused me, because it was just too much. Then there
also was a different [brand world], where it was really
presented nicely. With use cases, the products which
are really relevant next to each other, so that you could
also compare the products. That really helped. [. . . ] So,
I really think that less is more.” (Diane, visitor)

Less is more, fo-
cus on relevancy

“We built multiple rooms that can do really different
things. And there we don’t have the differentiation of the
entire setting. The invest is the same for B2C and B2B vis-
itors, but the variation is different, to cater to the needs
of the target group. [...] So we built multi-functional
rooms with elements that can present different kinds of
information or environments. [...] And when you have
the B2B mode, then they will of course display informa-
tion for the B2B visitors, if they have customers there.”
(Alan, exhibition designer)

„Just the overall impression, from the outside and the
inside, should be innovative.” (Jade, operating company)

Contemporaneity
and up-to-
dateness

“So, one point I just mentioned is about the general
appearance. That it is contemporary and up-to-date, and
just appealing in total. The entire setting should just be
appealing.” (David, exhibition designer)

“Then of course also the cleanliness. How do I enter,
how clean is it, is everything working, the exhibitions
and so on.” (Mike, operating company)

Cleanliness

„And then I also have the personal demand, that the
supplier also presents the products nicely. Although
sometimes it might be subjective, I generalize that to the
entire company. If he does not take care of his showroom,
whether new or old, if that is not taken care of, then how
does it look like in production, in storage, how do the
products arrive at my facility, how do they pack, how
are the logistics? So, I do think that you can infer things,
from a tidy front room or a messy one.” (Greg, visitor)

“Well, of course the things have to be authentic and
consistent there. From the optics, to the visual design, to
the way we present things there, but of course also how
we treat our visitors. So, including corporate behavior
[. . . ]. It is our personal matter, to treat these visitors
individually and personally, of course. That is important.
(Jade, operating company)

Social represen-
tation of the
brand (Behav-
ioral Branding,
employee be-
havior towards
visitors)

Social environ-
ment and prac-
tices

“And our guides are former employees who are now
in pension. And they are not grouchy or annoyed, but
in contrary, they are happy to be there. So, this repre-
sentation, they are like ambassadors of our brand. It is
about giving the brand and the company a face. With the
employees who are here.” (Heather, operating company)

“So, we really look for guides who first of all do this
on a voluntary basis, who have fun doing it, who are
supporters or fans of our company, and where you can
see the sparkle in their eyes when they talk about our
products.” (Ian, operating company)

Brand World
and contents
have to be ‘lived’
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“I really think all of us stand behind all of this. We do it
with a passionate heart and soul, and I hope one can tell
that in me as well.” (Luke, operating company)

“So, besides the competence and scrupulousness in the
doing, our guides also need to have the passion to work
in this field” (Brian, operating company)

Competence,
friendliness,
passion, and
professionality
of the employ-
ees/guides

“But in B2B, you really get a guide normally, or someone
as a contact person, who explains everything, presents
things, and who is just another level to answer questions,
as well. Because all this competency cannot be conveyed
on a medial level with images and texts, and you can-
not present and cover this competency otherwise” (Bob,
exhibition designer)

“I think it’s incredibly important to have someone there
who is experienced in presenting something like that.
There are people who are able to do that, and there are
people who are not. [. . . ] I think that is important. Some-
one who gives you a lot of information, but also not
too much, but just the right information and the impor-
tant information, succinct, presented with the product.”
(Diane, visitor)

Focus on the
visitor and his
needs
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Table A.10: Brand experience indicators

dimension / indicator wording abbr . source

Sensory 1SEN /
2SEN

The brand [the brand] makes a strong impression on my senses. 1sen1 /
2sen1

Brakus et al.
(2009)

I find [the brand] interesting in a sensory way. 1sen2 /
2sen2

[The brand] does appeal to my senses. 1sen3 /
2sen3

Affective 1AFF /
2AFF

[The brand] induces positive feelings and sentiments. 1aff1 /
2aff1

I have strong emotions for [the brand]. 1aff2 /
2aff2

[The brand] is an emotional brand. 1aff3 /
2aff3

Behavioral 1BEH /
2BEH

I engage in physical actions and behaviors when I use [the
brand].

