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Abstract
Purpose – Because of the paucity of empirical research on firm-level capabilities of firms for effective
customer involvement, the purpose of this study is to evaluate service firms’ capacity to coopt customers to
enhance the innovativeness and firm performance relationship. This study conceptualizes involvement
capabilities of service firms as a strategic driver that exploits their internal firm assets, which in turn
facilitates the positive relationship between innovativeness and firm performance.

Design/methodology/approach – Data were collected from 344 managers of service firms across
different sub-sectors in an emerging economy. The study first confirmed the constructs through confirmatory
factor analysis before analyzing hypothesized relationships. Regression models were specified with robust
standard errors to test the hypothesized relationships.

Findings – The study found that involvement capability of service firms helps them to exploit their
relational assets and create and manage strong customer participation. Additionally, it was found that
involvement capabilities enable service firms to capitalize on the competencies of customers, which in turn
improves the outcomes of their innovativeness. The results showed that the interaction between involvement
capability and innovativeness enhances firm performance significantly.

Practical implications – Service firms can enhance customer participation in the value creation process
by increasing their involvement capabilities. The increase in such capabilities will enhance the innovativeness
of service firms, thereby improving their financial and non-financial performance.

Originality/value – This study offers guidance on how a firm’s innovativeness and customer involvement
work together within the service operation to enhance firm performance.
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1. Introduction
The goal of organizations has evolved from relationship marketing to involving and
engaging customers in all possible ways in the value creation process (Pansari and Kumar,
2017). This is because value is not solely created by the firm, rather value is co-created with
the customer (Lusch and Nambisan, 2015). Storey and Larbig (2017, p. 101) reinforce this
point by saying that information on customer needs and how best to serve these needs are
best obtained from the customer. Customers have more knowledge about the problem, while
the service providers have more information about the solution, hence the need to involve the
customer in the creation of the value that satisfies (Moeller et al., 2013). The influence of
customer involvement in the value creation process has received a lot of attention in the
management literature (Yi et al., 2011; Ngo and O’Cass, 2013; Blasco-Arcas et al., 2016).
Extensive research in the service has looked at customer involvement and participation from
different perspectives to emphasize the importance of the subject to service firm development
(Ryzhkova, 2015; Chen et al., 2016). However, in the empirical examination of customer
involvement, less attention is paid to the firm-level capability to involve (Anning-Dorson,
2018). The lack of depth in empirical research in this area does not help us understand how
the firm can effectively be the value facilitator it ought to be as explained by Grönroos (2011).
Anning-Dorson (2018, p. 2) defines involvement capability as to “the extent to which firms
are able to engage customers in the value creation and delivery process”. As a capability,
customer involvement is rooted in the routines of the service firm’s process such that it
endears and disposes the firm to allow the customer to direct the interaction process. Anning-
Dorson (2016) describes it as the ability to create the environment for the customer to have
direct and fruitful interaction, as it engages the customer in the value delivery process.
Involvement capability facilitates the creation of an atmosphere conducive for the customers
to perform the two distinct roles of information sharing and co-development (Fang, 2008;
Grönroos, 2011). The firm-level capability is considered critical, as the effective functioning of
the customer in the co-creation process depends on the firm’s ability. This is even more
important in services where value is more than often co-produced (Vargo and Lusch, 2004;
Andreassen et al., 2015).

Furthermore, in the marketing literature, customer involvement in the value creation
process, especially in service operations, has been acknowledged as enhancing competitive
advantage (Auh et al., 2007; Payne et al, 2009; Yi et al., 2011). In creating competitive
advantages, it is also suggested by Ordanini and Parasuraman (2011) that the capability to
involve the customer during service development transforms the customer into an operand
resource, which increases the firm’s innovativeness. However, Ngo and O’Cass (2013) note
that recent research on innovativeness and customer involvement offers little guidance on
how a firm’s innovation and customer involvement work together to enhance firm
performance. Innovation is defined as the firm’s capacity to engage in the introduction of
new processes, products or ideas. While some findings have suggested positive association
between involvement and innovation (Cui and Wu, 2016), others have also found no
relationship (Menguc et al., 2014). Storey and Larbig (2017) call for deeper understanding of
how the two capabilities interact to influence firm success. In this study, we investigate how
service firm’s capability to involve the customer strengthens innovativeness to enhance
service firm performance.

In the organizational capability literature, there is a surprising absence of the
simultaneous examination of the performance implications of innovation and customer
involvement (Newbert, 2007; Ngo and O’Cass, 2013). Given the importance of both
innovation and customer involvement in creating a superior advantage for enhanced
performance, it is important to address this lacuna in the literature. The extant literature
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(Ordanini et al., 2011; Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004) shows that customer involvement
influences innovativeness in service operations. However, Sharma et al. (2014) note that
there are several gaps in the field’s knowledge. One of the gaps is the underdeveloped
understanding of the role of customers in service innovation (Alam, 2006, Ostrom et al.,
2010). Additionally, few studies (Sharma et al., 2014, Ordanini et al., 2011) have examined
organizational-level capabilities in terms of customer involvement and its linkages with
service innovativeness and performance. This paper addresses these gaps by examining the
combined effect of customer involvement capabilities and innovativeness in improving
service firm performance. We argue that involvement capability is an important internal
capacity that enables service firms to facilitate the process of customer involvement/
participation. The rest of the paper is set out as follows: theoretical background and
hypotheses, methodology, analyses, discussion and conclusions.

2. Theoretical background and hypotheses
The organizational capability perspective underpins this study. Collis (1994) asserts that
capabilities are those that reflect an ability to perform the basic functional activities of the
firm, such as plant layout, distribution logistics and marketing campaigns, more efficiently
than competitors. In line with that, Helfat and Peteraf (2003) defined organizational capability
as the “ability of an organization to perform a coordinated set of tasks, utilizing
organizational resources, for the purpose of achieving a particular end result” (999). Teece
et al. (1997) explained from the dynamic improvement perspective by saying that a firm
capability is the ability to learn, adapt, change and renew over time. From the organizational
capability perspective, the performance differences among firms can be explained by their
capabilities (March, 1994; Augier and Teece, 2009). In fact, how firms are able to incorporate
sets of specific, identifiable processes or commonly accepted best practices as part of their
routine operation, determines their performance over time (Branzei and Vertinsky, 2006;
Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). Zander and Kogut (1995) explain that the capabilities of a firm
lie primarily in the organizing principles by which individual and functional expertise is
structured, coordinated and communicated. They are, therefore, reflected in the ability of the
firm to perform repeatedly, or “replicate”, productive tasks that relate to the firm’s capacity to
create value (Teece and Pisano, 1994). Capabilities emerge through the integration of
specialist knowledge across a number of individuals and are associated with the
development of organizational competences and routines (Teece and Pisano, 1994).
Organizational capabilities exploit resources and also enhance the efficacy of other firm-level
competencies (Teece et al., 1997). This study sees involvement capability as being core to the
operations of service firm and allows for internal process and system flexibility to facilitate
customer participation in the production and delivery of value. It reflects the service firm’s
integration of knowledge across the different customer interaction points and is associated
with developing routines that facilitates customer integration into the production and
delivery process. It therefore determines how the customer as a resource will be utilized.

In the sphere of service operations, the customer provides production resources in the
form of information or effort in the servuction for the firm to create value (Hsieh et al., 2004).
However, the ability of firms to learn from, utilize and collaborate with their customers to
create the required value is dependent on the level of customer involvement capability
(Augier and Teece, 2009). Service firms that are able to turn their customers into a functional
resource and actually utilize such resource in the value creation process, would have
developed the capacity to reshape, reconfigure idiosyncratic and specialized asset that
enhance operational efficiency and strategic effectiveness. The extant research has shown
that customer involvement has a positive effect on innovation activities of service firms
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(Anning-Dorson, 2016; Ryzhkova, 2015); hence, the ability of a firm to optimize customer
involvement will positively influence innovativeness. This study posits that service firms
that are high on customer involvement capabilities would enhance their innovativeness and
their performance in both financial and non-financial terms. We also argue that both
customer involvement and innovativeness capabilities can be complemented such that the
more the service firm is able to involve the customer, the better the chance of innovation.
Anning-Dorson (2018) found that there is a positive relationship between customer
involvement and innovation propensity of firms.

