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ABSTRACT 

 

The role of the customer has evolved with increasing transparency of consumption 

processes, as well as easy sharing of and access to information. While previous research 

has acknowledged the activity of customers in integrating resources, the dynamic role of 

service providers in engaging customers and facilitating their resource integration 

processes has received less attention. To date, literature on dyadic relationships between 

customers and service providers is primarily focused on the cultivation and building of 

relationships. As such, this research explores the complementary role of service providers 

in supporting customer value creation, through customer engagement and resource 

integration.  

 

This research comprises three papers that investigate the customers’ and employees’ 

activities and interactions in an extended and complex service setting. In line with the 

overall research objectives, we address two distinct yet related themes - the first paper 

examines customer engagement with a service offering (CESO), while the second paper 

focuses on the provider side of resource integration, identifying five professional service 

providers’ resource integration styles (PRO-RIS). These two papers are exploratory and 

qualitative in nature, as we seek to generate rich and thick insights for theory building. The 

third paper extends the second paper by validating PRO-RIS quantitatively, as well as 

exploring customer traits that differ across styles, through a variety of approaches 

including multiple discriminant analysis. This paper suggests how service providers in 

complex services, may support customer resource integration meaningfully in practice. 

 

We thus contribute to the existing literature by investigating the complexities and nuances 

surrounding dynamic interactions between the customer and service provider, in the 

process of resource integration to create value. The first paper is novel in that it explores 

customer engagement from two perspectives: that of the planner and that of the customer.  

 

By conceptualising CESO, the first paper addresses a fundamental gap in the customer 

engagement literature by going beyond the current focus on brands and organisations. In 

particular, CESO is holistic in that it captures customer engagement with a service 

offering, which includes the service provider, their advice and the service process. In 
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addition, we advance present knowledge by providing rich insights on the drivers and 

outcomes from such engagement. The identified engagement activities are ‘openings’ or 

windows of opportunities for service providers to connect with their customers 

appropriately in practice.  

 

Building on our improved understanding of such opportunities, the second paper 

investigates professional service providers’ resource integration styles. In contrast to 

previous studies exploring how customers may integrate resources to create value, this 

paper focuses on the role of the service provider by offering significant insights on how 

service providers can facilitate customer resource integration processes. That is, the 

research focuses on the process and configurations of resource integration, rather than the 

benefits realised through the resource integration process [i.e. value cocreation]. 

 

Researchers have acknowledged that the function of the institution in value cocreation is a 

missing concept and that value cocreation roles also need to be investigated from the 

service provider’s perspective. Yet, little is known about the configuration of resource 

integration processes in practice, with research recently pointing to this as a service 

research priority. Hence, the development of the PRO-RIS typology responds to these calls 

for research, improving our knowledge through detailed explanations of the variations in 

styles and associated constellations of resource integration activities that service providers 

offer, in support of customer resource integration. 

 

Further to this, the construction of the PRO-RIS index as discussed in the third paper is 

crucial in assisting the measurement of these five styles for empirical testing. Indeed, by 

using this index, we are able to link the resource integration styles with demographical, 

situational and personal factors of customers commonly associated with each style as well 

as related service outcomes, supporting service strategy development, through managers 

identifying customers associated with each style. The PRO-RIS index will enable the 

replication of this research in a variety of contexts, leading to more findings that are 

generalizable, bringing our understanding on actor-to-actor resource integration to the next 

level.  
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PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

 

Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The role of customers has transformed significantly in recent times. From being passive 

receivers provided for by firms (Wikström 1996), to “partial employees” where service 

providers set the authority boundary of customers through negotiation (Mills and Morris 

1986), now customers are capable of, and becoming more active in the integration of 

resources to meet their own objectives (Hibbert, Winklhofer, and Temerak, 2012; McColl-

Kennedy et al. 2012; Piacentini, Hibbert and Hogg 2014). Today, the perspective that 

firms can offer inputs to support customers’ resource integration efforts for value creation 

prevails (Edvardsson, Tronvoll and Gruber 2011; Vargo 2008). Yet, despite important 

theoretical advances, our understanding of the role of firms in value creation processes 

remains sparse (Vargo and Lusch 2014), particularly how they contribute resources in 

support of customer value creation (Grönroos and Voima 2013; Hibbert, Winklhofer and 

Temerak 2012; Normann 2001). Furthermore, the professional service provider’s role as a 

resource facilitator within in dyadic micro actor-to-actor interactions is poorly understood. 

This is a pressing concern that has been recently highlighted as a research priority for the 

service research community (Ostrom et al. 2015), which this research seeks to explore.  

 

In order to examine the complementary role of service providers in supporting customers’ 

value creation processes and thereby shaping their experiences, we must first determine 

how customers and service providers interact; through a “chain or constellation of 

activities that allow the service to function effectively” (Bitner, Ostrom and Morgan 2008, 

p. 68). Specifically, since the value of the service is experienced, and thus perceived 
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subjectively, by each customer (Vargo and Lusch 2004), there is an impending need to 

explore the customer’s point of view regarding the complexities and intricacies of how 

customers and service providers are interacting dynamically today. Studies on customer 

engagement have started to capture the dynamism of consumer interactions, suggesting 

that they engage with focal objects such as brands and organisations (Brodie et al. 2011; 

Hollebeek, Glynn and Brodie 2014; Li and Lerner 2013).  

 

Nonetheless, knowledge on actor engagement remains rare (Chandler and Lush, 2015), 

despite the potential to leverage on the concept of customer engagement in unlocking the 

elaborate nature of customer interactions within complex services. In such contexts, 

customers are likely to engage with multiple focal objects, such as the provider, their 

advice and the service process (collectively known as a ‘service offering’), to create value 

(Ng, Plewa and Sweeney 2016). It is during such interactive moments that customers 

‘open up’ to service providers, enabling opportunities for direct joint creation of value 

(Grönroos and Ravald 2011). Therefore, it is imperative for firms to understand the types 

of engagement activities that customers partake in, why they do so and what they gain, in 

order to connect with their customers appropriately and meaningfully (See Chapter 2).  

 

During the service process, the service provider’s production process and the customer’s 

consumption and value creation process merge into a single process with direct 

interactions (Grönroos and Gummerus 2014). It is through such interactions that resources 

from the service delivery system integrate in support of the service experience (Patricio et 

al. 2011). Firms can also leverage their own service staff as operant resources of expertise 

and skills (Lusch and Vargo 2014), to transfer certain fluid and alterable resources to 

consumers (Kohli 2006) for their own use. Nonetheless, resources are only useful if 
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customers are able to integrate these into their value creation processes (Vargo and Lusch 

2011). To date, little is known about the configuration of resource integration processes in 

practice (Peters et al. 2014; Edvardsson et al. 2014), suggesting the need for further 

theoretical development leading to clear managerial implications, building another 

foundation for this research (See Chapter 3 and 4).  

 

Current service literature is often built upon the homogeneous assumption that customers 

are capable resource integrators (Piacentini, Hibbert and Hogg 2014), encouraging the 

need for customers to be co-creators (eg. Chan, Yim and Lam 2010; Hibbert, Winklhofer 

and Temerak 2012). However, customers may vary in the extent to which they believe 

others should contribute to the service (Kleinaltenkamp et al. 2012). Hence, there is a need 

to account for customers who rely extensively on firm intervention for their expertise, or 

avoid unnecessary interactions with the firm (Grönroos and Voima 2013). A holistic 

approach to understanding the different types of customers is critical because value may 

also be co-destroyed (Echeverri and Skålén 2011) or lead to no influence (Grönroos and 

Voima 2013) at the customer-firm interface. As such, this research considers the various 

levels to which service providers should integrate resources and engage with different 

customers.  

 

Lastly, aligned with the context dependent nature of customer engagement (Brodie et al. 

2011), we can expect variations in the manner in which resources are offered by service 

providers, as customers are likely to differ in personal circumstances, their access to 

resources, as well as their ability to use the available resources (Kleinaltenkamp et al. 

2012). Hence, with the aim of investigating the complementary role of service providers in 

supporting customer value creation, this research seeks to establish the service provider’s 
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role in engaging and supporting customers’ resource integration from a dyadic outlook, in 

order to unravel its complexities, building the foundation for future research examining the 

firm’s role within the broader ecosystem. Hence, while drawing on the Service Dominant 

Logic’s (S-D Logic) depiction of a service ecosystem involving multiple actors whom are 

all resource integrators (Vargo and Lusch 2008; Kleinaltenkamp et al. 2012), this research 

builds primarily on the detailed Service Logic discussion relating to dyadic actor-to-actor 

(person-to-person) resource integration (Grönroos and Gummerus 2014) from a micro 

level. 

 

1.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

This research is largely exploratory in nature, guided by two inter-related central research 

questions that investigate the customers’ and employees’ activities and interactions in a 

complex and extended service: (1) How do customers engage with a service offering on a 

dyadic micro level and (2) How do service providers support customer resource integration 

meaningfully in practice? The intention of this research is to understand the complexities 

and nuances surrounding dynamic interactions between the customer and service provider 

in the process of integrating resources for value creation. Consequently, in line with the 

two research questions stated above, seven broad objectives were developed to guide this 

research. 

 

In line with the first research question, the objectives are:  

1. To investigate how customers engage with a service offering (CESO), in the 

context of complex services, and clearly define the individual components of 

customer engagement under such circumstances;  
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2. To identify different antecedents driving individual components of CESO in a 

complex setting;   

3. To identify the outcomes of CESO in complex services. 

  

In accordance with the second research question, the objectives are: 

4. To identify the activities undertaken by professional service providers to support 

customers’ resource integration; 

5. To understand the variations in service providers’ roles, through the different 

activity dimensions, and derive a typology of resource integration styles adopted by 

professional service providers; 

6. To develop a set of indicators and construct a psychometrically sound formative 

index that measures PRO-RIS; 

7. To empirically examine differences in customers associated with each style in 

terms of: (i) demographic characteristics, (ii) personal and situational factors, as 

well as (iii) perceived outcomes in order to better understand these customer 

segments. 

 

1.3 RESEARCH CONTEXT 

The research was undertaken in the financial planning industry. This context features 

extensive interactions between clients and professional service providers, and a large 

degree of customization for each client (Yoo, Todd, and Frankwick 2012). Professional 

service providers are defined in this research as individual professionals who serve the 

customer directly (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney 2016), such as a financial planner in this case. 

In this setting, a range of scenarios can occur, including volatile situations, where 

ambiguity, misunderstandings, and distinct perceptions may arise (Gilmore and Carson 
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1996). Furthermore, financial services tend to be high risk due to its credence nature; 

featuring high levels of personal encounters and close personal ties, where customers are 

likely to experience multiple encounters with a designated professional service provider 

over time. Hence, this context is an attractive avenue for rich, interesting and detailed 

information pertaining to customer-service provider interactions and activities over a 

period of time. As such, the financial planning industry is highly appropriate for studying 

customer engagement and resource integration processes for value creation, which are the 

focus of this research.   

 

1.4 RESEARCH FRAMEWORK 

To meet our intended aims and objectives, this research consists of three separate papers 

that employ both qualitative and quantitative methods across two themes – paper one 

focuses on customer engagement with a service offering (CESO), addressing objectives 

one to three; while papers two and three explore professional service providers’ resource 

integration styles (PRO-RIS), examining objectives four to five and six to seven 

respectively. Our intention is therefore to build rather than test theory in papers one and 

two (Lincoln and Guba 1985; Shah and Corley 2006); and subsequently confirm and 

extend the qualitative findings from paper two in paper three, quantitatively.  

 

Exploratory inductive research was conducted in paper one and two through qualitative 

methods, to gain access to in-depth information pertaining to their respective research 

objectives. We pursued thick (Gilmore and Carson 1996) and rich (Shah and Corley 2006) 

descriptions that enabled us to provide a rigorous account of the phenomenon under 

investigation. That is, the subjective experiences of each individual were interpreted 



 
 

 

8 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

collectively by the researchers through a language of common understanding (Löbler 

2011; Peters et al. 2014).  

 

As an extension to paper two, confirmatory and exploratory deductive research was 

undertaken in paper three through quantitative methods, to (1) validate the PRO-RIS index 

that was developed based on qualitative findings from paper two, and (2) explore customer 

traits that differ across styles. By taking the positivist approach, the results from paper 

three complement and substantiate the conceptualisation and qualitative findings reported 

in paper two. The overall framework is outlined in Figure 1; a short description of each 

paper is presented below:   

 

PAPER ONE - CESO: A Framework for Complex Services (Chapter 2) 

The first paper examines customer engagement beyond the traditional focus on brands and 

organisations. Specifically, the paper investigates the complexities surrounding CESO in a 

financial service context, comprising the service provider, their advice and the service 

process. Hence, it provides unique insights into the conceptualisation of engagement in the 

context of complex ongoing services, consistent with the MSI objectives for 2014-2016 of 

conceptualising and defining engagement, as a tier one priority. The paper builds on the 

premise that it is imperative for firms to know the types of engagement activities 

customers partake in, why they do so and what they gain.  

 

The objectives specified for paper one are: (1) to investigate how customers engage with a 

service offering (CESO), in the context of complex services, and clearly define the 

individual components of customer engagement under such circumstances; (2) to identify  
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            Figure 1. Research framework 

 

               Source: Developed for this research 
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different antecedents driving individual components of CESO in a complex setting; (3) to 

identify the outcomes of CESO in complex services. Qualitative data was collected by 

means of 26 in-depth semi-structured interviews across three Australian states, with both 

financial planners and clients. The data was analysed using the categorizing process by 

Lincoln and Guba (1985). In brief, this paper reveals the multi-faceted nature of CESO, 

clearly distinguishing and defining each dimension. It also develops our understanding of 

the related antecedents and outcomes, building a foundation for future academic research 

and specific managerial implications. 

 

Furthermore, paper one provides the underpinning to paper two, as it identifies nine 

customer engagement activities or ‘openings’, where service providers can connect with 

their clients and enabling them to influence their clients’ service experiences. More 

importantly, the findings also suggest that customers engage with their providers in 

different activities, and at different levels, whether cognitively, emotionally or 

behaviourally. Consequently, it is vital for firms to understand what they can provide their 

clients at these points of interactions, that is, their role in facilitating their customers’ 

resource integration in a meaningful way.  

 

PAPER TWO - PRO-RIS: Facilitating Customer Experiences (Chapter 3) 

Paper two explores the variations in the professional service providers’ role as a resource 

facilitator in supporting customer resource integration processes. Drawing on role theory, 

this research responds to calls by numerous scholars to shed light on resource integration 

processes in practice (Edvardsson et al. 2014; Peters et al. 2014), where interactions and 

activities may affect customer experiences (Bowen 2016; Gummerus 2013). Importantly, 

this paper also develops our understanding of how firms can offer resources to support 
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customer resource integration and value creation (eg. Grönroos and Voima 2013; Hibbert, 

Winklhofer and Temerak 2012; Normann 2001). A similar call for research has been 

issued by Ostrom et al. (2015), suggesting the need to better understand the roles of 

customers and employees in creating value. Such insight will enable firms to utilise 

resources more effectively when strategizing; at the same time supporting customers’ 

resource integration efforts at a level with which they feel comfortable.  

 

The specific objectives of this paper are: (1) to identify the activities undertaken by 

professional service providers to support customers’ resource integration; (2) to understand 

the variations in service providers’ roles, through the different activity dimensions, and 

derive a typology of resource integration styles adopted by professional service providers.  

Qualitative data was collected through 32 in-depth semi-structured interviews (including 

both financial planners and clients) and analysed using the constant comparative method 

by Lincoln and Guba (1985). In this paper, we conceptualise a typology comprising five 

professional service providers’ resource integration styles (PRO-RIS), namely, the 

delegate, mentor, partner, coach and validator.  

 

PRO-RIS is a typology representing constellations of activities around the professional 

service provider’s role that contribute to different groups of customers’ resource 

integration when cocreating value. These styles are differentiated across eight service 

dimensions (frequency of interaction, participation ratio, deliberation, decision making, 

updating, educating, connecting and motivating), and are commonly associated with 

certain benefits. 
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The qualitative nature of paper two is fundamental to the development of paper three. In 

particular, paper two identifies and captures the essence of each style succinctly, enabling 

the development and testing of a measurement tool in paper three. Consequently, the 

quantitative approach employed in paper three complements and strengthens the 

qualitative findings in paper two, through empirical testing.  

 

PAPER THREE - PRO-RIS: An Empirical Examination (Chapter 4) 

The final paper of this thesis builds upon the qualitative work in paper two, as it validates 

PRO-RIS quantitatively through the development and psychometric testing of a formative 

PRO-RIS index based on the PRO-RIS typology. Furthermore, paper three examines how 

the styles differ in terms of customer demographics, their personal and situational factors 

as well as perceived outcomes of the service process. The results develop our 

understanding of how the styles are differentially appropriate for various customer groups, 

and how service providers can implement each style according to eight different 

dimensions; offering financial planners important insights into the choice and adoption of 

different styles. 