1beh1 /
2beh1

[The brand] results in bodily experiences. 1beh2 /
2beh2

[The brand] is action oriented. 1beh3 /
2beh3

Intellectual 1INT /
2INT

I engage in a lot of thinking when I encounter [the brand]. 1int1 /
2int1

[The brand] makes me think. 1int2 /
2int2

[The brand] stimulates my curiosity and problem solving. 1int3 /
2int3
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Table A.11: Brand equity indicators

dimension / indicator wording abbr . source

Brand Awareness 1BAW /
2BAW

I am aware of [the brand]. 1baw1 /
2baw1

Biedenbach et al.
(2015);
Biedenbach et al.
(2011)

I can quickly recall the logo of [the brand]. 1baw2 /
2baw2

I can recognize the logo of [the brand] among other competing
brands.

1baw3 /
2baw3

Brand Associations 1BAS /
2BAS

[The brand] has strong associations. 1bas1 /
2bas1

Christodoulides
et al. (2015)

[The brand] has favourable associations. 1bas2 /
2bas2

It is clear what [the brand] stands for. 1bas3 /
2bas3

[Brand] show empathy. 1bas4 /
2bas4

Biedenbach et al.
(2015);
Biedenbach et al.
(2011)

[Brand] are flexible. 1bas5 /
2bas5

[Brand] are reliable. 1bas6 /
2bas6

[Brand] are pragmatic. 1bas7 /
2bas7

Perceived Quality 1PQL /
2PQL

How consistent is the quality of [the brand]’s products / ser-
vices?

1pql1 /
2pql1

Biedenbach et al.
(2015);
Biedenbach et al.
(2011)

How would you evaluate the quality of [the brand]’s products /
services compared to the quality of products / services provided
by their competitors?

1pql2 /
2pql2

How would you evaluate the overall quality of [the brand]’s
products / services?

1pql3 /
2pql3

Brand Loyalty 1BLO /
2BLO

[The brand] would be the first choice if my company would
need one of their products / services.

1blo1 /
2blo1

Biedenbach et al.
(2015);
Biedenbach et al.
(2011)

I would use [the brand]’s products / services (again). 1blo2 /
2blo2

I would recommend [the brand]’s products / services to others. 1blo3 /
2blo3

I consider myself to be loyal to [the brand]. 1blo4 /
2blo4

Overall Brand Equity 1OBE /
2OBE

I am willing to pay more for a [brand] product than for a
competitor’s product.

1obe1 /
2obe1

Davis et al.
(2008)

[The brand]’s brand is different from other providers. 1obe2 /
2obe2

The brand of [the brand] gives them an advantage over other
providers in their industry.

1obe3 /
2obe3
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Table A.12: Brand world experience indicators

component / indicator wording abbr . source

Contents 2CON

The visit has made me more knowledgeable. 2con1 Oh et al.(2007)

I learned a lot. 2con2

It stimulated my curiosity to learn new things. 2con3

It was a real learning experience. 2con4

Physical Artifacts and Spaces 2PAS

At the [Brand World], you can rely on there being a good
atmosphere.

2pas1 Brady et al.
(2001)

The [Brand World]’s ambiance is what I’m looking for in such a
facility.

2pas2

[The brand] understands that its atmosphere at the [Brand
World] is important to me.

2pas3

The [Brand World]’s layout never fails to impress me. 2pas4

The [Brand World]’s layout serves my purpose. 2pas5

[The brand] understands that the design of the [Brand World]
is important to me.

2pas6

Social Environment and Practices 2SEP

You can count on the employees at the [Brand World] being
friendly.

2sepat1 Brady et al.
(2001)

The attitude of the [Brand World] employees demonstrates their
willingness to help me.

2sepat2

The attitude of the [Brand World] employees shows me that
they understand my needs.

2sepat3

I can count on the [Brand World] employees taking actions to
address my needs.

2sepbe1

The [Brand World] employees respond quickly to my needs. 2sepbe2

The behavior of the [Brand World] employees indicates to me
that they understand my needs.

2sepbe3

You can count on the [Brand World] employees knowing their
jobs.

2sepex1

The [Brand World] employees are able to answer my questions
quickly.

2sepex2

The employees at the [Brand World] understand that I rely on
their knowledge to meet my needs.

2sepex3

Interaction 2INTER

When I visit the [Brand World], I feel fully engaged in the
environment.

2inten1 Foster et al.
(2015)

When I visit the [Brand World], I feel connected with the visitors’
space.