From the above, we present Model 1 to explain the relationships being tested. The
research model shows that there is an expected direct relationship between innovativeness
and firm performance, which has been confirmed by a number of studies (Visnjic et al., 2016;
Grawe et al., 2009; Lusch and Nambisan, 2015). The current study, therefore, does not set as
a hypothesized relationship even though it is included in the model testing. The model
focuses on the direct relationship between customer involvement capability and firm
performance, on one hand, and the interaction effect of innovativeness and involvement
capability and firm performance on the other hand (Figure 1).

2.1 Involvement capability and firm performance
The capability theory suggests that capabilities are routines through which firms alter their
resource base – acquire and shed resources, integrate them together and recombine those
(Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). Capabilities are seen to be rooted in routines, practices and
operations of firms and, therefore, pose as imitation barriers for competitors (Ngo and
O’Cass, 2013). Developing the appropriate capabilities consequently helps firms establish a
sustainable competitive advantage and maximize their growth and performance (DeSarbo
et al., 2007). The thrust of the argument in this paper is that service firms that are able to
develop the appropriate operational capabilities are able to deploy their resource effectively
to enhance strategic success. Variance in the possession of customer involvement
capabilities will result in differential effectiveness at generating and utilizing customer
engagement opportunities to enhance performance.

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000) and Larivière et al. (2017) note that customers are
fundamentally changing the dynamics of today’s marketplace and, therefore, can alter the
linear relationship between strategic efforts and firm performance. The customer offers to
the production process two value streams: resource base (as a resource) and partnership (as
a co-creator) (Grönroos and Voima, 2013; Ma et al., 2017). The onus is on the firm to
successfully deploy the customer effectively to create the needed value for both the customer

Figure 1.
Researchmodel

Customer Involvement 

Capability (CIC)

CIC x Product Innovativeness

CIC x Process Innovativeness ● Financial Performance

● Non-Financial Performance 

Product Innovativeness

Process Innovativeness

H1a&b

H2a&b

Hypothesized

Non-hypothesized
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and the firm. This study agrees that it is not in every service process that the involvement of
the customer is required and that customer participation may not be necessary at all times.
However, it is argued in this study that customer involvement capability does not only
facilitate the direct involvement of the customer into the co-creation process but also
facilitate the use of the customer as a resource even outside of the direct co-creation process.
We argue that involvement capability offers the service firm the necessary capacity to be
flexible andmeet customer utilization requirement at all times.

As espouse by Cheng et al. (2012), customer involvement offers the firm the opportunity
to design, develop and launch innovative products and service through the effective
utilization of the customer. Additionally, Storey and Larbig (2017) offers that involvement
capability enables firms in the utilization of external knowledge as it facilitates acquisition,
assimilation and transformation of new knowledge to create and exploit performance
opportunities. It also facilitates information flow between the firm and customer; hence,
information exchange allows the firm to meet both the current and future needs. The closer
the firm is to the market (customers and other players), the better the chances of obtaining
knowledge at a lower cost, timely updates and accurate knowledge. The capacity of the firm,
therefore, becomes important in the effective deployment of the customer both as a resource
and as co-creator as espoused by Trischler et al. (2017). This paper argues that firms with
high levels of operational flexibility (which creates high customer involvement capabilities)
will profit more from the service production and delivery process. The rationale is that such
firms would have the capacity to guide the customer to direct the value creation process,
which improves customer satisfaction and customer value – a measure of non-financial
performance and important antecedent to improved firm performance (Han and Hyun, 2018;
Rego et al., 2013). Beyond this, customer involvement has been found to be associated with
improved firm performance (Storey and Larbig, 2017; Wang and Kim, 2017; Auh et al., 2007).
The thrust of our argument is that involvement capability enhances the value co-creation
process of service firms which has been found to have a positive relationship with firm
performance (Feng et al., 2016; Jouny-Rivier et al., 2017; Pansari and Kumar, 2017). This is
made possible because when involvement capability is high, customers are allowed to direct
the service co-creation process, shape the quality of service delivery and provide information
on future needs and demands and also persuade prospective customers to experience the
service. These acts go a long way in satisfying the customers, which has a direct and
positive relationship with overall firm performance.

The study, therefore, hypothesizes that:

H1. The higher the customer involvement capability of a service firm, the higher the
service firm (a) financial performance and (b) non-financial performance.

2.2 Innovativeness-involvement capability interaction and firm performance
Hult et al. (2004) assert that firms that stay close to customers are likely to benefit from
innovation activity more than those that do not. Having the ability to stay close to customers
helps to generate and respond to intelligence on customers’ present and future needs
(Jaworski and Kohli, 1993). More recent literature has confirmed the importance of customer
involvement in innovation activities. For instance, Storey and Larbig (2017) and Saldanha
et al. (2017) found that customer involvement has a positive effect on service design success
and innovation. This was because involvement capabilities allow firms to exercise their
ability to acquire external knowledge, assimilate such knowledge and transform it into
innovative offerings and processes. Storey et al. (2015) emphasize that involvement
capabilities help firms develop innovative products and processes tailored to suit customer
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preferences and in turn improve sales and overall performance. Ngo and O’Cass (2013) note
that innovativeness is closely related to customer involvement such that as firms encourage
customer participation, they are able to engineer a fit between their innovation activities and
customer demands.

In services, customers play an interesting and complex role in a service firm operation, as
they do not only receive and consume the service but also serve as an important component
in its improvement process (Normann, 1984; Ryzhkova, 2015). Anning-Dorson (2018)
explains that customer involvement capability allows firms to develop new ideas on what
exactly customers are asking for, which leads to the introduction of new products and
processes. The importance of customers in the innovation process is born out of the fact that
customers are important holders and source of external knowledge that explains their needs
and aspirations. Customers are central to the value creation and delivery process. Capturing
their unique knowledge about usage and latent needs is key to innovation (Mahr et al., 2014).
As explained by Storey and Larbig (2017), customer involvement paves the way for
absorption of customer knowledge, which facilitates the development successful products
and services. Additionally, the customer from the value co-creation perspective possesses
certain competencies that help in the creation of new products and services to meet changing
needs (Witell et al., 2017). This study argues along the lines of Blazevic and Lievens (2008)
that those firms with higher levels of customer involvement capabilities can capitalize on the
competencies of customers to improve upon the effects of their innovativeness. The service
innovation literature tends to suggest a significant difference between successes and failures
in service innovations with greater customer involvement in successful offerings compared
to those that were unsuccessful (Cui and Wu, 2016; Anning-Dorson, 2018; Yeh, 2016). We
therefore argue that aligning innovation activities with customer involvement capabilities
will enhance how well firms satisfy customers and also improve the performance of service
firms both in short and the long term. We posit that involvement capabilities must seek to
complement the innovation efforts of service firm such that they can create both customer
and firm value. Hence, the position of this paper is that the interaction of customer
involvement capabilities and innovativeness will enhance service firm performance, that is,
financial and non-financial performance. We, therefore, hypothesize, thus:

H2. Customer involvement capabilities will enhance the positive relationship between
innovativeness (process and product) and service firm (a) financial performance
and (b) non-financial performance.