 

The specific objectives of this paper are therefore: (1) to develop a set of indicators and 

construct a psychometrically sound formative index that measures PRO-RIS; (2) to 

empirically examine differences in customers associated with each style in terms of: (i) 

demographic characteristics, (ii) personal and situational factors, as well as (iii) perceived 

outcomes in order to better understand these customer segments. Quantitative data was 

collected from a consumer panel by means of an online survey, leading to a total of 402 

responses. The data was analyzed through a variety of approaches including confirmatory 

and exploratory multiple discriminant analysis. While the confirmatory results validate the 
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PRO-RIS index, exploratory findings demonstrate that while customer demographics 

(apart from education) are not key to discriminating respondents across the different styles, 

several personal and situational factors as well as perceived outcomes are.  

 

Overall, these three papers contribute towards a holistic understanding of the service 

providers’ role in supporting customer value creation through meaningful and purposeful 

customer experiences, by way of customer engagement and resource integration.  

 

1.5 RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS 

This research extends existing literature by uncovering the complexities and nuances 

surrounding dynamic interactions between the customer and service provider, in the 

process of resource integration to create value. The first paper is novel for example, in that 

it explores customer engagement from two perspectives; that of the planner and the 

customer. By conceptualising CESO, paper one addresses a fundamental gap in the 

customer engagement literature by going beyond the current focus on brands and 

organisations (Brodie et al. 2011). In particular, CESO is holistic in that it captures 

customer engagement with a service offering, which comprises the service provider, their 

advice and the service process. In addition, we advance present knowledge by providing 

rich insights on the drivers and outcomes from such engagement. The identified 

engagement activities are seen as ‘openings’ or windows of opportunities for service 

providers to connect with their customers appropriately in practice.  

 

Building on our improved understanding of such opportunities, the second paper 

investigates resource integration styles. In contrast to previous studies exploring how 

customers may integrate resources to create value, this paper focuses on the role of the 
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service provider by offering significant insights on how service providers should facilitate 

customer resource integration processes. That is, we focus on the process and 

configurations of resource integration, rather than the benefits realised through the 

resource integration process [i.e. value cocreation] (McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012). 

 

While researchers have acknowledged that the function of the institution in value 

cocreation is a missing concept (Vargo and Lusch 2014) and that value cocreation roles 

need to be investigated from the service provider’s viewpoint (Moeller et al. 2013), little is 

known about the configuration of resource integration processes in practice (Edvardsson et 

al. 2014; Peters et al. 2014). Indeed, Ostrom et al. (2015) point to this as a service research 

priority. Hence, the development of PRO-RIS and its typology responds to these calls for 

research, improving our knowledge through detailed explanations of the variations in 

styles and associated constellation of resource integration activities that service providers 

offer, in support of customer resource integration.  

 

Further to this, the construction of the PRO-RIS index as discussed in the third paper is 

crucial in assisting the measurement of these five styles for empirical testing. Indeed, 

through the use of this index, we are able to link the service styles with demographical, 

situational and personal factors of customers commonly associated with each style and 

service outcomes, supporting service strategy development, through managers identifying 

customers associated with each style. The PRO-RIS index will enable this research to be 

replicated in a variety of contexts, leading to more generalizable findings, thereby bringing 

our understanding on actor-to-actor resource integration to the next level.  
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1.6 THESIS OVERVIEW 

This thesis consists of three separate papers presented in Chapters 2, 3 and 4. As shown in 

Figure 2, the thesis begins with a short introduction explaining the purpose of the overall 

research in Chapter 1. The chapter then specifies the approach undertaken and provides a 

summary of each of paper. Chapters 2, 3 and 4 further discuss the individual papers in 

detail. While Chapter 2 is a published book chapter, Chapter 3 has been accepted for 

publication by the Journal of Service Research, with Chapter 4 an unpublished article 

targeted towards the same journal. Except for the layout, which is consistent throughout 

the thesis, each paper has been prepared in accordance with the author guidelines related to 

the respective publication outlets. The thesis then concludes with Chapter 5, in which the 

overall research contributions, managerial implications, limitations and future directions 

are discussed.  

 

Figure 2. Thesis Overview 

 

 Source: Developed for this research 
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Chapter 2 CESO: A FRAMEWORK FOR COMPLEX SERVICES 

 

ABSTRACT 

This paper explores the ways in which customers engage with a service offering (CESO) 

that comprises the service provider, their advice and the service process. Specifically, the 

paper unravels the elaborate nature of customer interactions within complex services, 

providing rich insights through qualitative research. Nine engagement activities were 

identified within the financial planning services setting, which are associated with the three 

dimensions of customer engagement: behavioural, cognitive and emotional. These 

engagement activities are seen as “openings” where service providers can connect with 

their customers and influence their service experiences directly. The research also 

explicates on the drivers and outcomes from such engagement, bringing light to how 

customers interact dynamically with providers for value creation.  
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2.1 INTRODUCTION 

Customer engagement (CE) represents a topic of rapidly increasing interest to academics 

and practitioners, largely due to its focus on the interactions between the consumer and the 

brand, which in the context of services represents a key ‘building block’ of service 

delivery. Indeed, the Marketing Science Institute (MSI), which develops research priorities 

to reflect the most pressing needs and interests of marketers in business, identifies the 

conceptualisation, definition and measurement of engagement as a Tier 1 priority (2014–

2016). To date, CE research has centred on customer interactions with brands and 

organisations (Brodie, Hollebeek, Juric and Ilic, 2011), with other literature streams 

focusing more specifically on employee engagement (e.g. Kahn, 1990, 1992; Salanova, 

Agut and Peiro, 2005) and school engagement (e.g. Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris, 2004; 

Li and Lerner, 2013). However, while CE is often contextual and unique to an individual, 

existing literature rarely sheds light on actor engagement (Chandler and Lush, 2015) or, 

more specifically, the engagement with a complex service offering, which is likely to 

comprise engagement with the service provider, their advice and the service process.  

 

We address this gap by broadly examining CE with a service offering (CESO) in a setting 

of complex services. For the purposes of the present study, we use the term ‘complex’ to 

represent services, which are relational, require a number of interactions between provider 

and customer, and are high in credence-based qualities, such that the quality and value of 

the service is never fully known, as is the case with credence services. In such services, 

CESO is likely to be more elaborate, compared to CE with a brand in other settings, given 

the possibility for the undertaking of complex interactions between two actors throughout 

an extended service process. CESO also embodies a particular level of relationship 
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building that is process-intensive, and requires responsive, assuring and empathetic service 

over time (Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml, 1991). This research, therefore, responds to 

the call by Brodie et al. (2011) to explore customer engagement beyond brands and 

organisations, adding valuable insights into the conceptualisation of engagement from the 

perspective of complex ongoing services, consistent with key MSI objectives. 

 

This chapter contributes to the engagement literature by addressing the following 

objectives: (1) to investigate how customers engage with a service offering (CESO), in the 

context of complex services, and clearly define the individual components of CE under 

such circumstances; (2) to identify different antecedents driving individual components of 

CESO in a complex setting; and finally, (3) to identify the outcomes of CESO in complex 

services. We examine these specifically by leveraging on the financial planning industry as 

the context for this research. The finance industry is an appropriate setting for studying 

CESO, as it is characterised by high levels of interaction (Yoo, Arnold and Frankwick, 

2012), interdependence and transfer of rich information between the customer and the 

service provider (Auh, Bell, McLeod and Shih, 2007). Further, the setting is ongoing for 

many customers, such that repeated interactions with the same service provider are 

experienced over time (Gremler and Gwinner, 2000). These characteristics suggest a rich 

setting to explore in detail the many ways in which customers engage with focal firms’ 

service offerings within this particular sector.  

 

2.2 BACKGROUND 

Given the dynamic actor interactions in complex service contexts, CESO is likely to be 

elaborate. In particular, CESO differs from customer brand engagement, in that the service 

offering is a multi-faceted, interactive engagement object. Specifically, we argue that 
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researchers examining CE in a complex service environment should employ a 

comprehensive approach that considers CE with regard to the service provider, their advice 

and the service process, in order to examine and understand the complexities of CESO (Li 

and Lerner, 2013). In the context of this study, the service offering is complex in that it 

comprises three aspects working in synergy with each other, namely, the financial planner 

as the service provider whom the client interacts with, the planner’s advice, as well as the 

service process, during which the planner develops and delivers the advice. As such, our 

discussion of CESO includes activities reflecting engagement with the resources that 

comprise the offering, that is, the provider, the advice, as well as the service process.  

 

Facilitated by interactions with the financial planner, customers are able to experience 

varying levels of behavioural, cognitive and emotional activities. This is consistent with 

discussions in recent literature, where customer engagement is viewed as a multi-faceted 

construct comprising behavioural, cognitive and emotional engagement (e.g. Brodie et al., 

2011; Hollebeek, 2011; Li and Lerner, 2013). Drawing on existing knowledge from 

customer brand engagement research, we concur that a positive valence underlies customer 

engagement (e.g. Hollebeek, Glynn and Brodie, 2014; Brodie et al., 2011; Hollebeek, 

2011), which is particularly relevant to CESO. Positive CE has positive financial and non-

financial consequences for the firm, both in the short and long run (Van Doorn et al., 

2010). Consequently, building on Hollebeek et al.’s (2014) definition, we define CESO as 

the customer’s positively valenced behavioural, cognitive and emotional activities related 

to the provider, the advice and/or the service process. This definition enables us to capture 

the dynamic interactive nature that exists between two focal actors (Lusch and Vargo, 

2014; Kohli, 2006).  
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In line with this definition, we describe the behavioural component of CESO as ‘any 

positive activities that the customer willing engages in, related to the provider, the advice 

and/or service process’. Cognitive CESO refers to ‘any positive internal thought processes 

or projected thoughts that the customer experiences, related to the provider, the advice 

and/or service process’. Likewise, emotional CESO refers to ‘any positive emotions that 

the customer has towards the provider, the advice and/or the service process’. These three 

dimensions of CE with the service provider are likely to change across situations, resulting 

in various levels of intensity and complexity over time (Brodie et al., 2011). Nonetheless, 

it is crucial to acknowledge that certain behavioural, cognitive and emotional experiences 

connecting the two actors could persist after the service interaction (Chandler and Lusch, 

2015).  

 

Our work rests on the following assumptions: (i) CESO can occur during the service 

interaction between a focal customer and provider; (ii) CESO can occur beyond the service 

interaction, as prompted by the provider; (iii) CESO can occur beyond the service 

interaction, as initiated by the customer. That is, any positive feelings, thoughts or actions 

as experienced by the customer with respect to the service offering signifies an ongoing 

form of engagement, independent of whether they occur during or outside of the service 

interaction. Indeed, CESO is not confined to ‘an orderly, sequential progression of phases 

over time’ (Brodie, Ilic, Juric and Hollebeek, 2013, p. 110). Nonetheless, each aspect of 

the service offering can be linked naturally to a component of CE – for instance, the 

planner, emotionally; the advice, cognitively; and the process, behaviourally.  

 

Presently, there are limited empirical insights on CE in the area of services. However, we 

expect some differences in terms of the antecedents and outcomes of CESO, compared to 
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CE in other contexts (e.g. digital or brand-based settings). This is because CE represents a 

context-dependent variable (Brodie et al., 2011; Chandler and Lusch, 2015). Conceptually, 

specific to the focal service setting, fostering post-failure customer satisfaction and 

relationship closeness, increasing repurchase intentions (or loyalty), and reducing negative 

word-of-mouth have been suggested as outcomes of CE (Patterson, Yu and de Ruyter, 

2006). Other outcomes of CE include trust, satisfaction, commitment, empowerment, cus-

tomer value and loyalty (Brodie et al., 2013). On the other hand, possible antecedents of 

CE are involvement, interactivity and flow (Hollebeek, 2011; Hollebeek, 2009), with little 

information specific to antecedents of CE in services. Hence, we advance understanding of 

CE by investigating the various components of CESO, as well as their drivers and 

outcomes, in the context of complex services. 

 

2.3 METHOD 

To achieve our objectives, 26 semi-structured interviews were carried out across three 

Australian states. The semi-structured approach was employed to promote consistency, 

offering a wider scope for data collection (Corley and Gioia, 2004). As the study context 

was financial planning, the sample included 15 financial planners and 11 existing 

customers of financial planners (cf. Tables 1 and 2). Existing customers were characterised 

by a variety of ages, occupations and relationship experience with financial planners. 

Similarly, the financial planners represented a range of experience in the industry, firm 

sizes and locations (both regional and metropolitan). The interviewees were primarily 

contacted through convenience sampling, complemented by snowball sampling. The latter 

technique was useful in identifying suitable candidates to be included in the study, due to 

the nature of the targeted population that is small and unique (Lukas, Hair, Brush and 

Ortinau, 2005).  
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              Table 1. Customer Profiles 

Code Relationship Length  Occupation Age  State 

C1 1.5 months Lecturer 30s–40s WA 

C2 3–4 months 
Recruitment 

Consultant 
30s–40s NSW 

C3 1 year Nurse 30s–40s SA 

C4 1 year Retired 60s–70s SA 

C5 2 years Finance Manager 30s–40s NSW 

C6 3 years Shift supervisor 50s SA 

C7 4 years General Manager 50s SA 

C8 4 years Adjunct Lecturer  50s SA 

C9 6 years Retired 60s–70s SA 

C10 13 years Retired 60s–70s SA 

C11 27 years Retired 60s–70s SA 

 

 

 

            Table 2. Financial Planners’ Profiles 

Code Experience in Financial 

Planning Industry 

Firm Size (Number  

of Employees) 

Location  State 

FP1 4 months  30 M NSW 

FP2 1 year 6 M NSW 

FP3 1 year  40 M NSW 

FP4 1.5 years  200 M SA 

FP5 3 years 6 M NSW 

FP6 4 years  1 M NSW 

FP7 5 years 1 M NSW 

FP8 5 years 2 M WA 

FP9 6 years 100–200 M NSW 

FP10 7 years 6 M WA 

FP11 12 years 2 M WA 

FP12 12 years  200 M NSW 

FP13 20 years  3 R SA 

FP14 21 years 2 R SA 

FP15 37 years 2 M WA 

 

Notes: M = Metropolitan area, R = Rural area. NSW = New South Wales, WA = Western Australia,  

SA = South Australia. 
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All three authors participated in the collection of the qualitative data; each was assigned to 

one of the three Australian states to conduct the relevant interviews. The interviews lasted 

between 40 to 120 minutes. In-depth interviews were appropriate for this study as the aim 

was to derive rich insights on the process and development of customer engagement 

through interactions. Customers were asked to talk about their engagement with their 

current and (if relevant) previous financial planners, from the first time they started 

seeking advice to the present. Likewise, financial planners reflected on their engagement 

with various customers and their role in facilitating it.  

 

The interviews were later transcribed and analysed using the categorizing process by 

Lincoln and Guba (1985). The aim was to identify recurring patterns of thoughts, ideas and 

perceptions which interviewees had that were related to the concept of customer 

engagement (Gremler and Gwinner, 2000). Multiple investigator triangulation was carried 

out by the authors to minimise discrepancies in data, allowing a single reality to emerge 

(Grove and Fisk, 1992). After several rounds of negotiation and revision, we achieved 

theoretical saturation (Shah and Corley, 2006) and reached consensus on the components 

that defined each of the three dimensions of customer engagement, as well as its drivers 

and consequences. These steps contributed towards the credibility of the qualitative data 

collected (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).  

 

2.4 FACETS OF CUSTOMER ENGAGEMENT WITH A  

SERVICE OFFERING (CESO) 

Behavioural engagement with a service offering  

Data analysis addressing behavioural engagement with the service offering showed several 

positive activities related to the planner, the advice or the service process that customers 
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engage in. We argue that customers exhibit positive engagement behaviours if they 

willingly engage in activities out of their own accord, rather than obligated participation to 

complete a required task as set by the financial planner (such as filling out forms). Hence, 

behavioural engagement with a service offering encompasses contacting, informing and 

engaging in service-related activities. 

 

Contacting: Customers may exhibit behavioural engagement by initiating contact with the 

financial planner. In particular, behaviours are evident when customers actively seek out 

their financial planner, as stated by this interviewee: ‘The other contact has been from 

myself to the planner, and that’s often in relation to what’s happening with the market, 

whether we should change the profile and so on. So, the contact is probably more so from 

me to the planner now’ (C9). While either party is able to initiate interaction in a relational 

service context, organisations often take the initiative to do so (Vivek, Beatty and Morgan, 

2012). In instances where contact is initiated by the planner, the extent to which the 

customer responds willingly and positively is also a reflection of CESO. Hence, a 

customer’s proactive initiation of contact and willingness to extend contact initiated by the 

planner are valuable signals of engagement with the financial planner and the planner’s 

work.  

 

Informing: CESO can be initiated by a customer who provides his/her financial planner 

with up-to-date information. In ongoing complex services, the personal interface (whether 

online or offline) between the customer and financial planner is crucial in enabling 

customers to contribute directly throughout the service process (Auh et al., 2007). 