2inten2

When I visit the [Brand World], I feel that it is a very interactive
experience.

2inten3

Overall, I’d say the quality of my interaction with the employees
is excellent.

2intsu1 Brady et al.
(2001)

I would say that the quality of my interaction with the [Brand
World]’s employees is high.

2intsu2

I have interacted with other visitors in some activities. 2intsu3 Antón et al.
(2016)I have interacted with the employees in some activities. 2intsu4

During the visit, there were experts who gave me information. 2intsu5

Immersion/Involvement 2IMIN

I was an active participant in this experience. 2imin1 Prebensen et al.
(2017)I was interested in this experience. 2imin2

I was totally involved in the experience. 2imin3 Dong et al.
(2013)I felt quite absorbed in this experience. 2imin4

I nearly forgot the time when I was visiting. 2imin5
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Table A.14: Reliability and validity of initial first-order measurement

htmt

construct ρA ρC α ave max . 95%

Pre-visit

Sensory 0.9220 0.9191 0.9185 0.7915 0.9083 0.9441

Affective 0.8891 0.8888 0.8882 0.7271 0.9083 0.9441

Behavioral 0.8925 0.8848 0.8868 0.7206 0.8072 0.8839

Intellectual 0.9205 0.9179 0.9184 0.7888 0.8414 0.8891

Brand Awareness 0.7038 0.6851 0.6693 0.4257 0.5481 0.6811

Brand Associations 0.9070 0.8999 0.8980 0.5660 0.8879 0.9237

Perceived Quality 0.8532 0.8408 0.8369 0.6405 0.7213 0.7893

Brand Loyalty 0.9406 0.9403 0.9403 0.7975 0.8879 0.9372

Overall Brand Equity 0.7875 0.7827 0.7811 0.5468 0.8780 0.9372

Post-visit

Contents 0.8536 0.8523 0.8516 0.7428 0.5284 0.6420

Physical Artifacts and Spaces 0.9074 0.8999 0.9003 0.6032 0.8511 0.8990

Social Environment and Practices 0.9326 0.9260 0.9263 0.5855 0.6964 0.7627

Interaction 0.8973 0.8576 0.8549 0.4505 0.8532 0.9099

Immersion and Involvement 0.8630 0.8452 0.8428 0.5289 0.8532 0.9099

Sensory 0.9471 0.9461 0.9459 0.8541 0.9264 0.9539

Affective 0.9317 0.9293 0.9290 0.8146 0.9264 0.9539

Behavioral 0.9141 0.9082 0.9086 0.7682 0.8330 0.8913

Intellectual 0.9479 0.9473 0.9473 0.8571 0.8574 0.9038

Brand Awareness 0.9195 0.8696 0.8616 0.7007 0.4825 0.6009

Brand Associations 0.9328 0.9316 0.9314 0.6610 0.8333 0.8755

Perceived Quality 0.9053 0.8943 0.8912 0.7400 0.7151 0.8257

Brand Loyalty 0.9387 0.9385 0.9387 0.7924 0.9273 0.9650

Overall Brand Equity 0.8408 0.8323 0.8274 0.6252 0.9273 0.9650
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Table A.15: Removed indicators

step indicator reason effect

1 2con3 Heywood case, loading > 1.0

2 2con4 Heywood case, loading > 1.0

3 2intsu3 Low loading (.3867) and low AVE
of 2INTER (.4505)

Increase AVE 2INTER from .4505

to .4876

4 2intsu5 Low loading (.3910) and low AVE
of 2INTER (.4876)

Increase AVE 2INTER from .4876

to .5468

5 2intsu4 Loading .4976, cross-loads on
2PAS (.5043)