3. Methodology
3.1 Sample and data collection
The data for this study were collected from the service sector of Ghana. To develop a
sampling frame, the study used an online database – Ghana Business Directory (GBD) (from
ghanaweb.com) to identify services firms across different sub-sectors. This database has
been used in similar studies such as Anning-Dorson (2016) and Story et al. (2015). The GBD
provided detailed information about the firms that allowed easy accessibility via personal
contact and other means of communication. A total of 27 Universal Banks and 390 SMME
Financing Institutions (the two extremes of banking service providers); and 106 Insurance
Firms constituted of 18 Life, 26 General and 61 Brokerage firms were obtained. The list also
had 558 business and management consultancy firms, 354 lodges and guesthouses, 741
media and communication firms and 204 general merchants. The total of all the eligible
firms stood at 2,380; however, the study particularly focused on firms with active office(s)
located in at least one of the three largest cities of Accra, Kumasi and Takoradi. This
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brought the final figure to 1,881. Questionnaires were emailed to each firm for the non-
performance questions to be filled by a top management member in charge of marketing,
clients’ service or operations or any related portfolio. An instruction was included on the
questionnaire that performance measures (thus, financial and non-financial performance)
were to be filled by finance manager/officer. After two reminders and follow-ups, a total of
408 responses were received. After excluding those who significantly could not complete the
questionnaire and those who were not in a management position, the final number of useful
questionnaires amounted to 344, which were used for the analysis. In all, 108 were from
banking institutions, insurance 48, consulting 24, media and communication 61, hospitality
52 and retailing 51. Following the Armstrong and Overton (1977) recommendation, the
responses of questionnaires collected within the first two weeks were compared with that of
the past two weeks. The group means were not significantly different; hence, non-response
bias was not considered a problem for this study.

4. Measures
4.1 Product innovativeness
The measurement of product innovativeness in this study relied on studies such as Sundbo
et al. (2007), Alam (2006), Sirilli and Evangelista (1998). Product innovativeness in service
firms is reflected new service development, product launch success, leading in service
product originality, new service release rate and service offering differentiation. All items
were on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.
Process innovativeness: in measuring process innovativeness in service firms, this study
relied on the works of Damanpour and Gopalakrishnan (2001); Sirilli and Evangelista (1998)
and Sundbo (2003). It was measured by the extent to which service firms create and improve
the method of service delivery, and the adoption of new elements (e.g. input materials, task
specifications, information flow and equipment) –Damanpour and Gopalakrishnan (2001) to
the firm’s production process (Gallego et al., 2013). Four items were used to measure process
innovativeness also on a seven-point Likert scale.

4.2 Involvement capability
This was measured by following the works of Anning-Dorson et al. (2015), Stokes (2014) and
Berthon and John (2006). Six items were used to measure involvement capabilities also on a
seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The items
measured how service firms allow customers to direct the interactions, encouragement for
customers to participate in the service delivery, co-design and co-production. It further
measured how customer insights are gathered, how to incentivize the customer to
participate and invite prospective customers.

4.3 Firm performance
Firm performance was measured in both financial and non-financial terms. Financial
performance was assessed on five measures – return on investment, profit, sales volume,
market share and cash flow as done in studies such as Odoom et al. (2017) and Jaworski
and Kohli (1993). The non-financial performance was measured by service quality,
customer satisfaction and employee satisfaction as used in the Anning-Dorson (2017a).
Performance is measured relative to major competitors that enabled control
of performance differences caused by differences among sectors and served markets.
Performance is measured as the top managers’ assessment of the indicators mentioned
above. Again, the seven-point Likert scale is used (“over the past three years, our
company has shown much better performance across these indicators than the main
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competitors, 1 = “much worse”, 7 = “much better performance”). In developing
economies, Hoskisson et al. (2000) and Anning-Dorson (2017b) reckon that hard data
across performance measures for a large number of enterprises is unavailable. The
situation in this study was no different, hence, the use of subject measures for firm
performance in this study, as previous studies have found a strong correlation between
subjective assessments and their objective counterparts (Slater and Narver, 1994).

4.4 Control variables
To partial out the effect of certain firm-level characteristics that may confound the findings,
the study controlled for such characteristics. Following Wang (2008), the study controlled
for firm size, type of service (industry effect), firm age, the number of owners and form of
ownership as having a potential impact on the performance of financial service firms. The
study measured the size by the log of the total number of full-time employees; and firm age
by the log of the number of years the firm had been in business. Industry effect was
controlled for as the importance of the industry in which a firm competes as a predictor of
firm-level variables is widely recognized in the literature (Dess et al., 1990). As indicated, the
study controlled for the number of owners and the form of business ownership in terms of
private or public.

5. Analyses
5.1 Assessment of measures
Table I presents the standardized loadings and the t-values of each indicator. All
indicators had significant standardized loadings of p-value # 0.05, and t-values of the
individual indicators ranged from 5.52 to 17.66 (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). The
reliability and validity of the measures represent the constructs being evaluated and
assess the psychometric properties of scaled measures (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).
Composite reliabilities indicate internal consistency, which means that the measures
consistently represent the same latent construct. The composite construct reliability of
each construct ranged from 0.66 (product innovativeness) to 0.71 (non-financial
performance), which meets the acceptable criteria (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair et al.,
2010). The variance-extracted estimate measures the amount of variance captured by a
construct in relation to the variance because of random measurement error. The Average
Variance Extracted (AVE) is reported in the diagonal of Table II. The variance extracted
scores of the constructs ranged from 0.55 (process innovativeness) to 0.70 (financial
performance), which suggests adequate convergent validity (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988;
Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010).

The five constructs were tested for the goodness of fit and validation of scales of the
measurement by the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). We used AMOS 20 and the
maximum likelihood estimation procedure to examine all scales. The exact model fit was
assessed using chi-square (x 2) test. Modeling after Bagozzi and Yi (1988), a number of
approximate fit heuristics were also examined to provide additional information on
model fit and the indices ranged from good to very good. The five-factor CFA model fits
the data well, with indices meeting the respective criteria (x 2(d.f.(degree of freedom)) =
143.876 (78); goodness-of-fit index (GFI) = 0.98; normed fit index (NFI) = 0.95; Tucker–
Lewis index (TLI) = 0.95; IFI = 0.96; comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.96; root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.062; and standardized root mean residual (SRMR) =
0.042. These indices meet the accepted criteria for the overall model fit of the sample
group suggested by Hair et al. (2010) and Kline (2015).
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To investigate the multicollinearity of constructs, the assessment of discriminant validity is
tested. Discriminant validity compares the variance-extracted estimates of the
measurements with the square of the parameter estimate between the measurements. If the
variance-extracted estimates of the constructs are greater than the square of the correlation

Table I.
Measurement model

Constructs/Measurement items Factor loading t-value CR

Customer involvement capabilities 0.92
We allow customers to direct the interaction during service
delivery at all times 0.860 Fixed
We always encourage our customers to help us in the
production of quality service 0.820 7.321
Our customers generally co-design and co-produce most of
our products 0.750 7.632
We continuously encourage our customers to persuade
prospective customers to experience our products/services 0.792 8.587
We frequently provide incentives to foster participation of
customers in new product/service development 0.819 7.738
We always gather market insights through face-to-face
customer meetings, visits, workshops or customer
suggestions’ 0.819 7.212

Product innovativeness 0.88
Our company is always able to differentiate our products
from the competition 0.784 Fixed
In comparison with our competitors, our company has a high
success rate in new product launch 0.781 9.540
Our company is faster in bringing new service offerings into
the market than any other 0.791 10.422
Our company has introduced more innovative products
during the past five years than any other 0.764 8.398
New products in our company often take us up against new
competitors 0.737 7.263

Process innovativeness 0.83
We adapt to different service processes to meet customer
needs 0.768 Fixed
During the past five years, our company has developed many
new management approaches to help serve customers faster
and better 0.730 5.521
Our future investments in new service process are significant
compared with our annual turnover 0.693 6.922
Our company changes service process at a great speed in
comparison with our competitors 0.792 7.162

Financial performance 0.92
Better cash flow 0.837 Fixed
Better return on investment 0.869 17.440
Better market share 0.804 14.405
Better return on investment 0.844 17.660
Better cash flow 0.850 14.530
Non-financial performance 0.85
Employee satisfaction 0.718 Fixed
Customer satisfaction 0.879 16.943
Service quality 0.838 14.189

Service firm
performance
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between two constructs, then the evidence of discriminant validity exists (Fornell and
Larcker, 1981). On the basis of this test, the study found that the correlation between any
pair of main constructs was not larger than the respective square root of the average
variance extracted for each of the constructs, in support of discriminant validity (Table III).