Information provided by the customer that is both useful and timely is fundamental to 

higher-quality service output (Schneider and Bowen, 1995). Hence, timely notifications by 
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the customer to inform the financial planner with relevant information can be regarded as 

an act of engagement with the planner: ‘The biggest thing I do on an ongoing basis is just 

to tell him what’s going on in our lives, so that he can decide from there to review or 

adjust the plan or do anything different’ (C5). In doing so, the customer respects the need 

for his/her financial planner to gain access to relevant personal information so as to make 

better judgements, and makes the effort to do so: ‘He can only do his job if he knows 

what’s happening and so you know if we’re deviating from the plan, the sooner he knows 

then the more easily he can adjust to the plan’ (C5).  

 

Engaging in service-related activities: The engagement in activities relating to the service 

process signals another component of behavioural engagement as reflected in our data. For 

example, customers may request for materials from their planners that are of interest to 

them or prepare their budgets diligently. However, the extent to which customers engage 

in such activities differs. Customers may choose to engage fully or partially in activities 

suggested by the financial planner, for instance, reading relevant information materials: ‘If 

he gets a new something of information, he just asks am I interested or not . . . I probably 

do 20, 25 per cent’ (C6). This is consistent with previous findings, which have shown that 

customers vary in terms of the degree to which they participate in the service process with 

the provider (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2012).  

 

Likewise, the customer can be deemed engaged if he/she follows the advice of the 

financial planner by attending suggested functions. Such functions could include 

professional networking sessions, social events or educational seminars. Companies often 

organise financial-related events as part of their strategic efforts to engage customers: 

‘They would organise pretty regular seminars and invite all their financial planning 



 
 

 

32 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

customers along’ (C8). The customer’s behaviour therefore signifies behavioural 

engagement with the advice and service process, triggered by the financial planner: ‘Like if 

(he) said, look there’s an investment opportunity, I think you should be there . . . Go and 

have a listen. You know, it’s only time’ (C6). Hence, the extent to which the customer 

actively engages in service-related activities that have been sought for or provided by the 

financial planner denotes CESO. 

 

Cognitive engagement with a service offering  

Cognitive engagement processes have been examined in the literature with regards to 

students/school, employees/work and consumers/brands. Specifically, these entail 

students’ self-regulation or strategic approach towards learning (Fredricks et al., 2004), 

employees’ absorption and attention to their work (Ho, Wong and Lee, 2011; Rothbard, 

2011) and customers’ immersion in brands (Hollebeek and Chen, 2014), respectively. That 

is, cognitive engagement with a focal object or task that is less relational or dynamic in 

nature, compared to a service offering. To account for this, we specifically examine 

positive cognitive activities related to the planner, the advice or service process. Here, 

cognitive processes refer to both internal thought processes and projected thoughts by 

customers. Results suggest that when engaging with a service offering, customers’ 

cognitive activities consist of learning, evaluating, deciding and reflecting.  

 

Learning: The understanding and absorption of information by customers from their 

financial planners through communication represents cognitive engagement with the 

advice. This may happen either online or offline through clarifications or discussions. 

Clarification occurs when the customer has specific concerns for the planner to address: 

‘He has been very helpful and understanding, and nothing seems to be too much effort for 
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him to explain’ (C4). In particular, customers with lower levels of financial knowledge 

often request their planners to simplify information in order for them to absorb: ‘And that 

then is where I look to (his) skills to make it simple: “Explain to me in English what are 

we talking about”’(C11).  

 
On the other hand, financial planners may also engage customers in discussions that 

stimulate customer learning. Customers who are open to such discussions often improve 

their financial knowledge over time, as it helps them to understand and internalise new 

information: ‘We’ve already had some mild discussions about it and I’ve already learnt a 

lot about different products that I didn’t even know existed before’ (C5). Through these 

dialogs, customers are able to receive educational support from their financial planners, 

enabling them to absorb information more meaningfully by relating new information to 

existing knowledge (Walker, Greene and Mansell, 2006). 

 

Evaluating: Customers engage with their financial planners on a cognitive level when they 

evaluate various options together before making a decision. This involves sharing or 

debating ideas related to the advice. While evaluating options, customers and financial 

planners often engage through the exchange of ideas: ‘They give you ideas and you give 

them ideas’ (C1). In line with the finding by Grönroos and Voima (2013), cognitive 

engagement can run both ways where either party is able to actively influence each other’s 

thinking, aligning themselves to a common vision that is of value to the customer, 

impacting the evaluation of options: ‘I expect in return that they . . . [take] care to 

understand my ambitions and dreams and getting an assessment of what will work’ (C1). 

In this scenario, the higher the customer’s financial knowledge, the more he/she will be 

able to debate ideas actively, leading to higher levels of cognitive engagement with their 

planners. Additionally, rigorous cognitive activity in customers may be further 
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encouraged, when financial planners challenge customers to think more broadly when 

assessing options: ‘[He] made us think about some things that we hadn’t really 

considered’ (C3).  

 
Deciding: The customer working with the financial planner to think through decisions 

together also represents cognitive engagement with the advice. This may take the form of 

joint decision-making: ‘We went through all the accounts that we had, [and] we 

rationalised them and we ensured that using our language basically we wanted to have a 

bank account with a sign on it and certain money would go into certain accounts and other 

money would go in other accounts’ (C7). Conversely, certain customers may prefer more 

decisional authority over their finances. Under such circumstances, these customer exhibit 

cognitive engagement by requesting their financial planners to review their intended plans 

during the process of finalising a decision: ‘In times when you need decisions made, 

contacting the financial advisor makes the decision easier, because you’re getting a 

perspective of someone who works in the industry and knows what’s happening’ (C9). The 

results suggest that the level of cognitive engagement during the decision-making process 

is likely to depend on whether the customer has sufficient knowledge and skills to make 

sound judgements independently, and the extent to which the customer prefers to have 

control over his/her finances.  

 

Reflecting: Cognitive engagement also takes place when customers evaluate past service 

experiences, review financial strategies and performances of their financial planners during 

the service process, or formally at the end of a service cycle (i.e. annual review). Existing 

customers tend to have a more developed set of stable, evaluative criteria to assess 

consumption situations (Bowden, 2009) due to numerous service interactions. Thus, 

customers are able to reflect with their financial planners on their own processes and how 
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they work with each other (Payne, Storbacka and Frow, 2008) to meet financial objectives: 

‘We reflect where [we] are and we get our original goals and we’re just seeing what we’re 

ticking off . . . But we’re also starting to think, “Oh, what next”’ (C6). Proper evaluation 

demands a high level of cognitive processing in terms of knowledge and experience on the 

part of the customer. Hence, customers who are able to provide useful insights and 

feedback are likely to engage better with their financial planner.  

 

Emotional engagement with a service offering  

Interview data revealed several positive emotions that customers have towards the service 

offering. In contrast to affective states as discussed in the context of customer brand 

engagement (e.g. feeling happy, good or positive; cf. Hollebeek et al., 2014), we 

conceptualise emotions as a strong sense of connectedness or attachment (Luthans and 

Peterson, 2002; Chandler and Lusch, 2015), as such feelings ensure that meaningful effort 

is exerted (Li and Lerner, 2013). The management literature also specifies different forms 

of emotions during actor-to-actor interactions, such as experienced emotions, expressed 

emotions and emotional regulation (Bono, Foldes, Vinson and Muros, 2007). However, 

our study focuses on emotions as experienced by the customer towards the service 

offering. In this context, it is found that emotional engagement is often naturally linked to 

the planner. These include the customer’s ability to relate and be inspired by their financial 

planners.  

 

Relating: The customer’s ability to identify with their planner is another sign of emotional 

engagement. The ability to relate denotes a sense of connection and an intimate 

relationship (Klassen, Perry and Frenzel, 2012) with the planner. This is because by being 

transparent and open about their inner thoughts and feelings, customers engage in a form 
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of self-revelation (Gremler and Gwinner, 2000), requiring them to be vulnerable or fully 

present (Kahn, 1992) in the presence of their financial planner. Aptly described by a 

customer, ‘You can already see so much of me so I might as well tell you all my dreams, 

my hopes and ambitions. I’m putting a lot of myself out there, right?’ (C1). This may 

embody a form of secure attachment (King, 2015; Furrer and Skinner, 2003) to the 

planner, whom the customer is able derive support from: ‘We look at him like a father 

figure . . . just like a second coach’ (C6). As customers relate better to their planner, they 

become more aligned with each other, encouraging more cognitive activities.  

 

Feeling inspired: Customers may also experience a sense of inspiration instilled when 

dealing with their planner (Patterson et al., 2006) during the service process, which 

connotes a high level of activation (Macey and Schneider, 2008). Customers described that 

they feel invigorated when their financial planners help them to understand what is going 

on, by equipping them with sufficient knowledge and engaging them further through their 

expertise: ‘I want the person to invigorate me, educate me so I can take more 

responsibility or more ownership or interest in how my money is working for me’ (C1). 

Further, customers’ interests may be stimulated or excited by new prospects that are 

proposed by their planners, thereby becoming emotionally engaged as a result (Li and 

Lerner, 2013): ‘And I said wow that’s very stimulating for me. I like that personally 

because I think this person is now giving me all these options’ (C1). In this case, through a 

meeting and evaluation of options, the customer experiences a feeling of inspiration as an 

outcome of behavioural and cognitive activities. This indicates that the emotional, 

behavioural and cognitive dimensions may not occur at the same time, but as an outcome 

of one another, as the latter defines the situation.  
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2.5 ANTECEDENTS OF CUSTOMER ENGAGEMENT  

WITH A SERVICE OFFERING 

 

CESO as detailed in the previous section is enhanced by a number of factors, such as self-

asserted responsibility, personal commitment, perceived complexity, initial rapport and the 

desire to learn. In this context, attitudinal components such as self-asserted responsibility, 

personal commitment and the desire to learn are found to be drivers of CESO. Some 

factors impact on all three dimensions of CESO, namely self-asserted responsibility, 

personal commitment and perceived complexity, while antecedents such as initial rapport 

and the desire to learn have a stronger effect on one dimension in particular.  

 

Self-asserted responsibility: The positive attitude that customers have towards their own 

participation during the service process is a pivotal force in driving CESO. Customers with 

a strong sense of responsibility tend to play a more active role, with a higher propensity to 

engage with the service offering: ‘It’s definitely a partnership. I think we would be 

irresponsible . . . just to wash our responsibility away. I don’t want to be a passenger in 

this situation’ (C3). This is due to a strong sense of self-ownership: ‘I’m not making him 

responsible for, I don’t make him responsible for my success’ (C6); or, as pointed out by 

another customer: ‘You can’t have it both ways. You can’t say “I went and got advice but I 

don’t want to do that”’ (C8). Such customers are inclined to invest more thoughts, actions 

and feelings into the relationship. Customers are likely to be more proactive in interacting 

with their planners and learning to increase their financial skills and knowledge.  

 

Personal commitment: Customers may engage with the service offering due to their 

personal commitment towards their planner, their advice and the service process, as 

indicated by the following quote: ‘You don’t want him to think that you’re not serious 

about it, right? So I think it’s healthy if he has expectations that he sees a budget the next 
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time we meet because that’s what we’re committed to’ (C1). In another words, their 

positive outlook towards self-participation drives CESO. The results also suggest that 

financial planners may stimulate the customer to act on his/her commitment, for example 

by offering relevant reminders: ‘He reminds me that it’s on me to participate in this, and 

that you know he’s making a recommendation for a reason, so I need to do some 

homework from time to time and work with him’ (C5). Behaviourally, this relates more to 

the completion service-related activities and attending functions that are initiated by the 

planner. Due to large investment that customers make in terms of the time and effort in 

behavioural and cognitive activities, they are likely to develop an attachment towards their 

current planner.  

 

Perceived complexity: The results indicate that the perception of financial planning as 

complex, whether in terms of products or process, acts as another driver of CESO. 

Customers commonly engage with the service offering due to their lack of financial 

expertise or interest in gaining a high level of financial knowledge, as exemplified in the 

following quote: ‘A lot of the products and services are really complex, and I don’t have 

the time or the knowledge or the patience to understand them all’ (C5). As complexity 

increases, so does engagement on all three levels – behavioural, cognitive and emotional. 

Customers may also engage with the service offering to acquire sufficient knowledge for 

decision-making purposes, or to solve an issue. Furthermore, customers with complex and 

diverse portfolios may require more assistance from their planners, leading to more 

interactions: ‘Not only was it the investment advice but it was fitting in with what else you 

were trying to do. So it was linking in with our business, and our superannuation fund and 
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our tax. It was bringing it all together’ (C8). As customers learn to depend on their plan-

ner’s expert guidance, they may develop more trust in their planner over time, becoming 

emotionally engaged in the process.  

 

Initial rapport: Depending on the context, rapport has been seen as either an antecedent or 

outcome of CE (Hollebeek, 2011). However, in the setting of complex services, we 

propose initial rapport as an antecedent of CESO in this context, enabling deeper levels of 

emotional engagement to develop over time. Rapport can be characterised by enjoyable 

interactions and a personal connection between the customer and the service offering 

(Gremler and Gwinner, 2000). As stated by a customer: ‘You make that assessment 

initially about whether you can work with this person, whether that person, you know, 

whether you connect and have some early rapport and trust with that person’ (C9). An 

initial assessment is often made by the customer to gauge to what extent he/she is able to 

connect with the financial planner, the advice and how he/she delivers the service: ‘I mean, 

if I go to a doctor and I don’t like the doctor, I’m going to go somewhere else’ (C8). That 

is, a planner who is able to align with the customer’s values, and is understanding and 

caring towards them (Gremler and Gwinner, 2000). Further, it is found that a simple 

connection needs to be established first, prior to forming a deeper relationship, relating 

emotionally with the planner. That is, before hiring a planner, customers need to feel com-

fortable with the person first, in order to relate with him/her on an ongoing basis: ‘In order 

to feel comfortable to talk about your circumstances about your finances you need to be 

comfortable with the person you’re talking to’ (C2).  

 

Desire to learn: The desire to extend financial knowledge emerged in the data as a 

facilitator of cognitive engagement. This means that cognitive engagement is stronger for 
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customers seeking financial education while engaging with the service offering: ‘I don’t 

know enough about it to have a decent opinion. However, I’m happy to be guided and to 

learn about it’ (C3). In particular, some customers may expect general discussions about 

processes involved in financial planning: ‘I wish we had of had a more detailed discussion 

about the processes by which underwriting organisations actually assess these forms’ 

(C2); others may want to deepen their existing knowledge about financial products with 

more in-depth information: ‘I personally expect more than that because I am quite a savvy 

investor myself. I like understanding financial instruments’ (C1). While the desire to learn 

facilitates positive cognitive engagement with the advice, it does not naturally translate to 

positive engagement with the planner (emotionally) or service process (behaviourally). For 

instance, it may be confronting for a customer who receives advice that drastic behavioural 

lifestyle changes are necessary to achieve set goals: ‘We had to change things and face up 

to things . . . So there is a bit of an emotional cost there because you have to confront a 

few things’ (C5). Thus, positive engagement with the service offering – the planner, the 

advice and the service process – need to be in sync for stronger positive outcomes of 

CESO to occur.  

 

2.6 OUTCOMES OF CUSTOMER ENGAGEMENT  

WITH A SERVICE OFFERING 

 

Trust, loyalty, customer empowerment, customer capability, service quality and 

customer’s cocreated value emerged as outcomes of CESO. While the first three are 

engagement outcomes in the customer brand engagement setting (e.g. Brodie et al., 2013; 

Hollebeek, 2011; 2009), we contribute to the existing service literature by identifying 

increased customer capability, service quality and customer’s cocreated value as outcomes 

of CESO. Capability development is important due to increasing emphasis placed on 

customer learning in the service literature (Hibbert, Winklhofer and Temerak, 2012).  
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Trust: Feelings of trust can occur as a result of experiencing behavioural, cognitive and 

emotional activities in relation to the planner, the advice or the service process. Customers 

are able to gauge the planner’s level of ‘sincerety, honesty and authenticity’ (C2), in terms 

of the way he/she communicates. As elaborated by another customer, ‘I trust [the planner] 

because he explains things in a way that I understand and I feel comfortable that I’m 

making the right decision’ (C5), that is, the customer has trust in the planner’s advice. In 

this context, feelings of trust is active and ongoing throughout the service process, and 

established over time, which leads to customer loyalty: ‘He’s already built up that trust 

that when we’re ready to get a mortgage or talk about a mortgage, we should talk to him’ 

(C5). Trust is often a prerequisite to other forms of engagement with the planner, as 

summed up by another customer, ‘You need to be able to trust, you need to be able to trust 

the person that you’re dealing with as a financial planner’ (C2).  

 

Loyalty: Ongoing engagement, particularly due to an emotional connection between the 

customer and planner, results in the formation of strong relationships and the development 

of loyalty: ‘I think we trust [him] a lot actually and we’re in for the long haul’ (C3). The 

idea that their financial planner was part of their ‘team’ was also highlighted several times: 

‘I see he is part of our team, and that’s my wife and my daughter and myself’ (C6). 