Increase AVE 2INTER from .5468

to .5975

Table A.16: Loadings and t-values of final first-order pre-visit measurement

pre-visit construct indicator loading t-value

Sensory 1sen1 0.9386 44.8263

1sen2 0.8960 35.4102

1sen3 0.8311 15.6594

Affective 1aff1 0.8362 26.6826

1aff2 0.8689 38.0957

1aff3 0.8528 35.2705

Behavioral 1beh1 0.9093 20.1001

1beh2 0.7463 13.0396

1beh3 0.8820 19.9048

Intellectual 1int1 0.8888 28.4728

1int2 0.8357 16.3749

1int3 0.9370 29.4533

Brand Awareness 1baw1 0.5324 7.2462

1baw2 0.6368 7.9040

1baw3 0.7670 11.3501

Brand Associations 1bas1 0.8213 22.0835

1bas2 0.8279 24.7562

1bas3 0.5466 10.4947

1bas4 0.6997 14.8649

1bas5 0.7569 17.7917

1bas6 0.7733 22.5464

1bas7 0.8016 22.0714

Perceived Quality 1pql1 0.6698 11.0752

1pql2 0.8508 18.9935

1pql3 0.8656 22.6693

Brand Loyalty 1blo1 0.9111 46.4654

1blo2 0.8671 36.7330

1blo3 0.9006 41.8762

1blo4 0.8927 38.2836

Overall Brand Equity 1obe1 0.7571 18.3334

1obe2 0.6659 11.0700

1obe3 0.7898 17.9223
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Table A.17: Loadings and t-values of final first-order post-visit measurement

post-visit construct indicator loading t-value

Contents 2con1 0.8367 11.1804

2con2 0.8864 20.7027

Physical Artifacts and Spaces 2pas1 0.8282 24.1396

2pas2 0.5692 8.9380

2pas3 0.7804 19.4668

2pas4 0.8469 27.4131

2pas5 0.7971 19.6907

2pas6 0.8045 21.6336

Social Environment and Practices 2sepat1 0.5950 7.3064

2sepat2 0.6937 12.2990

2sepat3 0.8534 16.9537

2sepbe1 0.8750 20.1836

2sepbe2 0.7826 14.1373

2sepbe3 0.8496 17.0438

2sepex1 0.7966 11.1966

2sepex2 0.6199 6.8071

2sepex3 0.7663 10.3963

Interaction 2inten1 0.8680 28.3717

2inten2 0.9078 28.6266

2inten3 0.7606 22.1633

2intsu1 0.6291 12.1353

2intsu2 0.6601 13.0762

Immersion and Involvement 2imin1 0.7002 12.2021

2imin2 0.5128 6.9830

2imin3 0.7556 15.6415

2imin4 0.8819 27.8388

2imin5 0.7368 15.5772

Sensory 2sen1 0.8884 33.5945

2sen2 0.9327 66.0248

2sen3 0.9503 57.9055

Affective 2aff1 0.9342 57.5285

2aff2 0.9268 48.0600

2aff3 0.8439 29.3315

Behavioral 2beh1 0.9077 30.0931

2beh2 0.7844 14.4010

2beh3 0.9303 32.5085

Intellectual 2int1 0.9513 53.8577

2int2 0.9005 41.0581

2int3 0.9248 33.6617

Brand Awareness 2baw1 0.5527 4.5489

2baw2 0.9111 18.1753

2baw3 0.9832 17.5295

Brand Associations 2bas1 0.8344 24.9281

2bas2 0.8560 26.8338

2bas3 0.7237 18.9729

2bas4 0.8031 21.5941
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Table A.17: Loadings and t-values of final first-order post-visit measurement ctd.

post-visit construct indicator loading t-value

2bas5 0.8265 25.0827

2bas6 0.8263 24.4276

2bas7 0.8146 25.1158

Perceived Quality 2pql1 0.7544 11.1419

2pql2 0.9575 24.7164

2pql3 0.8566 25.4873

Brand Loyalty 2blo1 0.9014 35.2731

2blo2 0.8766 34.7280

2blo3 0.8798 32.9273

2blo4 0.9027 30.7863

Overall Brand Equity 2obe1 0.7860 19.9602

2obe2 0.7011 14.7655

2obe3 0.8754 35.7289

Brand 
World 

Experience

2con 2pas 2sep 2inter 2imin

Pre-visit 
B2B Brand 

Equity

Post-visit 
B2B Brand 

Equity

2obe1obe

Figure A.1: Minimal model for assessment of composite brand world experience mea-
surement
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Brand 
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Experience

2con 2pas 2sep 2inter 2imin

Pre-visit 
Brand 

Experience

Pre-visit 
B2B Brand 

Equity

Post-visit 
Brand 

Experience

Post-visit 
B2B Brand 

Equity

H1a

H2a

H3 H3

H4 H4

H5 H6

2obe1obe

2aff

2sen

2int
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1aff

1sen
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Figure A.2: Final second-order model
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