An initial measure to avoid common method bias was to allow different respondents to
answer the dependent and the independent variables. However, because respondents came
from the same company and the fact that there were no available objective measures for
performance, a test for common method variance (CMV) was conducted. This was done to
eliminate any possibility of common method variance that may cast doubt on the integrity
of the findings of this study. The study tested for common method bias through Lindell and
Whitney’s (2001) test for CMV and found that CMVwas not a problem for the study.

5.2 Results
To assess the hypotheses, multi-variable linear regression estimation with robust standard
errors was performed, where controls were first regressed on firm performance (financial
and non-financial performance). In the second model, the direct effects of product
innovativeness, process innovativeness and customer involvement capability were added.
Two additional models were added, in which each interaction terms (moderation effect) was
estimated, thus, Models 3 and 4. Table III shows the direct effects of product innovativeness,
process innovativeness and customer involvement capability. In Model 2, customer
involvement capability is found to be positively related to both financial (b = 0.198, p <
0.001) and non-financial performance (b = 0.122, p < 0.001). Hence, H1a and H1b were
confirmed; thus, the higher the customer involvement capability of a service firm, the higher
the financial and non-financial performance. Model 2 recorded a substantially higher R2 of
36.7 per cent for non-financial performance and 41.4 per cent for financial performance
compared to the 17.1 and 14.9 per cent recorded in Model 1 where only the controls
estimated. This shows that the explanatory powers of the two models in Model 2 were
superior to those in Model 1, indicating the effect innovativeness and customer involvement
on financial and non-financial performance.

To assess the moderation effects (i.e. the interaction effects), the study followed Little
et al. (2007) to create single indicants for each variable involved in multiplicative interactions
as the use of single indicants helps reduce model complexity. To reduce the possibility of
multicollinearity problems because of the usage of interactive terms, all measures involved
in multiplicative interactions were mean-centered. In Model 3, the interaction term of
customer involvement capability and product innovativeness was added to Model 2 and
estimated. The results found support for the hypothesis that customer involvement
capabilities will enhance the positive relationship between product innovativeness and

Table II.
Discriminant validity
(correlations) and
descriptive

Correlation matrix 1 2 3 4 5

Customer involvement 0.65
Product innovativeness 0.277** 0.59
Process innovativeness 0.411** 0.430** 0.55
Financial performance 0.317** 0.426** 0.408** 0.70
Non-financial performance 0.317** 0.474** 0.504** 0.832** 0.66
Mean 4.344 4.566 4.789 4.895 4.968
Standard deviation 1.169 1.070 0.946 1.102 1.126

Notes: Pearson correlation is significant at the 0.05 (two-tailed); **0.01
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service firm performance (i.e. both financial performance and non-financial performance).
The coefficients were also found to be significant and positive for financial performance
(b = 0.081, p < 0.01) and non-financial performance (b = 0.135, p < 0.001). Model 4 shows
the results for the moderation effect of customer involvement capability on process
innovativeness-firm performance relationship. A significant and positive for financial
performance (b = 0.108, p < 0.001) and non-financial performance (b = 0.125, p < 0.001)
was found.

6. Discussion and conclusions
Based on the results above, the study offers some important implications for both practice
and knowledge. From the findings, this study makes important contributions to the
customer involvement and service innovation literature. This study provides insights on the
challenges faced by service firms in making customers more functional in their operations to
impact positively on overall performance. Customers often see what is offered to them as
less finished and more as a process into which they can make an input to help them create
the desired benefit sought (Ngo and O’Cass, 2013). However, research on the firm-level
capacity to make customer participation has been lacking. This study sees involvement
capability as underlining service firms’ ability to create and manage strong customer
participation process (Rust et al., 2004). It is found that involvement capability helps service
firms to enhance their overall performance. Service firms that are able to develop their
involvement capabilities are able to coopt customers into the production and delivery
process, thereby enhancing the innovativeness of the firm.

The findings from the analysis suggest that customer involvement capabilities are
critical to both financial and non-financial performance. The findings suggest that
increasing the capacity of the service firm’s involvement capability will increase both
customer satisfaction and overall firm performance (Auh et al., 2007). Involvement
capability allows firms to meet customer needs faster and better than the competition and
such competitive advantage increases overall performance of the firm. Also, involvement
capability complements the innovativeness of service firms. All innovation efforts especially
products and process are targeted at improving the quality of value delivered to the
customer. Firms should develop the capacity to involve customers in their innovation
activities as such acts create competitive advantages (Ryzhkova, 2015). It is observed that
the higher involvement capabilities, the higher the innovativeness which in turn improves
both financial and non-financial performance. Involvement capabilities help in absorbing
external knowledge, which can be transformed into the production of new products and
services.

In service operations, customer participation is deemed to be critical to the value
creation process and, therefore, enhances competitiveness (Yi et al., 2011; Payne et al.,
2009). Innovativeness, in the same vein, has been linked with superior service firm
performance (Anning-Dorson, 2016). While both involvement and innovativeness can
have idiosyncratic effect to improve firm performance significantly, their concurrent
examination in the capability literature barely exists. This study examined the
complementary effect of service firms’ innovativeness and involvement capabilities on
firm performance. It was found that the interaction of customer involvement and
innovativeness brings synergistic advantages to service firms. This implies that higher
involvement capabilities will facilitate service firms’ product and process innovativeness.
The involvement capabilities allow service firms to stay close to customers, which helps
to generate intelligence on the present and future needs. The intelligence gathered would
enhance innovativeness in product and process, which increases customer satisfaction
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and overall firm performance (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993). As indicated by Chan et al.
(2010), encouraging and co-opting customers into business operations is next frontier of
competitive effectiveness and can be made possible by the involvement capability of the
firm.

Finally, on theoretical implication, in the development of firm-level capabilities such
as involvement, the exploitative ability to enhance the development of other internal
capabilities should be assessed. This study found that involvement capability enhances
the innovativeness of service firms. The findings extend Helfat (2007) assertion that some
capabilities govern the rate of change of ordinary capabilities. The current study has
demonstrated that having the capacity to involvement customers into the value creation
process is an important prerequisite to fully exploit the innovation potential of service
firms. Service firms should endeavor to align their involvement capacity with other
capabilities such as innovativeness to create competitive advantage (Helfat and Peteraf,
2003).

This study also makes contributions to practice. First, firms, especially service firms,
must recognize that involvement capabilities offer two important advantages. One, they
improve both financial and non-financial performance. The results show a positive and
significant relationship between involvement capability development and firm performance.
The implication is that when service firms invest in creating access and increasing customer
participation opportunities, the returns are positive. This confirms the findings of Cui and
Wu (2016), Ngo and O’Cass (2013) and Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004). Increasing
customer participation opportunities would enhance the utilization of the customer as a
resource and also increase his/her effectiveness in the value co-creation process. This also
allows service firms to create the desired experiences to customers as their current and
future needs are shared effortlessly and naturally.

Second, they improve the effectiveness of strategy. Service firms are advised to develop
their involvement capabilities as a prelude to innovation. The results showed that when
involvement capability complements product and process innovativeness, there is
complementarity of capability that improves firm performance significantly. Service firms
stand a chance of accruing synergistic advantages through innovativeness that are built
from the involvement capabilities. Service firms should endeavor to create competitive
advantage through the alignment of involvement and innovation capabilities.