Another customer explained: ‘It’s like, a strange sort of analogy, but it’s like we’re getting 

to this time where we have a GP, so that, we know, we’ve got the same person, we’ve got a 

relationship, we’ve got a planner. We’ve got a bank, we’ve got a dentist; got a vet. .  . And 

he’s part of that team, if you know what I mean’ (C3). In this regard, CESO strengthens 

relationships, facilitating customer retention through customer loyalty. While customer 

satisfaction was not explicitly mentioned, loyalty can be seen as an indicator of 

satisfaction, given the intention to continue with the service.  
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Customer empowerment: Engagement with the service offering also empowers the 

customer to take responsibility for his/ her own financial matters: ‘I knew what the rules 

were, which is really important because . . . I could actually do some things that were 

beneficial and quite within the rules in terms of how I manage my affairs’ (C8). This is 

mostly due to behavioural and cognitive activities relating to the advice and service 

process. For instance, customers could contact their planners at any point, to clarify doubts 

or ask questions, as necessary, as mentioned by a customer, ‘I can tap in whenever I’ve 

had any queries’ (C4). Customer empowerment also enables the customer to take more 

ownership of his/her financial matters, which can help to alleviate blame on the financial 

planner if things go wrong: ‘I don’t make him responsible for my success . . . and the 

consequence of what I choose to do’ (C6). As a result, customers may experience a strong 

sense of accomplishment from being accountable for their own finances: ‘I guess we make 

it a bit of a joke that we’re finally being grown-ups. I feel like we’re actually being grown 

up’ (C3).  

 

Increased customer capability: Cognitive engagement with the advice through the planner 

can contribute towards the customer’s existing financial knowledge: ‘We’ve certainly 

learned a bit through the process. Learnt a bit about what we can do now . . . what he’s 

done really well for us, is to teach us about thinking about our long term future’ (C3). For 

some customers, their capabilities were further developed with the additional knowledge, 

assisting them with future decision-making: ‘My major thing was that I knew what the 

rules were, which is really important because . . . I could actually do some things that 

were beneficial and quite within the rules in terms of how I manage my affairs’ (C8). 

Consequently, the increase in financial literacy may give them additional confidence to 

deal with more complex processes and products in future.  
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Service quality: The quality of a service depends on inputs from both parties (Auh et al., 

2007), especially so in ongoing complex services. As such, high levels of behavioural 

engagement are expected during the service process, as customers interact frequently with 

planners to customise the service. Cognitive activities also help to align expectations 

between the customer and the planner: ‘I’m putting a lot of myself out there . . . I expect in 

return that they . . . [take] care to understand my ambitions and dreams and getting an 

assessment of what will work’ (C1). Conversely, planners who did not take the effort to 

align with customers’ expectations were seen as providing bad service: ‘I felt like I was 

just a number and there wasn’t much education going on’ (C1). Moreover, customer’s 

trust in the planner helped to promote confidence in the planner in providing optimal 

service: ‘I have confidence as far as the planner goes, I have confidence that he 

understands our profile enough to invest in the right things’ (C5).  

 

Customer cocreated value: Depending on the extent to which customers choose to engage 

with the service offering, they are likely to experience different types of value. For 

instance, customers may benefit from increased drive and interest to meet financial goals 

they have set (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney, 2015), requiring high levels of behavioural, 

cognitive and emotional engagement with the service offering. As elaborated by a planner; 

‘It’s like I’m your personal trainer. When you actually go to gym trainer, they don’t do the 

exercise for you, but what they do is stand next to you and tell you the right plan for your 

diet, the right plan for your exercise. You have to do what they [tell you to] do, they will 

keep checking on [you]’ (FP3). On the other hand, for customers who value the ability to 

outsource the responsibility for managing their financial affairs to an expert (Ng, Plewa 

and Sweeney, 2015), they are able to do so with low levels of CESO. As explained by 
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another planner; ‘You know at a very simplistic level it’s like when somebody outsources, 

[like] when they get a cleaner to clean a house’ (FP6).  

 

2.7 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

This chapter provides a basis on which managers can understand and facilitate customer 

engagement during complex services. First, the research clearly distinguishes between, and 

defines, three different dimensions of CESO. This enables managers to gauge the extent to 

which their customers are engaged with their service offering behaviourally, cognitively 

and emotionally. Yet, a behaviourally compliant customer does not necessarily equate to a 

fully engaged customer. Simply put, a customer who is engaged is one who wants to do 

something, rather than has to do something (Li and Lerner, 2013). For stronger positive 

CESO outcomes, positive engagement with the service offering needs to be in sync across 

all aspects, that is, the planner, their advice and the service process. Nonetheless, higher 

CESO does not necessarily translate into value for customers; managers have to take into 

consideration the extent to which customers are willing to invest in engagement activities. 

Companies should then put their resources towards developing relevant activities that will 

trigger customers’ interest to engage wholeheartedly.  

 

In cases where customers are looking to develop their financial knowledge further, service 

providers should initiate learning opportunities through cognitive activities. Customers can 

benefit from increased knowledge, empowering them and increasing their capabilities to 

better engage with the service offering, deriving more value as a result. Moreover, 

customers engage in cognitive-related activities mostly because they require expert 

knowledge in solving problems or making decisions, to meet set objectives. Therefore, it is 
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crucial for service providers to offer insights, thoughts or recommendations that will help 

to solve issues that are of concern to their customers.  

 

Providers should also put effort into understanding their customers on a deep level, to 

relate and form emotional bonds with their customers. Customers tend to engage best with 

empathetic planners whom they can relate to as a friend – that is, going beyond the highly 

task-oriented focus on achieving set objectives. Engaged customers often look to build an 

authentic relationship with their service provider, someone they can share their aspirations 

with and trust. They tend to associate their provider as being part of the team, someone 

whom they are likely to share a long-term relationship with, establishing loyalty with the 

financial planner. Hence, it is worthwhile to invest time and effort to connect with 

customers individually.  

 

Service providers can facilitate CESO by creating enjoyable interactions (Gremler and 

Gwinner, 2000) and aligning themselves to the customers’ values to create rapport. It is 

essential to ensure that customers feel comfortable in their presence, a prerequisite for 

engagement in the context of ongoing services. Thus, providers should look to develop 

their relational skills on top of industry-related qualifications. Importantly, certain 

customers may be more averse to relationship building (Gremler and Gwinner, 2000) or 

find it intrusive (Adelman, Ahuvia, and Goodwin, 1994). In such cases, providers can 

focus on engaging them in quality behavioural and cognitive activities to achieve set 

objectives.  
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2.8 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

This study provides rich valuable insights in customer engagement with the service 

offering. Although the focus here is on a single industry, financial planning, we expect that 

the results are highly relevant to other complex services, that is, those that are relational, 

require a number of interactions between provider and customer, and are credence-based. 

Examples include health services and other professional services, such as accountants, 

physicians (including specialists), lawyers and education.  

 

Moreover, it is also critical for service providers to consider customer preferences for 

engagement on an individual basis, in the context of CESO. This is because preference for 

the level of CESO is likely to vary amongst individual customers, as it requires a fair 

amount of time, effort, feeling and thinking on the part of the customer. However, the 

difficulty lies in the provider’s ability to locate a suitable level of activities for each 

customer in order to stimulate customer engagement. Thus, future research may develop a 

scale to measure the level of CESO in the context of complex services, based on extant 

scales of customer engagement with the brand or organisation (e.g. Hollebeek et al., 2014).  

 

Such a scale will enable generalisation beyond the sample of this study, and can be used to 

test the antecedents and outcomes of CESO empirically in the financial planning and other 

complex service contexts. Future research can then explore the extent to which service 

providers should interact with customers, and how they can support customers in terms of 

the resources that they can provide (i.e. what service providers can do). This information 

will be invaluable to firms, enabling them to utilise resources more effectively when 

strategising.  
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2.9 CONCLUSION 

This chapter has offered an examination of customer engagement with a service offering 

(CESO) in a complex service setting, and provided insights to the antecedents and 

outcomes of such engagement. Advancing our understanding of customer engagement by 

going beyond engagement with brands or organisations, we also captured the multi-faceted 

nature of CESO founded in the complex interactions of actors. Service providers may 

facilitate CESO by stimulating cognitive thinking and establishing emotional connections 

with customers through behavioural activities. The resultant engagement with the service 

provider not only develops customer capabilities and enables customer empowerment, but 

could also lead to customer cocreated value, enhanced quality perceptions, trust and 

loyalty. 
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Chapter 3 PRO-RIS: FACILITATING CUSTOMER EXPERIENCES 

 

ABSTRACT 

This article investigates the professional service provider’s role in the customer resource 

integration process for value creation, by drawing on research in the areas of resource 

integration, service experience, and role theory. Roles are flexible, in that behaviors 

associated with a role may vary according to the situation, expectations, and learned 

behaviors of the actors involved. In the context of professional service providers who 

support a customer’s resource integration, these role variations accordingly can be termed 

resource integration styles. Grounded in managerial practice, the current study relies on in-

depth interviews to determine the styles that professional service providers use to support 

customer resource integration in a financial planning setting. The proposed typology of 

five styles (delegate, mentor, partner, coach, and validator), termed professional service 

providers’ resource integration styles (PRO-RIS), can be described by eight resource 

integration activity dimensions: participation ratio, frequency of interaction, deliberation, 

decision making, updating, educating, connecting, and motivating. This research thus 

provides rich qualitative insights into how professional service providers can support 

customers’ resource integration processes, through the provision of appropriate resources. 

Notably, professional service providers can offer distinct benefits by varying the 

combination of resources provided to facilitate value creation. No single, best style exists; 

professional service providers should leverage the various styles described by PRO-RIS 

and adapt the eight resource integration activities as needed to support their customers. 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

Empowering customers is both exciting and daunting for companies. According to a global 

banking survey by Accenture (2012), customers are becoming more knowledgeable and 

self-directed, as well as spoiled by richer choices. Although customers are able to create 

value through their own activities, it is also common for them to create value jointly with 

service providers (Gummerus 2013), thereby cocreating their service experience (Prahalad 

and Ramaswamy 2000). Recognizing the need for an in-depth understanding of how firms 

can support their customers’ resource integration activities, some prior research has 

explored tactics for designing and managing services to enhance customer value cocreation 

(Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer 2012), such as investigating the interconnections of 

multiple actors in a service system (Pinho et al. 2014) and designing customer service 

experiences to reflect how networks of actors contribute to a customer’s experience 

(Patrício et al. 2011). Such research aligns with the “zooming-out movement” (Vargo and 

Lusch, 2016, p. 6) and the implied focus on service ecosystems, in which value cocreation 

refers to “the actions of multiple actors, often unaware of each other, that contribute to 

each other’s wellbeing” (Vargo and Lusch, 2016, p. 8). However, most of this research 

addresses a broad, macro level of service systems, with limited empirical investigations of 

the micro-level service provider–customer interface.  

 

Yet the ways that actors draw on one another, as resources, depends on the context, which 

comprises micro, meso, and macro levels (Chandler and Vargo 2011). In contrast with the 

meso and macro levels, which represent triads or more complex networks, the micro level 

refers to the fundamental unit of exchange between individual actors. The context is the 

dyad, or two actors in an exchange process, who each draw on their own reserves and 
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competencies while also integrating resources from their partner for value creation 

purposes. In professional service settings for example, customers might interact with a 

designated professional service provider over some time, and their dyadic relationship is 

critical to successful service outcomes. Value cocreation in this context is a “joint process 

… where the service provider’s (production) process and customer’s consumption and 

value creation process merge into one process of direct interactions” (Grönroos and 

Gummerus 2014, p. 210). Professional service providers thus engage with customers in a 

series of linked activities (Bitner, Ostrom, and Morgan 2008), which they implement in 

their effort to support customers’ resource integration activities (Vargo 2008).  

 

Service providers clearly can shape customer experiences (Ramaswamy and Ozcan 2015), 

yet we need further research to understand the service provider’s role in supporting 

resource integration (Bowen 2016), as well as to conceptualize the variations of such roles, 

as they relate to individual customers. We therefore adopt role theory and introduce the 

notion of professional service providers’ resource integration styles (PRO-RIS) to reflect 

the different groupings of resource integration activities that become manifest in the role 

that professional service providers take to support customers’ resource integration 

processes. Each grouping represents a different way the professional service provider 

offers support to customers in the process of realizing value cocreation, through resource 

integration. McColl-Kennedy et al. (2012) detail how customers cocreate value for 

themselves; we build on this insight by investigating how professional service providers 

support their customers’ resource integration processes, by providing appropriate 

resources.  
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Little research has investigated differences in how the service provider supports customers 

in resource integration processes. Because we do so in the context of professional service 

providers and their customers, we define a professional service provider as the individual 

professional who directly serves a customer, such as a financial planner, lawyer, or 

accountant. We also define value as value in use, reflecting the value created by customers 

during their usage of resources (see Table 3). We draw on Grönroos and Gummerus’s 

(2014) definition, due to its emphasis on the dyad and, specifically, the joint process 

undertaken by the service provider and the customer.  

 

With this study, we thus seek to (1) identify the activities undertaken by professional 

service providers to support customers’ resource integration and (2) understand the 

variations in service providers’ roles, through the different activity dimensions, to derive a 

typology of resource integration styles adopted by professional service providers. These 

two research tasks are iterative: Activities shape roles, and vice versa. With our 

exploratory, qualitative study, we draw on both customers’ and professional service 

providers’ perspectives and gather emergent data (Ulaga 2003) to establish a sound 

conceptualization of PRO-RIS, grounded in managerial practice. Similar to prior studies 

that examine complex services (e.g., Patrício et al. 2011), we use the financial planning 

industry as a basis for our investigation; it features many interactions between professional 

financial planners and customers, as well as extensive customization efforts for each 

customer (Yoo, Todd, and Frankwick 2012). 

 

We thus contribute to theory and practice by uncovering the complexities and nuances 

surrounding dynamic interactions between the customer and service provider, in the 

process of resource integration to create value. Specifically, this study responds to calls for 



 
 

 

59 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

research focusing on how firms can offer resources to support customer resource 

integration and value creation (e.g., Grönroos and Voima 2013; Hibbert, Winklhofer and 

Temerak 2012). For example, recognizing the implications of customer activity and roles 

for service providers, Moeller et al. (2013) urge studies of customer value cocreation styles 

from the service provider’s perspective. Similarly, Ostrom et al. (2015) highlight the need 

to understand and integrate the roles of the customer and service provider in value creation 

as a priority for service research, and Bowen (2016) urges researchers to embrace an 

interdisciplinary approach to stipulate the role of employees in supporting customer value 

creation. This research not only explicates how professional service providers can better 

support customers’ resource integration and facilitate customer experiences but also 

proposes a comprehensive typology of service provider styles. The development of this 

typology extends current understanding of the changing roles of service providers, by 

unearthing variations in roles undertaken in response to specific customer characteristics 

and situations, as well as identifying specific activities in which alternative roles become 

manifest.  

 

This article is organized as follows: We first examine current literature on customer 

resource integration and role theory, to garner insights on how the facilitation of resources 

by service providers can influence customer experiences. Following a description of the 

qualitative method employed in this study, we explore five resource integration styles and 

their dimensions within the context of the financial planning industry. We conclude with 

some relevant managerial implications, limitations, and avenues for further research.  
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3.2 FACILITATING CUSTOMER RESOURCE INTEGRATION 

Recent literature offers some consensus that customers can act as resource integrators 

(McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012) when they cocreate their service experience with the 

provider (Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2000). We view service experience in a 

phenomenological sense, such that it is an individual, subjective phenomenon, rather than 

a series of phases that customers undergo or a broad outcome for evaluating the experience 

(Jaakkola, Helkkula, and Aarikka-Stenroos 2015). In turn, we focus on the interactive, 

cocreated service experience, which is context specific, personal, and influenced by 

interactions with others (Patrício et al. 2011), spanning both past and future, as well as 

lived and imaginary, dimensions (Helkkula, Kelleher, and Pihlström 2012). In particular, 

we note the experience surrounding customers’ resource integration, which we define as 

efforts by customers to employ individual or collective resources to establish their own 

consumption experiences (see Table 3; Baron and Harris 2008). The resource integration 

process should be particularly rich in complex service contexts, in which the customer and 

professional service provider engage in interactions over time and directly influence each 

other’s experiences and value processes iteratively (Jaakkola, Helkkula, and Aarikka-

Stenroos 2015).  

 

In complex services, interaction “epitomizes the service” in the eyes of the customer 

(Guiry 1992, p. 666). Professional service providers are operant resources, embodying 

expertise or specialized skills that enable them to create useful materials for customers 

(Lusch and Vargo 2014). They also might entail operand resources, offered through 

interactions (McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012). As customers integrate these resources to 

determine and enhance their own consumption experiences (Baron and Harris 2008), firms 
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can leverage their own service staff to transfer certain fluid and alterable resources to 

customers (Kohli 2006).  

 

Table 3. Definitions of Key Constructs 

Construct Definition Reference 

Professional service 

provider 

Individual professional who serves the customer directly, such 

as the financial planner, lawyer, or accountant. 

This study 

Value in use The value for customers, created by them during their usage of 

resources. Value is both created and determined by customers. 

Grönroos and 

Gummerus (2014) 

Value cocreation A joint process where the service provider’s production 

process and customer’s consumption and value creation 

processes merge into one process of direct interactions. 

Grönroos and 

Gummerus (2014) 

Activities A discrete sequence of behavior that through its outcomes aims 

at creating or supporting some type of value in the customer’s 

life or business 

Mickelsson (2013) 

Context (with respect 

to value in context) 

A set of unique actors with unique reciprocal links.  Chandler and Vargo 

(2011) 

Value in context Value in use, within the given context. Chandler and Vargo 

(2011) 

Customer resource 

integration 

Consumers employing resources, whether individually or 

collectively, to determine and enhance their own consumption 

experiences. 

Baron and Harris 

(2008) 

Resource integration 

styles 

The different styles reflect variations in the service provider’s 

role in support of a customer’s resource integration.  

This study 

Role “The sum of all behaviour expectations of a social system 

towards a concrete role actor. The role actor is in a certain 

position, which is linked to tasks and functions.” 

Herrmann, Jahnke, 

and Loser (2004,      

p. 168) 

Resource integration 

activities 

The different activities that service providers undertake to 

support their customers in integrating resources. It should be 

noted that customers of course also integrate resources, but for 

the present study, the focus is on the provider’s role.  

 

 

It is during the service process that the service provider’s production process and the 

customer’s consumption and value creation process merge into a single process with direct 

interactions (Grönroos and Gummerus 2014). Through such interactions, resources from 

the service delivery system integrate in support of the service experience (Patrício et al. 

2011). The transfer of resources may take place through a series of activities with the 

service provider over time (Bitner, Ostrom, and Morgan 2008). The relevance of the 

resources provided by the service provider in turn depends on individual customers’ 

abilities and interests (McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012). A customer’s capability and expertise 
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affects his or her ability to integrate resources (Vargo and Lusch 2011), motivation to 

participate in the service process (Grönroos 2012), and willingness to transfer ownership 

or control of his or her own resources (Kleinaltenkamp et al. 2012) to the service provider. 

For example, novices rarely know what to expect (Simonson 2005), which means that they 

may be more open to changing their own processes or more likely to take advantage of a 

service provider’s expertise (Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007)  

 

Service providers in turn must understand their complementary role in providing 

appropriate resources and supporting the integration of resources that generate beneficial 

experiences for customers. In this respect, customer-facing service providers play a pivotal 

role in the customer–firm interface by generating first-hand knowledge of individual 

customers’ needs for their companies, through one-on-one interactions with their 

customers (Homburg, Wieseke, and Bornemann 2009; Liao and Chuang 2004). Providing 

inappropriate or overwhelming resource integration opportunities through unnecessary 

interactions may result in negative experiences for customers (Grönroos and Voima 2013), 

as suggested by role theory. 

 

3.3 ROLE THEORY 

According to role theory, the social interaction between two people in an exchange is 

determined by the role each person adopts (Goffman 1967). A role is behaviorally based; it 

“is the sum of all behaviour expectations of a social system towards a concrete role actor. 

The role actor is in a certain position, which is linked to tasks and functions” (Herrmann, 

Jahnke, and Loser 2004, p. 168) and is influenced by the values, norms, and beliefs shared 

by people of a particular status (Moeller et al. 2013). Role theory describes patterns of 

social interaction (Broderick 1999), which are facilitated by expectations about the roles 
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that people play in particular contexts, as well as social cues and reactions from fellow 

actors. Service providers in a particular position, such as a financial planner, thus are likely 

to assume a common set of behaviors associated with this position (Solomon et al. 1985).  

 

A positive service outcome often requires the mastery of a range of tasks and activities. 

For the provider, the learning process is explicit and achievable through education and 

training. However, for the customer, the process tends to be less explicit and more implied. 

Moreover, knowledge and experience imbalances across provider and customer, as well as 

the different levels of individual customer knowledge and experience, suggest that various 

customers seek different roles themselves, and the provider takes a complementary role 

that can maximize outcomes.  

 

A role in turn enables actors—service provider or customer—to meet and conduct or avoid 

a core set of role behaviors, some of which may be discretionary (Grayson 2007). The 

enactment of social roles is not clear cut; rather, customers can perform some or all of the 

expected role behaviors. From a role theory perspective, in a professional services 

environment, successful provider–customer interactions might depend on the service 

provider’s clear understanding of how customers expect him or her to behave or of specific 

behaviors that support the customer's ability to participate in a role script, such as the 

information exchanged or level of reassurance offered (Lamb and Kling 2003).  

 

Customers commonly have expectations of the extent to which others should contribute to 

the service (Kleinaltenkamp et al. 2012). These expectations and understandings are not 

one-sided; the roles of both the professional service provider and the customer get 

negotiated during interactions (Lynch 2007). In turn, professional service providers can 
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facilitate a customer’s learning about his or her own role while simultaneously shaping the 

customer’s expectations of what service providers offer and how customers can benefit 

from their services (Vargo 2008). This discussion implies that a customer’s resource 

integration activities are shaped by roles, and vice versa (Herrmann, Jahnke, and Loser 

2004).  

 

We further expect that the customer’s and service provider’s separate enactments of their 

roles differ depending on their own characteristics (Solomon et al. 1985). In a financial 

services context for example, in addition to the customer’s knowledge and experience, 

characteristics such as time to retirement, time availability, willingness to participate, and 

level of financial literacy could affect the negotiated roles, both his or her own and those of 

the professional service providers. Likewise, the planner could be affected by certain 

institutional arrangements, whether enforced by his or her organization or other industry-

wide policies, which may impede or encourage value creation (Vargo and Lusch 2016). 

Institutions can shape service providers’ behavior; providers also can influence these 

institutions through their behaviors, in a reciprocal manner (Edvardsson et al. 2014). 

Indeed, actors and their contexts are mutually defined (Giddens 1979). We accordingly 

anticipate observing a range of behaviors associated with the role of a professional service 

provider, with variations that reflect customers and their needs.  

 

Despite this recognition of potential contextual variations in the service provider’s role 

(Grayson 2007) and the need to consider the context in which a role is performed (Biddle 

1986), little research investigates the variation in roles enacted by service providers to 

support their customers through resource integration. We posit that professional service 

providers vary their roles in service provision contexts by adopting a range of resource 
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integration styles, aligned according to some common set of dimensions that feature 

differing levels, depending on each individual customer’s needs. Therefore, role variations 

in the service context can represent resource integration styles. We investigate the various 

resource integration activities undertaken by professional service providers and the 

different ways they enact their roles in support of customers’ resource integration. This 

investigation in turn leads to a comprehensive typology of multiple professional service 

provider resource integration styles (PRO-RIS). 

 

3.4 METHOD 

In this study, we seek to examine the ways professional service providers integrate 

resources with customers. Qualitative interviews underlie this exploratory study, because 

they can extract the “dynamic, experiential processes and the interactive nature of services 

phenomena” (Gilmore and Carson 1996, p. 21). We pursued thick (Gilmore and Carson 

1996) and rich (Shah and Corley 2006) descriptions that would enable us to provide a 

rigorous account of the phenomenon under investigation. Our intention is to use a 

qualitative approach to build rather than test theory (Lincoln and Guba 1985).  

 

The financial planning industry serves as the research context. Therefore, we refer to 

“clients” rather than “customers,” in accordance with the common terminology in this 

industry. It is marked by extensive interactions between clients and professional service 

providers and significant customization for each client (Yoo, Todd, and Frankwick 2012). 

In this extended service setting, multiple encounters with the same professional service 

provider often take place over time, dealing with complex personal financial situations. 

We thereby seek to uncover the perspectives of the customer and the financial planner in 

this rich setting.  
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3.4.1 Sampling 

In an exploratory phase, we conducted 32 in-depth interviews across three Australian 

states. With purposive sampling, to integrate a broad range of perspectives from both 

financial planners and clients and to reach theoretical saturation (Shah and Corley 2006), 

the interviews included 17 existing financial planning clients and 15 financial planners. 

The choice of informants reflected their theoretical relevance and ability to generate varied 

inputs and perspectives (Glaser and Strauss 1974), with existing clients preferred over new 

clients due to their experience with the service. The interviewed clients represent a variety 

of ages, occupations, and relationship lengths with the financial planners (Table 4). 

Similarly, the financial planners represent a range of experience in the industry, firm sizes, 

and locations (Table 5). The sampling process ceased when theoretical saturation was 

reached, indicated by information redundancy (i.e., later interviews added no new 

information).  

 

3.4.2 Data Collection and Analysis 

A semi-structured approach to the interviews helped facilitate consistency and offer a 

wider scope for the data collection (Corley and Gioia 2004), while also encouraging broad 

discussions of the informants’ experiences. Starting with a general discussion of 

professional history, we asked financial planners to reflect on their expectations of clients, 

the activities they undertake and the resources they offer throughout the service process. 

We then asked them to elaborate on the benefits they propose and offer to clients, as well 

as their roles as a financial planner and the roles of their clients. A similar framework 

guided the interviews with clients, whom we asked to talk about their engagement with 

their current and (if relevant) previous financial planners, from the first time they started 

seeking advice to the present. As part of the client discussion, we covered activities  
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Table 4. Client Profiles 

Code 
Relationship 

Length  
Occupation Age  State 

Style of Financial 

Planner 

C1 1.5 months Lecturer 30–40s WA Coach 

C2 3–4 months Recruitment Consultant 30–40s NSW Partner 

C3 1 year Nurse 30–40s SA Coach 

C4 1 year Retiree 60–70s SA Mentor 

C5 2 years Finance Manager 30–40s NSW Coach 

C6 2 years Senior Administrator 50s WA Delegate 

C7 3 years Shift Supervisor 50s SA Coach 

C8 3 years Retired Nurse/Nursing 

Assistant 

60-70s WA Delegate 

C9 4 years General Manager 50s SA Partner 

C10 4 years Adjunct Lecturer 50s SA Partner 

C11 4 years Senior Lecturer 30-40s SA Validator 

C12 5 years Retired Nurse 60-70s WA Delegate 

C13 5 years Retired Manager 60-70s WA Partner 

C14 6 years Retiree 60–70s SA Validator 

C15 10 years Director 60s SA Partner 

C16 13 years Retiree 60–70s SA Mentor 

C17 27 years Retired Business Owner 60–70s SA Mentor 

 

 

Table 5. Financial Planners’ Profiles 

Code 
Experience in Financial 

Planning Industry 

Firm Size (Number of 

Employees) 
Location  State 

FP1 4 months  30 M NSW 

FP2 1 year 6 M NSW 

FP3 1 year  40 M NSW 

FP4 1.5 years 200 M SA 

FP5 3 years 6 M NSW 

FP6 4 years  1 M NSW 

FP7 5 years 1 M NSW 

FP8 5 years 2 M WA 

FP9 6 years 100–200 M NSW 

FP10 7 years 6 M WA 

FP11 12 years 2 M WA 

FP12 12 years  200 M NSW 

FP13 20 years  3 R SA 

FP14 21 years 2 R SA 

FP15 37 years 2 M WA 

Notes: M = Metropolitan area, R = Rural area. NSW = New South Wales, WA = Western Australia, SA = 

South Australia. 
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undertaken by planners and themselves, relevant situational factors that suggest the 

appropriateness of activities, the benefits of having a planner, and perceptions of roles and 

expectations as they pertain to both themselves and their planner. Similar to purposive 

sampling, any themes that emerged from the interviews were examined further in 

subsequent interviews, to facilitate closure (Lincoln and Guba 1985). To develop a 

comprehensive understanding of the activities, as well as their constellations, we 

undertook an iterative process of joint data collection and analysis (Glaser and Strauss 

1967). The financial planner interviews offered important insights into how the activity 

constellations reflected specific styles, so we used client interviews to examine and verify 

these constellations. 

 

All three authors participated in collecting the data, with each author assigned to one of 

three Australian states to conduct the interviews. Each interview lasted 40–120 minutes. 

The digital voice recordings were professionally transcribed as the interviews were 

undertaken, shared among the authors, then read by all three authors to understand the 

different realities dictated by each interviewee. The authors processed the data 

individually, using open coding to identify first-order concepts that captured the original 

terminology adopted (Gioia, Corley, and Hamilton 2012). We then engaged multiple 

realities in the naturalistic paradigm, seeking to make sense of and derive patterns that 

could be replicated (Glaser and Strauss 1974). Through this iterative process, the authors 

identified five resource integration styles of professional service providers using Lincoln 

and Guba’s (1985) constant comparative method, with a match-and-contrast approach. An 

independent moderator participated in the peer debriefing process, to ensure the 

trustworthiness of the data (Corley and Gioia 2004).  
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With the financial planner data, we first identified the different resource integration 

activities that planners used to support their clients in integrating resources throughout the 

service process. Drawing on the extensive collective experiences that planners have with 

multiple clients, this approach allowed us to identify a comprehensive set of resource 

integration activities and their constellations, which constitute resource integration styles, 

as we subsequently confirmed in the client interviews. Overall, the data show a consistent 

range of activities and resource integration styles across planners and clients; that is, the 

activities and styles were identified by both groups.  

 

To develop our typology and support empirical investigations of multiple styles, we 

identified eight second-order themes describing resource integration activity dimensions. 

Triangulation across the multiple investigators reduced data discrepancies, which allowed 

a single reality to converge and confirmed the credibility of the qualitative data (Lincoln 

and Guba 1985). During the procedure, each researcher defended his or her stance or 

reconsidered any position taken. We mutually agreed on decision rules for inclusion, 

which helped us ensure internal consistency (Gioia, Corley, and Hamilton 2012). At this 

point, the relevant dimensions were well defined (Lincoln and Guba 1985) and substantial 

for describing and differentiating each style. These dimensions emerged naturally from the 

qualitative data and only later were compared against and substantiated by literature 

(Strauss and Corbin 1998). 

 

After several rounds of negotiation and revision, we achieved theoretical saturation (Shah 

and Corley 2006), reaching consensus on five resource integration styles. They were 

further verified by the independent moderator, a financial planning expert (Grove and Fisk 

1992). These procedures thus lead to inductively rather than deductively derived findings.  
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3.5 FINDINGS 

In line with our study objectives, we present the (1) activity dimensions undertaken by 

financial planners to support their clients’ resource integration and (2) activity dimension 

constellations that define the five professional service provider resource integration styles 

(PRO-RIS). In line with role theory, people interact with respect to their role, taking 

certain roles as a basis for their social interactions and communication (Herrmann, Jahnke, 

and Loser 2004). A person’s activities, including interactions, are shaped by roles, and vice 

versa. Accordingly, the development of the set of activities and resource integration styles 

was not independent. For the purpose of this study though, we report on the dimensions 

first, followed by the styles, which we conceptualize as role variations. 

 

3.5.1 Dimensions of PRO-RIS 

To initiate the development of a comprehensive typology of styles, we first sought to 

identify activity dimensions along which styles adopted by service providers might differ. 

Professional service providers engage with customers in a series of linked activities 

(Bitner, Ostrom, and Morgan 2008), during which service providers seek to support 

customers’ resource integration activities (Vargo 2008) in the interactive service context 

(Heinonen and Strandvik 2015).1 Drawing on Mickelsson’s (2013, p. 546) 

conceptualization of customer activities, we define the service provider’s activities as “a 

discrete sequence of behavior that through its outcomes aims at creating or supporting 

some type of value in the customer’s life or business.” Specifically, activities entail 

physical, virtual, or mental contacts, such that the professional service provider creates 

opportunities to engage with customers’ experiences and practices and thereby influences 

their flow and outcomes (Grönroos and Voima 2013). It also features the professional 

service provider’s resource input to support a client’s resource integration activities.  
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Drawing on financial planner interviews to gain initial insight into activity dimensions, we 

also relied on the client interviews to verify and obtain detailed insights into these 

dimensions. Eight resource activity dimensions emerged from an iterative review of prior 

literature and the data, including participation ratios, the frequency of interaction, 

deliberation, decision making, updating, educating, connecting, and motivating. We 

discuss the variation in each activity with respect to financial planner roles in supporting 

customers’ value creation before summarizing the findings. First, the participation ratio 

reflects the ratio of participation between the professional service provider and the client, 

in terms of the extent to which each actor invests time and effort to share information, 

make suggestions, and participate in the service process (Chan, Yim, and Lam 2010). 

Greater client participation shifts more power to clients, because they gain increased 

knowledge and control over services, in turn increasing role conflict (Hsieh, Yen, and Chin 

2004) and role stress (Chan, Yim, and Lam 2010) for the service provider. Furthermore, 

family circumstances, such as the lack of time due to caring responsibilities, may limit the 

extent to which clients participate (FP15).  