6.1 Limitations and future research
This study acknowledges certain limitations. First, although the purpose of the study was to
assess the influence of customer capability on innovativeness and firm performance, it
would have been interesting to assess this effect over time. The current study relied solely
on a cross-sectional data and, therefore, limits the interpretation of the findings. Future
studies may assess the extent of influence involvement capability on the innovation-firm
performance relationship with a longitudinal data to broaden the empirical scope. Finally,
the study recognizes the different characteristics of sectors and markets, which makes the
generalizability of findings of a study limited by these specific characteristics. Future
studies can replicate this study in other contexts. The application of the findings in this
study must also be aligned with the specific characteristics of sectors and markets to have a
meaningful impact.

Despite these limitations, it is believed that the insights developed in this study will not
only help service firms in their capability development and strategy implementation, but
also serve as motivation for researchers to further develop this line of inquiry in the
complementarity of capabilities in service operations management.

Service firm
performance

1283

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

G
ha

na
 A

t 0
1:

52
 0

9 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
18

 (
PT

)



References
Alam, I. (2006), “Service innovation strategy and process: a cross-national comparative analysis”,

International Marketing Review, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 234-254.
Anderson, J.C. and Gerbing, D.W. (1988), “Structural equation modeling in practice: a review and

recommended two-step approach”, Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 103 No. 3, p. 411.
Andreassen, T.W., Lervik-Olsen, L. and Calabretta, G. (2015), “Trend spotting and service innovation”,

Journal of Service Theory and Practice, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 10-30.
Anning-Dorson, T. (2016), “Organisational culture and leadership as mediators of service innovation

and firm competitiveness: a study of an emerging economy”, International Journal of Innovation
Management, Vol. 20 No. 7, p. 1650064.

Anning-Dorson, T. (2017a), “Moderation-mediation effect of market demand and organization culture
on innovation and performance relationship”, Marketing Intelligence & Planning, Vol. 35 No. 2,
pp. 222-242.

Anning-Dorson, T. (2017b), “How much and when to innovate: the nexus of environmental pressures,
innovation and service firm performance”, European Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 20
No. 4, pp. 599-619.

Anning-Dorson, T. (2018), “Customer involvement capability and service firm performance: the
mediating role of innovation”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 86, pp. 269-280.

Anning-Dorson, T., Hinson, R.E. and Amidu, M. (2015), “Environmental moderators and performance
effect of interactivity innovation: study of the services sector of an emerging economy”,
Proceedings of 2015 Annual Conference of the EmergingMarkets Conference Board, pp. 31-32.

Armstrong, J.S. and Overton, T.S. (1977), “Estimating nonresponse bias in mail surveys”, Journal of
Marketing Research, Vol. 14 No. 3, pp. 396-402.

Augier, M. and Teece, D.J. (2009), “Dynamic capabilities and the role of managers in business strategy
and economic performance”,Organization Science, Vol. 20 No. 2, pp. 410-421.

Auh, S., Bell, S.J., McLeod, C.S. and Shih, E. (2007), “Co-production and customer loyalty in financial
services”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 83 No. 3, pp. 359-370.

Bagozzi, R.P. and Yi, Y. (1988), “On the evaluation of structural equation models”, Journal of the
Academy ofMarketing Science, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 74-94.

Berthon, P. and John, J. (2006), “From entities to interfaces”, The service-dominant logic of marketing:
Dialog, debate and directions, pp. 196-207.

Blasco-Arcas, L., Hernandez-Ortega, B.I. and Jimenez-Martinez, J. (2016), “Engagement platforms: the
role of emotions to foster customer engagement and Brand image in interactive media”, Journal
of Service Theory and Practice, Vol. 26 No. 5, pp. 559 -589.

Blazevic, V. and Lievens, A. (2008), “Managing innovation through customer coproduced knowledge in
electronic services: an exploratory study”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 36
No. 1, pp. 138-151.

Branzei, O. and Vertinsky, I. (2006), “Strategic pathways to product innovation capabilities in SMEs”,
Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 75-105.

Chan, K.W., Yim, C.K. and Lam, S.S. (2010), “Is customer participation in value creation a double-edged
sword? Evidence from professional financial services across cultures”, Journal of Marketing,
Vol. 74 No. 3, pp. 48-64.

Chen, Y., Wu, J. and Chien, S. (2016), “Impact of initial trust, involvement, and mood on trusting belief
evidence from the financial industry in Taiwan”, Journal of Service Theory and Practice, Vol. 26
No. 1, pp. 91-108.

Cheng, C.C., Chen, J.S. and Tai Tsou, H. (2012), “Market-creating service innovation: verification and its
associations with new service development and customer involvement”, Journal of Services
Marketing, Vol. 26 No. 6, pp. 444-457.

MRR
41,11

1284

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

G
ha

na
 A

t 0
1:

52
 0

9 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
18

 (
PT

)

https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1142%2FS136391961650064X&citationId=p_4
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1142%2FS136391961650064X&citationId=p_4
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FJSTP-12-2014-0286&citationId=p_14
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FMIP-04-2016-0066&citationId=p_5
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FJSTP-12-2014-0286&citationId=p_14
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FEJIM-05-2016-0050&citationId=p_6
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1007%2Fs11747-007-0064-y&citationId=p_15
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2017.07.015&citationId=p_7
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusvent.2004.10.002&citationId=p_16
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1509%2Fjmkg.74.3.48&citationId=p_17
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1287%2Forsc.1090.0424&citationId=p_10
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F02651330610670433&citationId=p_1
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FJSTP-11-2014-0252&citationId=p_18
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.2307%2F3150783&citationId=p_9
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.2307%2F3150783&citationId=p_9
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretai.2007.03.001&citationId=p_11
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1037%2F0033-2909.103.3.411&citationId=p_2
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F08876041211257927&citationId=p_19
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F08876041211257927&citationId=p_19
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FJSTP-09-2013-0178&citationId=p_3
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1007%2FBF02723327&citationId=p_12
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1007%2FBF02723327&citationId=p_12


Collis, D.J. (1994), “Research note: how valuable are organizational capabilities?”, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 143-152.

Cui, A.S. and Wu, F. (2016), “Utilizing customer knowledge in innovation: antecedents and impact of
customer involvement on new product performance”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, Vol. 44 No. 4, pp. 516-538.

Damanpour, F. and Gopalakrishnan, S. (2001), “The dynamics of the adoption of product and
process innovations in organizations”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 38 No. 1,
pp. 45-65.

DeSarbo, W.S., Di Benedetto, C.A. and Song, M. (2007), “A heterogeneous resource based view for
exploring relationships between firm performance and capabilities”, Journal of Modelling in
Management, Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 103-130.

Dess, G.G., Ireland, R.D. and Hitt, M.A. (1990), “Industry effects and strategic management research”,
Journal of Management, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 7-27.

Eisenhardt, K.M. and Martin, J.A. (2000), “Dynamic capabilities: what are they?”, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 21 Nos 10/11, pp. 1105-1121.

Feng, T., Cai, D., Zhang, Z. and Liu, B. (2016), “Customer involvement and new product performance:
the jointly moderating effects of technological and market newness”, Industrial Management &
Data Systems, Vol. 116 No. 8, pp. 1700-1718.

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Structural equation models with unobservable variables and
measurement error: algebra and statistics”, Journal ofMarketing Research, Vol. 18 No. 3, pp. 382-388.

Gallego, J., Rubalcaba, L. and Suárez, C. (2013), “Knowledge for innovation in Europe: the role of
external knowledge on firms’ cooperation strategies”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 66
No. 10, pp. 2034-2041.

Grawe, S.J., Chen, H. and Daugherty, P.J. (2009), “The relationship between strategic orientation, service
innovation, and performance”, International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics
Management, Vol. 39 No. 4, pp. 282-300.

Grönroos, C. (2011), “A service perspective on business relationships: the value creation, interaction and
marketing interface”, Industrial MarketingManagement, Vol. 40 No. 2, pp. 240-247.

Grönroos, C. and Voima, P. (2013), “Critical service logic: making sense of value creation and
co-creation”, Journal of the Academy ofMarketing Science, Vol. 41 No. 2, pp. 133-150.

Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J. and Anderson, R.E. (2010), Multivariate Data Analysis: A Global
Perspective, Pearson Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ.

Han, H. and Hyun, S.S. (2018), “Role of motivations for luxury cruise traveling, satisfaction, and
involvement in building traveler loyalty”, International Journal of Hospitality Management,
Vol. 70, pp. 75-84.

Helfat, C.E. (2007), “Stylized facts, empirical research and theory development in management”,
Strategic Organization, Vol. 5 No. 2, pp. 185-192.

Helfat, C.E. and Peteraf, M.A. (2003), “The dynamic resource-based view: capability lifecycles”,
Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 24 No. 10, pp. 997-1010.

Hsieh, A.T., Yen, C.H. and Chin, K.C. (2004), “Participative customers as partial employees and service
provider workload”, International Journal of Service Industry Management, Vol. 15 No. 2,
pp. 187-199.

Hult, G.T.M., Hurley, R.F. and Knight, G.A. (2004), “Innovativeness: its antecedents and impact on
business performance”, Industrial MarketingManagement, Vol. 33 No. 5, pp. 429-438.

Jaworski, B.J. and Kohli, K. (1993), “Market orientation: antecedents and consequences”, Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 57 No. 3, pp. 53-70.

Jouny-Rivier, E., Reynoso, J. and Edvardsson, B. (2017), “Determinants of services co-creation with
business customers”, Journal of Services Marketing, Vol. 31 No. 2, pp. 85-103.

Service firm
performance

1285

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

G
ha

na
 A

t 0
1:

52
 0

9 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
18

 (
PT

)

https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1007%2Fs11747-015-0433-x&citationId=p_21
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1007%2Fs11747-015-0433-x&citationId=p_21
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.indmarman.2003.08.015&citationId=p_37
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F09600030910962249&citationId=p_29
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F09600030910962249&citationId=p_29
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2F1467-6486.00227&citationId=p_22
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.indmarman.2010.06.036&citationId=p_30
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1007%2Fs11747-012-0308-3&citationId=p_31
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F17465660710763407&citationId=p_23
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F17465660710763407&citationId=p_23
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FJSM-01-2016-0001&citationId=p_39
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1177%2F014920639001600102&citationId=p_24
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijhm.2017.10.024&citationId=p_33
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2F1097-0266%28200010%2F11%2921%3A10%2F11%3C1105%3A%3AAID-SMJ133%3E3.0.CO%3B2-E&citationId=p_25
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2F1097-0266%28200010%2F11%2921%3A10%2F11%3C1105%3A%3AAID-SMJ133%3E3.0.CO%3B2-E&citationId=p_25
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FIMDS-11-2015-0457&citationId=p_26
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1177%2F1476127007077559&citationId=p_34
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FIMDS-11-2015-0457&citationId=p_26
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.332&citationId=p_35
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.2307%2F3150980&citationId=p_27
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.4250150910&citationId=p_20
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.4250150910&citationId=p_20
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F09564230410532501&citationId=p_36
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2013.02.029&citationId=p_28


Kline, R.B. (2015), Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modelling, Guilford publications,
New York, NY.

Larivière, B., Bowen, D., Andreassen, T.W., Kunz, W., Sirianni, N.J., Voss, C., Wünderlichg, N.V. and De
Keyser, A. (2017), “Service encounter 2.0’: an investigation into the roles of technology,
employees and customers”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 79, pp. 238-246.

Lindell, M.K. and Whitney, D.J. (2001), “Accounting for common method variance in cross-sectional
research designs”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 86 No. 1, p. 114.

Little, T.D., Card, N.A., Bovaird, J.A., Preacher, K.J. and Crandall, C.S. (2007), “Structural equation
modeling of mediation and moderation with contextual factors”,Modeling Contextual Effects in
Longitudinal Studies, Vol. 1, pp. 207-230.

Lusch, R.F. and Nambisan, S. (2015), “Service innovation: a service-dominant logic perspective”, MIS
Quarterly, Vol. 39 No. 1, pp. 155-175.

Ma, S., Gu, H., Wang, Y. and Hampson, D.P. (2017), “Opportunities and challenges of value co-creation:
the role of customer involvement in hotel service development”, International Journal of
Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 29 No. 12, pp. 3023-3043.

Mahr, D., Lievens, A. and Blazevic, V. (2014), “The value of customer cocreated knowledge during the
innovation process”, Journal of Product InnovationManagement, Vol. 31 No. 3, pp. 599-615.

Menguc, B., Auh, S. and Yannopoulos, P. (2014), “Customer and supplier involvement in design: the
moderating role of incremental and radical innovation capability”, Journal of Product Innovation
Management, Vol. 31 No. 2, pp. 313-328.

Moeller, S., Ciuchita, R., Mahr, D., Odekerken-Schröder, G. and Fassnacht, M. (2013), “Uncovering
collaborative value creation patterns and establishing corresponding customer roles”, Journal of
Service Research, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 471-487.

Newbert, S.L. (2007), “Empirical research on the resource-based view of the firm: an assessment and
suggestions for future research”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 28 No. 2, pp. 121-146.

Ngo, L.V. and O’Cass, A. (2013), “Innovation and business success: the mediating role of customer
participation”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 66 No. 8, pp. 1134-1142.

Normann, R. (1984), Service Management, Wiley, Chichester, pp. 131-146.
Ordanini, A. and Parasuraman, A. (2011), “Service innovation viewed through a service-dominant logic

lens: a conceptual framework and empirical analysis”, Journal of Service Research, Vol. 14 No. 1,
pp. 3-23.

Odoom, R., Agbemabiese, G., Anning-Dorson, T. and Mensah, P. (2017), “Branding capabilities and
SME performance in an emerging market – the moderating effect of Brand regulations”,
Marketing Intelligence & Planning, Vol. 35 No. 4, pp. 473-487.

Ordanini, A., Miceli, L., Pizzetti, M. and Parasuraman, A. (2011), “Crowd-funding: transforming
customers into investors through innovative service platforms”, Journal of Service Management,
Vol. 22 No. 4, pp. 443-470.

Ostrom, A.L., Bitner, M.J., Brown, S.W., Burkhard, K.A., Goul, M., Smith-Daniels, V., Demirkan, H. and
Rabinovich, E. (2010), “Moving forward and making a difference: research priorities for the
science of service”, Journal of Service Research, Vol. 13 No. 1, pp. 4-36.

Pansari, A. and Kumar, V. (2017), “Customer engagement: the construct, antecedents, and
consequences”, Journal of the Academy ofMarketing Science, Vol. 45 No. 3, pp. 294-311.

Payne, A., Storbacka, K., Frow, P. and Knox, S. (2009), “Co-creating brands: diagnosing and designing
the relationship experience”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 62 No. 3, pp. 379-389.

Prahalad, C.K. and Ramaswamy, V. (2000), “Co-opting customer competence”, Harvard Business
Review, Vol. 78 No. 1, pp. 79-90.

Prahalad, C.K. and Ramaswamy, V. (2004), “Co-creation experiences: the next practice in value
creation”, Journal of Interactive Marketing, Vol. 18 No. 3, pp. 5-14.

MRR
41,11

1286

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

G
ha

na
 A

t 0
1:

52
 0

9 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
18

 (
PT

)

https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FMIP-08-2016-0138&citationId=p_53
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FIJCHM-08-2016-0479&citationId=p_45
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FIJCHM-08-2016-0479&citationId=p_45
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F09564231111155079&citationId=p_54
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fjpim.12116&citationId=p_46
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1177%2F1094670509357611&citationId=p_55
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fjpim.12097&citationId=p_47
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fjpim.12097&citationId=p_47
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1177%2F1094670513480851&citationId=p_48
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1007%2Fs11747-016-0485-6&citationId=p_56
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1177%2F1094670513480851&citationId=p_48
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2017.03.008&citationId=p_41
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2008.05.013&citationId=p_57
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.573&citationId=p_49
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2012.03.009&citationId=p_50
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.86.1.114&citationId=p_42
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2Fdir.20015&citationId=p_59
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1177%2F1094670510385332&citationId=p_52
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.25300%2FMISQ%2F2015%2F39.1.07&citationId=p_44
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.25300%2FMISQ%2F2015%2F39.1.07&citationId=p_44


Rego, L.L., Morgan, N.A. and Fornell, C. (2013), “Reexamining the market share–customer satisfaction
relationship”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 77 No. 5, pp. 1-20.