 

Second, the frequency of interaction refers to the number of interactions between the client 

and the professional service provider, leading to reciprocal influence. In this case, 

communication can be one-way or two-way, through online or offline face-to-face 

channels, and in formal or informal settings, consistent with Mohr and Nevin (1990). 

However, not all clients appreciate the greater control associated with their higher 

participation with the service process or the need to meet frequently, suggesting that the 

level of participation and the frequency of interaction vary according to client needs and 

are appropriate differentiators across PRO-RIS. 
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Third, deliberation refers to a process of considering various options carefully, prior to 

making a decision. Financial planners tailor the options provided and the extent to which 

they recommend, discuss, and develop those options with the client. Sufficient financial 

knowledge is often a prerequisite of the ability to assess the suitability of alternative 

options. Some clients may find it overwhelming and leave this stage to their planner’s 

discretion. Others seek assistance from planners to help them understand and assess 

options. Clients in relationships with life partners tend to note that deliberations with a 

planner stimulate more extensive life planning processes (e.g., C4, C17), such that they 

facilitate enhanced interactions not just with the planner but with the life partner. 

 

Fourth, decision making is the ultimate process of deciding which strategies to implement. 

This element pertains to how much decision authority gets conferred to or assumed by the 

service provider (Gattellari, Butow, and Tattersall 2001). Financial literacy and attitudes 

toward involvement are likely predictors of the clients’ desire and ability to take an active 

role in the decision-making process. In the case of a couple or family engaging in financial 

advising processes, the planner commonly seeks to identify the person who is more likely 

to make financial decisions: “There is always a decision maker on the financial side” 

(FP14). Fifth, updating is the process of informing clients about financial matters, outside 

of scheduled reviews, such as information about the current status of a portfolio, changes 

in laws or regulations, invitations to events, or scheduling catch-up meetings. Some clients 

regard it as part of the planner’s responsibility to take the initiative to inform them of 

relevant updates; others are more proactive in initiating regular contact.  

 

Sixth, educating pertains to the process of imparting financial knowledge to build clients’ 

capabilities. Thus a financial planner takes on the role as an enabler (Bowen 2016), in that 
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she or he develops clients’ ability to integrate resources successfully throughout the 

service process. For example, planners might engage clients in educational conversations, 

provide them with relevant reading materials, or help them understand complex financial 

instruments by describing them in simplified terms. With increased skills and knowledge, 

clients can better support their own resource integration activities (Hibbert, Winklhofer, 

and Temerak 2012), such as when they must deliberate among options or make decisions.  

 

Seventh, connecting is the process of providing new opportunities or added resources 

through the introduction of other actors, such as referrals, networking sessions, or social 

events. Financial planners might offer their clients access to exclusive networks, 

depending on their relevance to the client. The professional service provider’s performance 

in this context depends on other actors with whom she or he is directly or indirectly 

connected, beyond just her or his individual efforts, skills, and resources (Tax, 

McCutcheon, and Wilkinson 2013). However, it also is important to note the inherent 

importance of service providers’ collaboration and coordination skills (Bowen 2016), 

considering their connecting role. Eighth, motivating refers to the manner in which the 

planner supports the client’s needs for autonomy, pertaining to managing the portfolio, and 

competence, with respect to gaining knowledge and skills related to her or his own 

financial investments. Table 6 offers illustrative quotes for each of the eight activity 

dimensions. 

 

The salience of these eight activity dimensions is also supported by their connection to 

Prahalad and Ramaswamy’s (2004) building blocks of interaction between organizations 

and customers, defined as dialog, access, risk, and transparency. These building blocks are 

critical for cocreating customer experiences. Dialog reflects interactivity, deep  
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Table 6. Activity Dimensions in PRO-RIS 

Variable 

Definition 

Description 

Example quotes 

Participation ratio.  

Ratio of participation 

between the professional 

service provider and the 

client, in terms of the 

extent to which an actor 

invests time and effort in 

sharing information, 

making suggestions, and 

being part of the service 

process. 

Providing the appropriate level of client participation depending on the individual 

customer’s abilities and willingness to participate:  

"I’m doing enough to make me feel involved, but not enough to make me feel, I’m 

not checking the stock market every minute, and, ‘Oh, have I missed something 
there?’" (C4). 

Recognizing that high levels of client participation are not always beneficial: 

“You want them to be involved as much they can but … sometimes they want to 

be really hands-on some others just let you manage things on their behalf” 

(FP1). 
“I don’t need to participate… this is probably just basic [portfolio] for a retired, 

single person, I’m happy” (C12). 

Frequency of 

interaction.  

Number of interactions 

between the client and 

professional service 

provider that lead to 

reciprocal influence. 

Interacting through online or offline channels, and in formal or informal settings: 

“I might send him an email and tell him something that’s happening and then 

he’ll set up a meeting for us to quickly discuss it.… It becomes much more two-
way and if he thinks something is happening, … he’ll reach out and say do you 

want to have a quick meeting and I can explain it to you” (C5). 

Deliberation.  

Process of considering 

various options carefully 

prior to making a 

decision. 

Providing options:  

“She had the information to give me choices. Unbiased and informed. I trusted her 
as an unbiased source giving me the options” (C13). 

Recommending:  

“He goes and does the research and he presents me with recommendations and it 
takes about half an hour to agree or confirm on what I want to do”(C5). 

Discussing and developing ideas with the client:  

“Sometimes it’s just about bouncing ideas off him" (C2). 

Addressing specific issues of concern to client: 

“The circumstances that are going to be discussed are unique to that client and 
the advisor needs to be able to show the client that because of the uniqueness of 

their circumstances, the advisors is willing to spend whatever amount of time 

that is required in the consultation process in order to achieve the best possible 
outcome for the client” (FP13). 

“We went in with a preconceived idea of what we thought, and the financial 
planner in many ways helped us to support that idea. … We wanted to know 

whether or not that was the right thing to do” (C11). 

Decision making. 

Process of deciding 

which strategies to 

implement. 

 Taking responsibility for making decisions: 

“Some people just say, ‘Look, I have no idea about finance…’ and quite senior 

executives I’ve had, they’ve said, ‘I’ve earned a great salary. I have no idea 

about finance, this is what I want to achieve.’ And they say, ‘Right, it’s all up to 

you.’ And I say, ‘Okay, fine. But I still have to let you know; I still have to inform 

you in terms of what we’re doing’” (FP4).  
Playing a supportive role by guiding clients in their decision-making:  

“I think he’s given me options…. He may have guided my thinking, but I think 

I’ve made the decisions. But I think he’s allowed me to make decisions” (C4).  
Letting clients make decisions on their own: 

“I don’t make him responsible for my success.… He’s my coach and how I 

decide to play the game…. It’s a bit like, I’m out there … and the consequence of 
what I choose to do” (C7). 
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Table 6. Activity Dimensions in PRO-RIS (continued) 

Variable 

Definition 

Description 

Example quotes 

Updating.  

Process of 

informing clients 

on financial 

matters outside of 

scheduled reviews. 

Informing the client about the current status of the portfolio, any changes in law and 

regulation, invitations to events, and scheduling meetings:  

“With all of your clients, your office or you personally would be the one communicating 

to organize those meetings and any communications going out, any updates, any of 
those sort of changes, seminars, all those kind of update points” (FP11). 

Educating. 

Process of 

imparting financial 

knowledge to build 

capabilities. 

Through verbal communication, relevant reading materials, and seminars/events: 

“So he gives me the budget to go home and do or he gives me things to go and look at 

and read … and explaining why and the benefits of different products and things” (C5). 
Simplifying complex financial instruments/terms: 

“And that then is where I look to [the financial planner’s] skills to make it simple: 

‘Explain to me in English what are we talking about’” (C17). 
Clarifying specific concerns:  

“…he has been very helpful and understanding, and nothing seems to be too much effort 
for him to explain. I said, ‘I’m sure you’ve explained this to me before. Can you please 

explain it again,’ for instance” (C4). 

Providing additional resources from personal network: 

“...if I became interested in something I could actually go to them and say ‘Can you give 

me,’ they have research, assisted research. So they would actually … give you their 

research which is part of the service” (C10). 
Increasing the client’s capability/expertise: 

“We’ve already had some mild discussions about it and I’ve already learnt a lot about 
different products that I didn’t even know existed before” (C5). 

Connecting. 

Process of 

providing new 

opportunities or 

added resources 

through the 

introduction of 

other actors. 

Connecting the actor (client) to other relevant actors: 

"I like someone that can connect me to the right people because he’s got his contacts, 
and he can bring things together, and people meet one another, and ideas grow from 

there, and there are business opportunities. Him … understanding where he can match 

those opportunities and his contacts or a connection, that’s awesome. Very powerful, it 
doesn’t just stop at financial planning" (C1). 

Providing access to exclusive networks:  

“I’ve aligned myself to mortgage brokers and real estate agents. Because when they 
purchase a property, it’s an immediate opportunity for us to review their insurance 

needs and issues. So they often don’t have enough insurance or the right types of 
insurance. Or understand what’s important to them and their families.” (FP7). 

Motivating. 

Manner in which 

the financial 

planner supports 

the client’s needs 

for both autonomy, 

pertaining to 

managing the 

portfolio, and 

competence, with 

respect to 

knowledge and 

skills related to 

financial 

investments. 

Motivating but not compelling:  

“He may expect me to follow up more quickly on some of the ideas we’ve discussed, but 
for them it’s a fine line because I’m still a client. He doesn’t want to force me to do 

anything I won’t be comfortable with but … if he’s giving advice about budgeting the next 

time he sees us … he’ll ask so how did you go with that budget” (C1). 

Invigorating: 

"It’s like you go to a motivational speaker... I want the person to invigorate me, educate 
me so I can take more responsibility or more ownership or interest in how my money is 

working for me” (C1). 

Encouraging: 

“It’s like having a personal trainer at the gym tell you. I know it’s good for me, so 

yelling at you almost because it’s encouragement" (C5). 

Stimulating client participation, as a form of extrinsic motivation:  

“It’s the ongoing discipline and you maintain that if you get the reward and I think 

that’s where having a good adviser makes a big difference because they constantly help 
you to see what the rewards are.” (C5). 
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engagement, and an ability and willingness to take action; access to and the transparency 

of information also ensure that the dialog is meaningful and reduce any asymmetry of 

information between the customer and organization. Risk assessments reflect customers’ 

ability to make decisions by using the tools and support structure offered by the 

organization, which results from dialog, access, and transparency. For example, with 

respect to our eight activity dimensions, participation, frequency of interaction, 

connecting, and updating signify increased access and transparency in a financial planning 

context; educating, deliberating, motivating, and decision making reflect increased dialog. 

 

In summary, clients become partial employees and share the financial planner’s workload 

to greater or lesser degrees during the service process, according to customers’ ability and 

motivation (Hsieh, Yen, and Chin 2004). In the terminology of the service-dominant logic, 

clients use operant resources, especially planners’ knowledge and skills in cocreating value 

(Akesson and Skålén 2011). Yet the planner’s knowledge and skills may be used 

differently by various types of clients, according to their needs. Thus the participating, 

motivating, updating, connecting, educating, deliberating, and decision-making 

dimensions differ with clients’ needs and in turn provide useful descriptors of PRO-RIS. 

 

3.5.2 Professional Service Provider Resource Integration Styles (PRO-RIS)  

Building on the identification of resource integration activities, we sought to identify 

constellations of activities that providers engage in to support the client’s role in creating 

value. A person’s activities, including interactions with others, are shaped by each party’s 

respective roles, and vice versa. According to their established social positions, the actors 

in an interaction, such as financial planner and client, likely engage in certain sets of 

practices, such that the dyad is stable, and the role expectations across actors are congruent 
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(Akaka and Chandler 2011). We accordingly discuss various professional service provider 

resource integration styles (PRO-RIS) and how they are shaped by and shape financial 

planner activities. Five constellations, or PRO-RIS, emerged from the data: delegate, 

mentor, partner, coach, and validator. The reported styles were identified by both planners 

and clients, reflecting “interrelated sets of ideal types” (Doty and Glick, 1994, p. 232). In 

the following, we note the characteristics of clients commonly associated with each style, 

as well as some style-related benefits.  

 

Delegate. A financial planner adopting a delegate style manages the client’s financial 

matters entirely on his or her behalf, allowing the client to outsource all responsibility for 

managing financial matters, as exemplified by the following quote:  

You know at a very simplistic level it's like when somebody outsources, when 

they get a cleaner to clean a house, I mean people know how to clean their own 

house but they choose not to.… Financial planning is more sophisticated than 

that, not everybody knows how to do it.… But for me part of the service I provide 

is that they don't have to do that. (FP6) 

The financial planner takes charge by considering options on behalf of the client, 

requesting approval where applicable, and implementing strategies, such that “He came up 

with a list of companies, areas and what have you, and I’ve just gone with it … then he just 

goes and does it” (C6). The process of financial planning is nearly completely delegated to 

the planner; client participation or educating, connecting, and motivating the client are 

kept to a minimum.  

 

Prior research suggests that customers are more satisfied when they participate, because 

they gain a greater sense of control over the service process and outcomes (Chan, Yim, and 
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Lam 2010). Yet clients may avoid participating in a service process if they perceive it as 

overwhelming. A client with a simpler portfolio that renders less financial risk also may 

choose to delegate responsibility to a planner, because “I don’t need to participate … this 

is probably just [a] basic [portfolio] for a retired, single person” (C12). With this style, 

clients enjoy benefits of outsourcing responsibility for their finances to a third party: “Just 

let them do it! … All taken care of” (C8). 

 

Mentor. A mentor provides continued assurance, reliance, and support, reflected in a 

financial planner’s explanation that “We find that a lot of clients really rely upon our sort 

of expertise [to make decisions]” (FP12). Although such a planner largely manages the 

client’s financial matters, she or he also seeks some input from the client: “I think he 

encourages us to take part. He … explained very clearly to us that we can take part” (C17). 

The mentor provides options and may guide the client’s thinking, but the final decision 

about financial strategies lies with the client. Strong support is crucial, commonly 

associated with clients who are new to the financial planning context, have limited 

financial literacy, or hold smaller portfolios. Participation by the client thus is limited by 

the customer’s expertise (Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007), which can inhibit the 

usefulness of the provided resources (Vargo and Lusch 2011).  

 

As part of this style, financial education is not imperative, because these clients may not be 

looking to develop higher levels of financial literacy: “I don’t want to be the expert. That’s 

what I pay them the money for” (C16). Instead, clients rely on the planner’s expertise to 

simplify the terms, products, and concepts and describe them in lay terms, so that they can 

make informed decisions: “I look to [my planner’s] skills to make it simple: ‘Explain to 

me in English what are we talking about’” (C17). Consistent efforts by a mentor to explain 
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products and assure and guide the client to produce continued support is a key benefit of 

this style: “Oh, I think it’s very reassuring, and yes, I can tap in whenever I’ve had any 

queries” (C4).  

 

Partner. A financial planner adopting a partner style actively involves the client in 

managing her or his own financial matters and empowers the client to take responsibility 

for his or her own finances. As illustrated by one financial planner:  

My role is to be the trusted advisor, that is, to give advice on things that they don’t 

have the knowledge on, to teach them and to empower them to be in charge of their 

own destiny and to help them achieve the things that they would otherwise not think 

they could achieve. (FP5) 

Thus, the partner style centers on enabling clients to determine and achieve their financial 

objectives. With a strong emphasis on teamwork, the planner and client communicate 

frequently to strategize and make decisions: “He [financial planner] actually came with us 

to the bank and sat down with them and we went through all the accounts that we had” 

(C9). In this case, the client’s portfolio may be more complex, so “not only was it the 

investment advice but it was fitting in with what else you were trying to do … it was 

linking in with our business, and our superannuation fund and our tax. It was bringing it all 

together” (C10). At the same time, these savvy, confident clients take responsibility for 

managing their own finances and participate actively throughout the service process: “I'm 

probably a different user from somebody who's got no idea about the markets and how 

they operate. And so I could quite honestly take their advice and then form a view” (C10).  

 

A financial planner adopting a partner style initiates more connecting (for networking 

purposes) and educating activities, because these clients appreciate additional resources 
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due to their higher levels of financial literacy: “You got to understand or at least feel 

comfortable that you understand what you are investing in” (C15). In areas where the 

client is less knowledgeable, the planner makes up for the lack of expertise by empowering 

the client: “It’s not just wills, it’s the complexity around understanding the meaning of 

medical power of attorney and financial power of attorney, things like that and we had no 

idea” (C9). Clients also might request access to “assisted research” (C10) that the 

planner’s firm has conducted. These clients value developing their knowledge and 

competency to support their own resource integration activities (Hibbert, Winklhofer, and 

Temerak 2012). Empowerment is a benefit that arises from this style: “My major thing was 

that I knew what the rules were, which is really important because … I could actually do 

some things that were beneficial and quite within the rules in terms of how I manage my 

affairs” (C10). 

 

Coach. The coach focuses on sustaining interest and motivation to engage in financial 

matters, offering directive recommendations, and keeping the client firmly on track to 

meet previously set goals:  

It’s like I’m your personal trainer. When you actually go to gym trainer, they don’t 

do the exercise for you, but what they do is stand next to you and tell you the right 

plan for your diet, the right plan for your exercise. You have to do what they do, they 

will keep checking. (FP3) 

This planner often challenges clients to think broadly about options but still lets them 

make the final decision. This style entails a high level of client participation; both parties 

tend to be goal oriented and task focused (Burke et al. 2006): “I’m not going to be just 

paying someone to socialize with me. I want someone to be our coach, set some goals with 

us and let us achieve it” (C7). Clients are thus monitored and invigorated to complete 
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designated tasks within the service process, so that they remain disciplined and meet set 

objectives.  

 

The strong motivational aspect of this style is a defining feature. The planner is more 

inclined to develop activities to increase clients’ capabilities and enable them to make 

decisions. It is important to note that the planner adopting a coach style does not compel: 

“He doesn’t want to force me to do anything I won’t be comfortable with” (C1). This style 

reflects the idea that motivational behaviors do not include coercion-based influence 

(Burke et al. 2006). Clients may experience a sense of achievement from accomplishing 

what they set out to do, but the defining benefit of this style is the planner’s stimulation for 

the client to manage his or her own finances: “It’s like having a personal trainer at the gym 

tell you, I know it’s good for me, so yelling at you almost because it’s encouragement" 

(C5).  

 

Validator. The validator primarily addresses specific concerns the client may have, 

offering the client the opportunity to review ideas and plans with an expert. This style is 

relevant for clients who manage their own financial affairs but seek endorsement before 

proceeding with an intended plan or individual actions, as outlined by this planner:  

Other people on the validator side [ask], ‘Can you just make sure that I’m doing it 

the right way?’ And they want almost less interaction with you but they still want 

someone who is an expert in the area to confirm what they are doing. (FP8) 

The client is likely to initiate the contact with the planner, favors control over her or his 

own financial matters, and possesses higher levels of financial literacy: “I pay him. He 

works for me. In that way, I’m probably the leader in that [relationship]” (C11). This client 

further elaborates that “I don’t want someone else to take control of my money … it’s my 
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resource, it belongs to me” (C11). Thus, the planner’s expertise is mainly a tool to ensure 

that the client is on the right track:  

 We went in with a preconceived idea of what we thought, and the financial planner 

in many ways helped us to support that idea.… We wanted to know whether or not 

that was the right thing to do. And I think in that situation, talking to the financial 

planner helped us to really understand that that was the best thing for us (C11). 

In this case, activities are “episodic” (C11), undertaken by the planner largely in response 

to the client’s request. According to a client: “It’s purely reactive … the contact is 

probably more so from me to the planner” (C14). This style substantiates the notion that 

unnecessary contact can have negative consequences (Grönroos and Voima 2013). The 

benefit that arises from this style is an independent, expert review of the client’s plan, such 

that “I’ve got a sounding board who I trust, and who also puts it in perspective of what’s 

happening” (C14).  

 

We posit that each of these five styles is a particular type of role and that each can be 

described by the four characteristics of a role put forward by Herrmann, Jahnke, and Loser 

(2004). The key characteristics are position, function/tasks, behavior expectations (implicit 

and explicit), and social interaction. We argue that these five styles result from negotiation 

between the parties; as in role theory, the role player (here, the financial planner) 

transforms role expectations into concrete behavior, or resource integration activities. 

These qualitative findings thus exemplify the various complementary roles that service 

providers take in support of their clients’ resource integration efforts. These data indicate 

that the PRO-RIS are relatively stable, such that clients experience a particular style over 

some period of time. However, certain situational factors, such as clients’ increased 
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capabilities (e.g., due to education during the service process), lifestyle changes (e.g., 

increasing demands on their time), or financial crises may trigger changes to the style. 

 

Table 7 details the final typology of PRO-RIS; it summarizes the previous discussion but 

also specifies the way in which each activity dimension manifests itself in the five PRO-

RIS styles. For example, the manifestation of deliberation differs across the five styles, 

ranging from consideration of options by the financial planner on behalf of the client 

(delegate), to simplifying options for the client to consider (mentor), to working with the 

client to evaluate options together (partner), to challenging the client to think broadly 

about options (coach), and finally to addressing concerns specific to the client’s query 

(validator). Yet styles may be established in less varied ways for some activity dimensions, 

such as updating, for which the results reveal three manifestations (see Table 7).  

 

3.6 DISCUSSION 

This study answers calls to investigate the ways that firms, and especially professional 

service providers, can stay relevant by supporting customer value cocreation (e.g., 

Grönroos and Gummerus 2014). To date, research on the cocreation of value and related 

resource integration has centered on the customer’s rather than the firm’s role, and sparse 

research addresses how service providers should interact with customers to facilitate 

customers’ resource integration processes (Bowen 2016). Researchers thus recognize that 

the function of the institution in value cocreation is a missing concept (Vargo and Lusch 

2014) and that value cocreation roles need to be investigated from the service provider’s 

viewpoint (Moeller et al. 2013). McColl-Kennedy et al. (2012) consider how customers 

cocreate value, but we address how professional service providers can support customers’  
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resource integration processes, through the provision of appropriate resources in a 

complex, relational service setting. 

 

A clear focus on the design of services to support and enhance customer resource 

integration and value creation is evident in recent literature (Grissemann and Stokburger-

Sauer 2012), yet most studies take a holistic view of the service system (Patrício et al. 

2011). Consistent with Chandler and Vargo’s (2011) micro-level context, we examine how 

the service provider supports customers in their resource integration process. Our 

theoretical contributions thus stem from our conceptual development of the service 

provider’s role in facilitating customer resource integration. Going beyond a simple 

identification of the activities undertaken by professional service providers to support 

customers’ resource integration, this article develops understanding about the variations in 

service providers’ roles, leading to a typology of resource integration styles. 

 

We also draw on role theory to explain the constellations of activities adopted by service 

providers to support customer resource integration. Role theory describes patterns of social 

interaction, shaped by expectations about the roles that the actors play, through the values, 

norms, and beliefs shared by people with some particular status (Moeller et al. 2013). 

Service providers in a particular position, such as financial planners, likely assume a 

common set of behaviors associated with this position (Solomon et al. 1985). However, 

with the differing needs of clients, roles remain flexible. We argue that service providers 

take on various roles to support customers’ resource integration (PRO-RIS). Drawing on 

literature related to employee roles, we note that the variability in customer needs and 

expectations not only increases role uncertainty for the service provider (Vredenburg and 

Bell 2014) but also implies the need for diverse roles, as conceptualized herein.  
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A person’s activities, including interactions with others, are shaped by their respective 

roles, and vice versa (Herrmann, Jahnke, and Loser 2004). The activity dimensions that we 

derive and the extent to which clients and planners carry them out thus are interlinked with 

the various styles planners use. For example, on the participation activity dimension, a low 

client participation rate is appropriate for the delegate style, but a high rate is appropriate 

for the validator style in which clients take control of their financial matters. As our 

contribution to extant literature, we identify eight resource integration activity 

dimensions—participation ratio, frequency of interaction, deliberation, decision making, 

updating, educating, connecting, and motivating—that explain variations in financial 

planners’ roles when supporting customers’ resource integration. Our interview data also 

substantiate a set of ideal styles, which represent unique combinations of activity 

dimensions adopted to realize desired experiences, rather than mutually exclusive 

classifications.  

 

Following the guidelines set forth by Doty and Glick (1994) for developing typologies, we 

obtained the PRO-RIS framework with several guiding principles: It (1) states a grand 

theoretical assertion, namely, that professional service employees facilitate customer 

resource integration for value creation; (2) defines ideal types (delegate, mentor, partner, 

coach, and validator); and (3) provides a comprehensive account of each type using the 

same dimensions (participation ratio, frequency of interaction, deliberation, decision 

making, updating, educating, connecting, and motivating). In addition, the PRO-RIS 

typology specifies assumptions about the theoretical importance of each construct (Doty 

and Glick 1994). Each of the eight dimensions is differentially important for the various 

styles. For example, connecting is less relevant for the delegate, mentor, and validator 

types. Empirical tests of the typology and the ability of the ideal types to predict the 
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dependent variable are the last criterion for a typology (Doty and Glick 1994), but we 

leave this step for further research.  

 

Finally, the notion that customers cocreate value through resource integration in interactive 

experiences continues to permeate practitioner and academic literature (Pinho et al. 2014). 

Early studies emphasize the importance of considering individual customer needs (Karpen, 

Bove, and Lukas 2012), but we know of no efforts to explain the different ways 

professional service providers facilitate the resource integration of individual customers. 

Our findings thus offer initial indications of the configurations of service providers’ 

resource integration activities that support clients’ value cocreation (Bowen 2016). 

 

3.6.1 Managerial Implications 

No single, best style exists; the styles depict multiple realities from which customers can 

achieve value, depending on their capabilities, interests, and resources. Professional 

service providers should adapt distinct styles, according to the individual needs of their 

clients, which will also mean variations in their supportive roles in resource integration.  

 

Overall, we recommend that professional service providers adapt the eight identified 

service dimensions to support resource integration across ranges of customers. Over time, 

customers can gain new capabilities, through education during the service process or 

external circumstances. Therefore, professional service providers need to reassess 

customer needs throughout the relationship to ensure that their style remains aligned with 

their customers’ needs. Furthermore, PRO-RIS can provide a basis for training 

professional service providers in how best to support their customers’ resource integration 

efforts. 
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The individual dimensions that constitute each style also offer implications. Although 

clients may have personal networks of resources (McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012), 

professional service providers can support customers’ resource integration by connecting 

them to relevant actors, particularly with a partner or coach style. The quality of 

recommended actors is important however, in that the performance of these actors likely 

reflects on the professional service provider, as the recommending party.  

 

Certain clients (e.g., those working with a coach) find value in being motivated to 

participate in the service process. They experience a sense of achievement from 

accomplishing their goals, and appreciate the professional service provider’s efforts to 

stimulate their interest in managing their finances. In contrast, clients of mentors and 

delegates tend to believe they are paying the service provider to handle most of the service 

process. Thus, professional service providers must take care in determining whom to 

motivate. 

 

3.6.2 Limitations and Further Research Directions 

Service literature and practice both endorse the notions of service experience and resource 

integration, yet more research is needed to guide organizations in their efforts to encourage 

and facilitate customer resource integration efforts to produce positive experiences. 

Researchers should build on the proposed typology and develop a scale to measure various 

PRO-RIS, according to the eight activity dimensions. This development would not only 

advance academic research but also offer an important professional tool for managers.  

 

This study adopts a singular focus on the financial planning context, purposive sampling, 

and a dyadic rather than an ecosystem focus. The transfer of these insights to other 
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contexts is crucial (McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012), so we call for replications in other 

contexts. The typology we have developed reflects eight activity dimensions that are 

relatively broad in nature; it seemingly should apply to other complex service industries in 

which service providers interact one-on-one with customers (e.g., health care, legal advice, 

education).  

 

An ecosystems perspective would take an additional step in advancing understanding of 

the inputs into the development and outcomes of resource integration styles, accounting for 

a wider range of relevant actors, such as those at the macro and meso context levels 

(Chandler and Vargo 2011). Another fruitful research avenue would be to identify factors 

that influence a customer’s desire for different PRO-RIS. For financial planning for 

example, the customer’s time availability, financial literacy, or willingness to participate 

all might affect the suitability of the style adopted by a service provider. This article offers 

some initial insights, but a customer-dominant logic approach (Heinonen et al. 2010) could 

expand understanding of the relevance of the customer’s context, intentions, or related 

experiences in determining appropriate styles. Similarly, longitudinal studies would be 

ideal for gauging changes in a customer’s situation, knowledge, and experience over time 

and their impacts on preferences for different resource integration styles.  

 

By building on rich qualitative data, this article provides important insights into how 

professional service providers interact with clients to facilitate customers’ service resource 

integration experiences in a complex, relational service setting. As such, it provides a basis 

for continued research into the resource integration styles that are most appropriate for 

various actors in the customer service network. 
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ENDNOTES 

1 We focus on activities rather than behavior. According to activity theory, human activities differ 

from basic behavior (e.g., animal behavior), because consciousness forms through activity and is 

located in everyday practice. Activity theory reflects the study of human behavior that acts on 

objects to transform them (Wilson 2009). Whereas behavior can be automatic or reflexive, activity 

is intentional and purposeful. 
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Chapter 4 PRO-RIS: AN EMPIRICAL EXAMINATION 

 

ABSTRACT 

This paper builds upon the PRO-RIS typology developed by Ng et al. (in Chapter 3) in the 

context of financial planning. The research provides empirical insights into the role of the 

service provider as an operant resource in supporting customer resource integration 

processes for value creation, through variations in the constellations of resource integration 

activities. The styles are captured through five professional service providers’ resource 

integration styles (PRO-RIS), namely, the delegate, mentor, partner, coach and validator. 

In this paper, a formative index that measures PRO-RIS is developed and validated, then 

further applied to identify differences in customers associated with each style in terms of: 

(i) demographic characteristics, (ii) personal and situational factors, as well as (iii) 

perceived outcomes, in order to better understand these customer segments. The results 

provide valuables insights into the understanding of the role of service providers in value 

creation processes. Importantly, these styles are also highly relevant for practitioners to 

implement in service industries.  
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4.1 INTRODUCTION 

As consumption processes become more transparent and accessible, the role of the service 

provider is inevitably changing. Yet, while the role of customers as active resource 

integrators has received significant attention (Hibbert, Winklhofer, and Temerak, 2012; 

McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012; Piacentini, Hibbert and Hogg 2014), the role of service 

providers as dynamic resource facilitators remains neglected. While customers are able to 

create value on their own via self-activities, it is common for customers to cocreate value 

with their service providers (Gummerus 2013) through a “chain or constellation of 

activities that allow the service to function effectively” (Bitner, Ostrom and Morgan 2008, 

p. 68), especially so in complex services. As such, we seek to explore the complementary 

role of professional service providers in facilitating and influencing customer experiences 

in complex services, offering unique foundational insights into the macro role of 

institutions in enhancing value creation processes for customers. 

 

In line with the service research priorities outlined by Ostrom et al. (2015), particularly 

integrating the roles of customers and employees for value creation, we argue the need to 

explore the nuances and complexities surrounding resource integration between the 

customer and service provider, and its implications. Hence, this research examines 

variations in the service provider’s role as they contribute resources in support of their 

customer’s resource integration processes for value creation (Hibbert, Winklhofer and 

Temerak 2012; Normann 2001). While previous research has investigated the design and 

management of services to enhance customer value cocreation (e.g. Grissemann and 

Stokburger-Sauer 2012), our knowledge is still scarce on the ways in which human actors 

are able to influence one another’s resource integration activities dynamically and 
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meaningfully. Yet, such understanding is integral for complex services that are founded in 

micro-level interactions at a service provider-customer interface (Chandler and Vargo 

2011). In particular, little attention has been given to investigating specific activities that 

service providers can engage in with customers to improve their resource integration 

processes, thereby affecting customer experiences (Bowen 2016; Gummerus 2013).   

 

An exception is a recent qualitative study by Ng, Plewa and Sweeney (Chapter 3), in 

which the authors identify five professional service providers’ resource integration styles 

(PRO-RIS). In particular, the PRO-RIS typology depicts variations in the roles of 

professional service providers in supporting customers’ resource integration processes, 

through the five constellations of eight activities undertaken by providers when dealing 

with customers during complex services. Building on the PRO-RIS typology, the 

objectives of this present study are thus: (1) to develop a set of indicators and construct a 

psychometrically sound formative index that measures PRO-RIS; (2) to empirically 

examine differences in customers associated with each style in terms of: (i) demographic 

characteristics, (ii) personal and situational factors, as well as (iii) perceived outcomes in 

order to better understand these customer segments. 

 

This paper is organized as follows. We first introduce the professional service providers’ 

resource integration styles (PRO-RIS), followed by the dimensions defining each style. 

The construction and validation of the PRO-RIS index is then outlined, before applying it 

to test for differences in customers associated with each style. The paper concludes with 

relevant theoretical and managerial implications, also addressing the limitations and future 

directions for this research. 

 



 
 

 

103 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

4.2 BACKGROUND 

Interaction facilitates the exchange of resources between actors. In complex services, 

professional service providers engage with customers in a series of linked activities and 

interactions (Bitner, Ostrom and Morgan 2008) to achieve desired objectives. In this study, 

professional service providers are defined as individual professionals who serve the 

customer directly, such as a financial planner, lawyer or accountant (Ng, Plewa and 

Sweeney 2016). They can be seen as embodying operant resources of expertise or 

specialized skills enabling them to create useful and relevant materials for their customers 

(Lusch and Vargo 2014). In line with this thought, the service providers’ competences and 

connectedness to resources can be regarded as resources to other actors (Chandler and 

Vargo 2011). In order for customers to create value, firms can leverage service staff as 

operant resources (Hibbert, Winklhofer and Temerak 2012; Normann 2001; Skålén et al. 