Rust, R.T., Ambler, T., Carpenter, G.S., Kumar, V. and Srivastava, R.K. (2004), “Measuring marketing
productivity: current knowledge and future directions”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 68 No. 4,
pp. 76-89.

Ryzhkova, N. (2015), “Does online collaboration with customers drive innovation performance?”,
Journal of Service Theory and Practice, Vol. 25 No. 3, pp. 327-347.

Saldanha, T.J., Mithas, S. and Krishnan, M.S. (2017), “Leveraging customer involvement for fueling
innovation: the role of relational and analytical information processing capabilities”, MIS
Quarterly, Vol. 41 No. 1, pp. 267-286.

Sharma, S., Conduit, J. and Hill, S.R. (2014), “Organisational capabilities for customer participation
in health care service innovation”, Australasian Marketing Journal (AMJ), Vol. 22 No. 3,
pp. 179-188.

Sirilli, G. and Evangelista, R. (1998), “Technological innovation in services and manufacturing: results
from Italian surveys”, Research Policy, Vol. 27 No. 9, pp. 881-899.

Slater, S.F. and Narver, J.C. (1994), “Does competitive environment moderate the market orientation-
performance relationship?”,The Journal of Marketing, Vol. 58 No. 1, pp. 46-55.

Stokes, P.D. (2014), “Crossing disciplines: a constraint-based model of the creative/innovative process”,
Journal of Product InnovationManagement, Vol. 31 No. 2, pp. 247-258.

Storey, C. and Larbig, C. (2017), “Absorbing customer knowledge: how customer involvement enables
service design success”, Journal of Service Research, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 101-118.

Story, V.M., Boso, N. and Cadogan, J.W. (2015), “The form of relationship between firm-level product
innovativeness and new product performance in developed and emerging markets”, Journal of
Product InnovationManagement, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 45-64.

Sundbo, J. (2003), “Innovation and strategic reflexivity: an evolutionary approach applied to services”,
The International Handbook on Innovation, pp. 97-114.

Sundbo, J., Orfila-Sintes, F. and Sørensen, F. (2007), “The innovative behaviour of tourism firms-
comparative studies of Denmark and Spain”, Research Policy, Vol. 36 No. 1, pp. 88-106.

Teece, D. and Pisano, G. (1994), “The dynamic capabilities of firms: an introduction”, Industrial and
Corporate Change, Vol. 3 No. 3, pp. 537-556.

Teece, D.J., Pisano, G. and Shuen, A. (1997), “Dynamic capabilities and strategic management”,
Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 18 No. 7, pp. 509-533.

Trischler, J., Pervan, S.J., Kelly, S.J. and Scott, D.R. (2017), “The value of codesign-the effect of customer
involvement in service design teams”, Journal of Service Research, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 75-100.

Vargo, S.L. and Lusch, R.F. (2004), “Evolving to a new dominant logic for marketing”, Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 68 No. 1, pp. 1-17.

Visnjic, I., Wiengarten, F. and Neely, A. (2016), “Only the brave: product innovation, service business
model innovation, and their impact on performance”, Journal of Product Innovation
Management, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 36-52.

Wang, C.L. (2008), “Entrepreneurial orientation, learning orientation, and firm performance”,
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 32 No. 4, pp. 635-657.

Wang, Z. and Kim, H.G. (2017), “Can social media marketing improve customer relationship capabilities
and firm performance?, Dynamic capability perspective”, Journal of Interactive Marketing,
Vol. 39, pp. 15-26.

Witell, L., Gebauer, H., Jaakkola, E., Hammedi, W., Patricio, L. and Perks, H. (2017), “A bricolage
perspective on service innovation”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 79, pp. 290-298.

Yeh, Y.P. (2016), “Market orientation and service innovation on customer perceived value: the case of
supermarket retailers”,Management Research Review, Vol. 39 No. 4, pp. 449-467.

Service firm
performance

1287

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

G
ha

na
 A

t 0
1:

52
 0

9 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
18

 (
PT

)

https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fjpim.12254&citationId=p_76
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1177%2F1094670517712613&citationId=p_68
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fjpim.12254&citationId=p_76
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1509%2Fjmkg.68.4.76.42721&citationId=p_61
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6520.2008.00246.x&citationId=p_77
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fjpim.12180&citationId=p_69
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fjpim.12180&citationId=p_69
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2FB978-008044198-6%2F50008-5&citationId=p_70
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FJSTP-02-2014-0028&citationId=p_62
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.intmar.2017.02.004&citationId=p_78
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.25300%2FMISQ%2F2017%2F41.1.14&citationId=p_63
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.respol.2006.08.004&citationId=p_71
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.25300%2FMISQ%2F2017%2F41.1.14&citationId=p_63
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2017.03.021&citationId=p_79
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FMRR-08-2014-0205&citationId=p_80
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1093%2Ficc%2F3.3.537-a&citationId=p_72
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ausmj.2014.08.002&citationId=p_64
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1093%2Ficc%2F3.3.537-a&citationId=p_72
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2F%28SICI%291097-0266%28199708%2918%3A7%3C509%3A%3AAID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO%3B2-Z&citationId=p_73
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2FS0048-7333%2898%2900084-5&citationId=p_65
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1177%2F1094670517714060&citationId=p_74
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.2307%2F1252250&citationId=p_66
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fjpim.12093&citationId=p_67
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1509%2Fjmkg.68.1.1.24036&citationId=p_75
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1509%2Fjmkg.68.1.1.24036&citationId=p_75
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1509%2Fjm.09.0363&citationId=p_60


Yi, Y., Nataraajan, R. and Gong, T. (2011), “Customer participation and citizenship behavioral
influences on employee performance, satisfaction, commitment, and turnover intention”, Journal
of Business Research, Vol. 64 No. 1, pp. 87-95.

Zander, U. and Kogut, B. (1995), “Knowledge and the speed of the transfer and imitation of
organizational capabilities: an empirical test”,Organization Science, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 76-92.

Further reading
Abramovici, M. and Bancel-Charensol, L. (2004), “How to take customers into consideration in service

innovation projects”,The Service Industries Journal, Vol. 24 No. 1, pp. 56-78.
Baldwin, J.R. and Gellatly, G. (2003), Innovation Strategies and Performance in Small Firms, Edward

Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham.

Bayus, B.L., Erickson, G. and Jacobson, R. (2003), “The financial rewards of new product introductions
in the personal computer industry”,Management Science, Vol. 49 No. 2, pp. 197-210.

Bhatnagar, N. and Gopalaswamy, K.A. (2017), “The role of a firm’s innovation competence on customer
adoption of service innovation”,Management Research Review, Vol. 40 No. 4, pp. 378-409.

Crossan, M.M. and Apaydin, M. (2010), “Amulti-dimensional framework of organizational innovation: a
systematic review of the literature”, Journal ofManagement Studies, Vol. 47 No. 6, pp. 1154-1191.

Danneels, E. (2004), “Disruptive technology reconsidered: a critique and research agenda”, Journal of
Product InnovationManagement, Vol. 21 No. 4, pp. 246-258.

Gopalakrishnan, S. (2000), “Unraveling the links between dimensions of innovation and organizational
performance”,The Journal of High TechnologyManagement Research, Vol. 11 No. 1, pp. 137-153.

Grönroos, C. (2008), “Service logic revisited: who creates value? And who co-creates?”, European
Business Review, Vol. 20 No. 4, pp. 298-314.

Helfat, C.E. and Winter, S.G. (2011), “Untangling dynamic and operational capabilities: strategy for the
(N)ever-changing world”, StrategicManagement Journal, Vol. 32 No. 11, pp. 1243-1250.

Helfat, C.E., Finkelstein, S., Mitchell, W., Peteraf, M., Singh, H., Teece, D. and Winter, S.G. (2009),
Dynamic Capabilities: Understanding Strategic Change in Organizations, John Wiley and Sons,
Hoboken, NJ.

Hoskisson, R.E., Eden, L., Lau, C.M. andWright, M. (2000), “Strategy in emerging economies”,Academy
ofManagement Journal, Vol. 43 No. 3, pp. 249-267.

Hoyer, W.D., Chandy, R., Dorotic, M., Krafft, M. and Singh, S.S. (2010), “Consumer cocreation in new
product development”, Journal of Service Research, Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 283-296.

Kandampully, J. and Duddy, R. (1999), “Relationship marketing: a concept beyond the primary
relationship”,Marketing Intelligence & Planning, Vol. 17 No. 7, pp. 315-323.

Kleinschmidt, E.J. and Cooper, R.G. (1991), “The impact of product innovativeness on performance”,
Journal of Product InnovationManagement, Vol. 8 No. 4, pp. 240-251.

Klomp, L. and Van Leeuwen, G. (2001), “Linking innovation and firm performance: a new approach”,
International Journal of the Economics of Business, Vol. 8 No. 3, pp. 343-364.

Leonard-Barton, D. (1992), “Core capabilities and core rigidities: a paradox in managing new product
development”, StrategicManagement Journal, Vol. 13 No. 1, pp. 111-125.

Leyer, M. and Moormann, J. (2012), “A method for matching customer integration with operational
control of service processes”,Management Research Review, Vol. 35 No. 11, pp. 1046-1069.

Lööf, H. and Heshmati, A. (2006), “On the relationship between innovation and performance: a
sensitivity analysis”, Economics of Innovation and New Technology, Vol. 15 Nos 4/5,
pp. 317-344.

Lundkvist, A. and Yakhlef, A. (2004), “Customer involvement in new service development: a
conversational approach”, Managing Service Quality: An International Journal, Vol. 14 Nos 2/3,
pp. 249-257.

MRR
41,11

1288

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

G
ha

na
 A

t 0
1:

52
 0

9 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
18

 (
PT

)

https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.4337%2F9781781009703&citationId=p_84
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.2307%2F1556394&citationId=p_93
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1287%2Fmnsc.49.2.197.12741&citationId=p_85
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.2307%2F1556394&citationId=p_93
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1177%2F1094670510375604&citationId=p_94
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2FMRR-11-2015-0280&citationId=p_86
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F02634509910301124&citationId=p_95
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-6486.2009.00880.x&citationId=p_87
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2F0737-6782%2891%2990046-2&citationId=p_96
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.0737-6782.2004.00076.x&citationId=p_88
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.0737-6782.2004.00076.x&citationId=p_88
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1080%2F10438590500512810&citationId=p_100
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2009.12.007&citationId=p_81
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2009.12.007&citationId=p_81
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2FS1047-8310%2800%2900024-9&citationId=p_89
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1080%2F13571510110079612&citationId=p_97
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F09604520410528662&citationId=p_101
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1287%2Forsc.6.1.76&citationId=p_82
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F09555340810886585&citationId=p_90
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F09555340810886585&citationId=p_90
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.4250131009&citationId=p_98
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.955&citationId=p_91
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1080%2F02642060412331301132&citationId=p_83
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&system=10.1108%2F01409171211276936&citationId=p_99


Mansury, M.A. and Love, J.H. (2008), “Innovation, productivity and growth in US business services: a
firm-level analysis”,Technovation, Vol. 28 Nos 1/2, pp. 52-62.

Moorman, C. and Slotegraaf, R.J. (1999), “The contingency value of complementary capabilities in
product development”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 36 No. 2, pp. 239-257.

Prajogo, D.I. (2006), “The relationship between innovation and business performance – a comparative
study between manufacturing and service firms”, Knowledge and Process Management, Vol. 13
No. 3, pp. 218-225.

Schaarschmidt, M., Walsh, G. and Evanschitzky, H. (2018), “Customer interaction and innovation in
hybrid offerings: investigating moderation and mediation effects for goods and services
innovation”, Journal of Service Research, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 119-134.

Srinivasan, S., Pauwels, K., Silva-Risso, J. and Hanssens, D.M. (2009), “Product innovations,
advertising, and stock returns”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 73 No. 1, pp. 24-43.

Srivastava, R.K., Fahey, L. and Christensen, H.K. (2001), “The resource-based view and marketing: the
role of market-based assets in gaining competitive advantage”, Journal of Management, Vol. 27
No. 6, pp. 777-802.

Srivastava, R.K., Shervani, T.A. and Fahey, L. (1998), “Market-based assets and shareholder value: a
framework for analysis”,The Journal of Marketing, Vol. 62 No. 1, pp. 2-18.

Teece, D.J. (2007), “Explicating dynamic capabilities: the nature and microfoundations of (sustainable)
enterprise performance”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 28 No. 13, pp. 1319-1350.

Tu, Q., Vonderembse, M.A., Ragu-Nathan, T.S. and Sharkey, T.W. (2006), “Absorptive capacity:
enhancing the assimilation of time-based manufacturing practices”, Journal of Operations
Management, Vol. 24 No. 5, pp. 692-710.

Vargo, S.L. and Lusch, R.F. (2008), “Service-dominant logic: continuing the evolution”, Journal of the
Academy ofMarketing Science, Vol. 36 No. 1, pp. 1-10.

Vorhies, D.W. and Morgan, N.A. (2005), “Benchmarking marketing capabilities for sustainable
competitive advantage”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 69 No. 1, pp. 80-94.

Xie, C., Bagozzi, R.P. and Troye, S.V. (2008), “Trying to prosume: toward a theory of consumers as
co-creators of value”, Journal of the Academy ofMarketing Science, Vol. 36 No. 1, pp. 109-122.

Zollo, M. and Winter, S.G. (2002), “Deliberate learning and the evolution of dynamic capabilities”,
Organization Science, Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 339-351.

Corresponding author
Thomas Anning-Dorson can be contacted at: thomasdorson@gmail.com

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Service firm
performance

1289

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

G
ha

na
 A

t 0
1:

52
 0

9 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
18

 (
PT

)

mailto:thomasdorson@gmail.com
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1007%2Fs11747-007-0069-6&citationId=p_111
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.2307%2F3152096&citationId=p_103
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1007%2Fs11747-007-0069-6&citationId=p_111
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1509%2Fjmkg.69.1.80.55505&citationId=p_112
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2Fkpm.259&citationId=p_104
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1007%2Fs11747-007-0060-2&citationId=p_113
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1177%2F1094670517711586&citationId=p_105
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1287%2Forsc.13.3.339.2780&citationId=p_114
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1509%2Fjmkg.73.1.24&citationId=p_106
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1177%2F014920630102700610&citationId=p_107
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.2307%2F1251799&citationId=p_108
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.640&citationId=p_109
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2005.05.004&citationId=p_110
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.technovation.2007.06.002&citationId=p_102
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FMRR-07-2017-0207&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2005.05.004&citationId=p_110

	Enhancing service firm performance through customer involvement capability andinnovativeness
	1. Introduction
	2. Theoretical background and hypotheses
	2.1 Involvement capability and firm performance
	2.2 Innovativeness-involvement capability interaction and firm performance

	3. Methodology
	3.1 Sample and data collection

	4. Measures
	4.1 Product innovativeness
	4.2 Involvement capability
	4.3 Firm performance
	4.4 Control variables

	5. Analyses
	5.1 Assessment of measures
	5.2 Results

	6. Discussion and conclusions
	6.1 Limitations and future research

	References