2015), to transfer certain fluid and alterable resources to the consumer (Kohli 2006). 

 

During the service process, the professional service provider’s production process and the 

customer’s consumption and value creation process merge into a single process with direct 

interactions (Grönroos and Gummerus 2014). It is through such interactions that resources 

from the delivery system are integrated in support of the service experience (Patrício et al. 

2011).  That is, consumers can employ these resources, whether individually or 

collectively, to determine and enhance their own consumption experiences (Baron and 

Harris 2008). Indeed, variations in the customers’ knowledge and skill-base are likely to 

imply differing needs regarding the role to be played by the professional service provider. 

Hence, professional service providers can adopt a range of resource integration styles that 

differ on a common set of dimensions with varying levels (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney; 

Chapter 3).  
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4.2.1 Professional Service Providers’ Resource Integration Styles (PRO-RIS) 

Resource integration styles refers to the different styles that reflect variations in the service 

provider’s role in support of a customer’s resource integration (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney; 

Chapter 3). The five professional service providers’ resource integration styles (PRO-RIS) 

identified by Ng, Plewa and Sweeney (Chapter 3) within the financial service sector are: 

the Delegate, Mentor, Partner, Coach and Validator. These styles represent multiple 

realities from which customers can benefit from. Delegates manage their client’s financial 

matters entirely, enabling the client to outsource the responsibility for managing his/her 

finances. These planners seek client participation or approval where applicable, but 

otherwise take charge and implement the strategies. Mentors manage most of their client’s 

financial matters with some input from the client, proposing to provide continued support. 

These planners provide options; and while their advice may guide the client’s thinking, the 

final decision about financial strategies lies with the client. 

 

Partners actively involve their client in managing his/her financial matters, empowering 

the client to take responsibility for his/her own finances. These planners communicate 

frequently with their clients, as they make decisions together. Coaches are directive in 

their recommendations and keep the client firmly on track to meet his/her goals, sustaining 

the client’s interest and drive to achieve financial goals, while allowing the client make the 

final decision about financial strategies. Validators, on the other hand, address specific 

concerns that the client may have, acting as a sounding board for specific concerns that the 

client has or decisions he/she has to make. The client initiates contact with these planners 

rather than the other way around, as the client favours control over his/her own financial 

matters. 
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These five styles are characterised by eight activity dimensions (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney; 

Chapter 3). Such activities comprise physical, virtual, or mental contacts, such that the 

professional service provider creates opportunities to engage with customers’ experiences 

and practices and thereby influences their flow and outcomes (Grönroos and Voima 2013). 

Specifically, the service provider’s activities can be seen as “a discrete sequence of 

behavior that through its outcomes aims at creating or supporting some type of value in the 

customer’s life or business” (adapted from Mickelsson’s 2013). These activity dimensions 

include: (1) participation ratio, (2) frequency of interaction, (3) deliberation, (4) decision 

making, (5) updating, (6) educating, (7) connecting and (8) motivating.  

 

To advance our understanding of the variations in professional service providers’ resource 

integration styles, a formative index is first constructed to operationalize PRO-RIS 

following Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer’s (2001) guidelines for best practice in 

formative index construction. We then examine differences in the types of clients that are 

associated with each style. A detailed description of the data collection process and 

procedures for data analysis are discussed in the following sections.  

 

4.3 DATA COLLECTION 

As we seek to operationalize and validate the PRO-RIS typology, this study is undertaken 

in the same context in which the typology was derived, namely financial planning services. 

This industry is characterized by extensive interactions between the clients and the 

professional service providers, with significant customization for each client (Yoo, Todd 

and Frankwick 2012). More importantly, the interactions are focused on the customer and 

a designated professional provider commonly interacts with the client over a period of 

time, during which each party is able to influence the other’s experiences and resource 
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integration processes iteratively. These interactions can also lead to varying, volatile 

situations in the process, with potential for ambiguity, misunderstandings and distinct 

perceptions (Gilmore and Carson 1996). Hence, the financial service context offers the 

rich setting necessary to meet the objectives of this study.  

 

Quantitative data was collected by means of a self-administered online survey, specifically 

targeted towards existing clients of financial planners currently residing in Australia and in 

an ongoing (rather than one-off) client relationship with their financial planner. A total of 

410 responses were collected, of which eight were removed due to incomplete or poor 

quality answers, leading to a final sample of 402 responses. The length of experience with 

their current planner ranged between two months to 40 years. Overall, these clients 

represented a wide range of demographics as shown in Table 8.  

 

4.4 PART I: PRO-RIS INDEX CONSTRUCTION 

In line with objective one, formative indicators were developed to measure each of the five 

resource integration styles. Contrary to reflective measures, formative indicators are 

“observed variables that are assumed to cause a latent variable” (Bollen 1989, p. 65; 

Diamantopoulos, and Winklhofer 2001). That is, the direction of the relationship is from 

the measures to the construct (Diamantopoulos, Riefler and Roth 2008; Jarvis, MacKenzie 

and Podsakoff 2003). This is consistent with the PRO-RIS typology, where a constellation 

of eight dimensions together ‘form’ a particular style. The formative indicators comprise 

questions related to the past behaviors of financial planners as perceived by customers 

(Wilcox, Howell and Breivik 2008), and were developed following the four steps 

recommended by Diamontopoulos and Winklhofer (2001), namely a determination of 

content specification, indicator specification, indicator collinearity and external validity. 
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Table 8. Demographic Profile of Respondents 

   

Characteristics Number     

(n=402) 

Percent         

(%) 

Age      

Below 25 years 9 2.2 

25-34 years 15 3.7 

35-44 years 32 8.0 

45-54 years 42 10.4 

55-64 years 126 31.3 

65-74 years 138 34.3 

Above 75 years 40 10.0 

Gender     

Males 229 57.0 

Female 173 43.0 

Marital Status     

Married 300 74.6 

Single 33 8.2 

Others (Divorced or widowed) 69 17.2 

Education     

Tertiary qualification                

(University or equivalent) 

187 46.5 

TAFE qualification 94 23.4 

Less than high school 121 30.1 

Employment     

Retired 226 56.2 

Employed 176 43.8 

 

Content Specification. The scope of the latent variable, or the domain of content that the 

index is intended to cover, is specified first. Drawing on the PRO-RIS typology developed 

by Ng, Plewa and Sweeney (Chapter 3), the eight dimensions that define each resource 

integration style include: (1) participation ratio; (2) frequency of interaction; (3) 

deliberation; (4) decision-making; (5) updating; (6) educating; (7) connecting; and (8) 

motivating. These dimensions were identified through qualitative research and 

substantiated by a detailed and systematic review of extant literature on interactions and 

activities in service relationships (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney; Chapter 3).  
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Indicator Specification. Since formative indicators define the latent construct, it is 

imperative that these indicators cover all aspects of the construct to prevent one part of the 

latent construct bring excluded (Coviello, Winklhofer and Hamilton 2006; 

Diamontopoulos and Winklhofer 2001; MacKenzie, Podsakoff and Jarvis 2005). Given 

that PRO-RIS consists of “interrelated sets of ideal types” (Doty and Glick 1994, p. 232) 

that are not mutually exclusive, some indicators reflect more than one style. For example, 

the mentor, partner and coach styles all share a similar form of updating, which means that 

the same indicator (my financial planner ‘updates me on a regular basis’) is utilised for all 

three styles. Based on the PRO-RIS typology, 23 distinct formative indicators were 

generated to operationalize the five resource integration styles, presented in Table 9.  

 

Particular care was taken to ensure that the indicators relating to each dimension matched 

the respective description in the typology. For example, clients of financial planner with 

the delegate style reported that their planner makes decisions on the strategy on their 

behalf. Thus, the decision making indicator for the delegate style was ‘decides on my 

behalf’. Of the 23 indicators developed to measure the latent variables, five were open 

ended questions and required further coding. The dimensions that embodied such 

indicators include (i) participation ratio, (ii) frequency of interaction, and (iii) connecting. 

Responses relating to the participation ratio were recoded to reflect the extent to which the 

response of the client matched the expected ratio for each style (refer to Technical 

Appendix A). That is, the ratio of financial planner versus client participation for delegates 

is 90:10, 70:30 for mentors, 50:50 for partners and coaches, and 30:70 for validators. 

Similarly, responses relating to the frequency of interaction and connecting were recoded 

based on the extent to which they aligned with the respective description of each style. For 

all three dimensions, “7” represented the expected score on that dimension for a specific  
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style, while “1” was the least expected score. A detailed explanation of the process is 

presented in Technical Appendix A. Prior to data collection, the indicators were pretested 

with six existing clients to ensure ease of comprehension. 

 

Indicator collinearity. The indicators of each style were then assessed for multicollinearity 

following the procedures of Coviello, Winklhofer and Hamilton (2006). Since the 

formative model is founded on summed scores (Coviello, Winklhofer and Hamilton 2006), 

the respective eight indicators for each latent style construct were summed up to form five 

composite variables termed ‘composite styles’. Each composite represents the customer’s 

view of the extent to which a style is practiced, based on the PRO-RIS typology (Ng, 

Plewa and Sweeney; Chapter 3). These composite styles were then regressed on their eight 

respective indicators to check for redundant items (Coviello, Winklhofer and Hamilton 

2006); a process that was repeated for all five styles. High collinearity between indicators 

is problematic as indicators with similar linear combinations could contain repetitive 

information that is redundant (Diamontopoulos and Winklhofer 2001). The analysis of 

variance inflation factor (VIF) scores demonstrated that collinearity does not cause a 

challenge in this study, with VIF scores of the majority of indicators between 1.05 to 1.90, 

with the VIF of two indicators scored at three and five, thus all of them below the 

threshold of 10 (Hair et al.  2010; Kennedy 1992). Hence, all indicators were retained at 

this point.  

 

External Validity. External validity concerns how well the formative indicators relate to an 

external variable (Coviello, Winklhofer and Hamilton 2006), and therefore ensures that the 

respective indicators capture the essence of each intended style; in accordance with the 

PRO-RIS typology (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney; Chapter 3). To test for external validity, five 
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independent statements summarizing each PRO-RIS style were included in the survey 

(Coviello, Winklhofer and Hamilton 2006). Respondents (customers) were asked to what 

extent each of the five summary statements represented their financial planner’s current 

service approach on a 7-point scale, ranging from “1” Strongly Disagree to “7” Strongly 

Agree. The correlations between the indicators representing a style and the respective style 

summary statements were examined across the five styles.  

 

The results revealed significant positive correlations between the indicators and their 

respective summary statements (Refer to Technical Appendix B). For instance, the 

validator summary statement correlated highly with its respective item for updating, 

namely ‘updates me mostly upon request’; and was typically higher than the correlation of 

the summary statement to updating items representing other styles, such as ‘updates me on 

a regular basis’ or ‘updates me only when there is a need to’. Notably, three out of the five 

indicators relating to the frequency of interaction dimension were not significantly 

correlated with the style summary statement. Since only indicators that are significantly 

correlated with the external measure of the construct should be retained (Diamontopoulos 

and Winklhofer 2001; Spector 1992), the indicator measuring the frequency of interaction 

was left out from further analysis.  

 

To seek further support for the validity of the composite styles, each respondent was 

assigned a style according to their highest composite score. Of 402 cases, 392 showed a 

dominant style, while 10 cases were not distinct enough to render a style due to similar 

high scores across two or more styles (Table 10). These 392 cases were utilized for 

ensuing analyses. The assigned composite style (termed ‘dominant composite style’) was 

then compared to the summary statement that each respondent chose as best representing 
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their financial planner’s current service approach. Results from a simple frequency test 

revealed only eight cases where the dominant composite style and the chosen summary 

statement did not match. Hence, the dominant composite style and the summary statement 

match for 98% of 392, demonstrating a high validity of the ‘composite style’ approach in 

measuring PRO-RIS.  

 

Table 10. Summary Statements and Dominant Composite Styles    
        
Style Summary Statement, 402 respondents; 

(N) = number of respondents choosing statement  

Dominant Composite 

Style, 392 respondents; 

(N) 

Percent* 

(%) 

Delegate My financial planner manages my financial matters 

entirely. He/she lets me know when my participation 

or approval is required but otherwise takes charge 

and implements the strategies. (N=45) 

43 11 

Mentor My financial planner mostly manages my financial 

matters with some input from me. My financial 

planner provides options and his/her advice may 

guide my thinking but the final decision about 

financial strategies lies with me. (N=102) 

105 27 

Partner My financial planner actively involves me in the 

managing of my financial matters. My financial 

planner and I communicate frequently and we make 

decisions together. (N=96) 

94 24 

Coach My financial planner is directive in his/her 

recommendations and strives to keep me on track to 

meet my goals. I make the final decision by choosing 

to concur, reject or ask for alternatives. (N=91) 

83 21 

Validator My financial planner addresses specific concerns or 

decisions that I may have. I am the one to contact 

my financial planner rather than the other way 

around, as I like to have control over my own 

financial matters. (N=68) 

67 17 

  Total    392 100 

 *The percentage was calculated based on the number of respondents allocated to a dominant composite style. 

 

While the mentor emerged as the most prominent style demonstrated by means of both 

composite measures and summary statements in Table 10, all styles were represented in 

the sample and reported by at least 10% of respondents. This suggests that all styles 

resonated with a reasonably sized group of customers.  
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Finally, we leveraged multiple discriminant analysis to confirm that the 22 indicators 

(frequency of interaction removed) used to construct the five style indicators were indeed 

effective in differentiating across the formed style groups. Discriminant analysis is a 

multivariate technique used to determine variables that discriminate between one or more 

groups (Hair et al. 2010). To understand the degree to which the independent variables are 

able to distinguish between the groups (Brown and Wicker 2000), the PRO-RIS indicators 

were entered as independent variables and tested against the dominant composite style as 

the dependent grouping variable, using the simultaneous estimation method.  

 

The diagonal entries in Table 11 show the number of individuals (or cases) who have been 

classified correctly (Hair et al. 2010), that is, based on the discriminant functions 

developed through the indicator constructs (composite style vs summary statement). Thus, 

we tested the predictions based on the PRO-RIS indicators compared with the reported 

style based on the summary statements. The analysis identified four significant functions, 

which is the maximum amount with five dependent variables. The hit ratio from the 

classification matrix (refer to Table 11) demonstrates that 99.8% of the cases were 

correctly classified, with Press’s Q (1598.02, p<0.01) signifying that the predicted 

membership was significantly better than the 20% chance rate (Hair et al. 2010). These 

results further support that the PRO-RIS styles are effectively explained by all the 

individual PRO-RIS indicators developed as part of this study.  

 

From an ontological standpoint, it is important to recognize that in the formative model, 

the style composites represent a “constructivist, operationalist or instrumentalist 

interpretation by the scholar” (Coltman et al. 2008, p. 1252); therefore, any change in the  

components of these constructs will lead to a different entity. While it is recognized that the 
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Table 11.  Style Group Membership (Summary Statements) Based on PRO-RIS Indicators 

                

Group Delegate Mentor Partner Coach Validator Total Count % 

Delegate 44 0 0 1 0 45 97.8 

Mentor 0 102 0 0 0 102 100 

Partner 0 0 96 0 0 96 100 

Coach 0 0 0 91 0 91 100 

Validator 0 0 0 0 68 68 100 

 

       * 99.8% of original grouped cases correctly classified. 

 

typology is not meant to represent exclusive styles and that these styles overlap in the 

context of some of the dimensions (Doty and Glick 1994), we investigate differences in the 

five ideal resource integration styles offered by financial planners, as experienced by 

customers. With this, the first objective of this research was realized, that is, to operationalize 

the professional service providers’ resource integration styles (PRO-RIS). 

 

4.5 PART II: HOW DO CUSTOMERS DIFFER ACROSS PRO-RIS? 

To address objective two, we identify variables that may capture differences in customers 

associated with each style adopted by the financial planner; that is, to describe group 

differences rather than to predict group membership (Huberty and Hussein 2003). Due to the 

exploratory nature of this study, the potentially differentiating variables were derived from 

both the literature and the researchers’ understanding of the context (Hair et al. 2010). 

Specifically, previous research has suggested using demographic variables to distinguish 

between consumer groups in the context of financial planning (eg. Soutar and McNeil 1991); 

including commonly used characteristics such as age, sex, marital status, education and 

income. In addition, differences are also likely arise in terms of the customers’ personal and 

situational factors as well as perceived outcomes as outlined below. From here on, we refer to 

this identified set of variables collectively as ‘discriminating variables’. The measurement of 

these variables is described in Table 12.  
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4.5.1 Personal and Situational Factors 

Eight personal and situational factors are included in this paper due to their potential to 

differentiate customers in the context of financial planning, including the beneficiary, 

sense of ownership, personal commitment, perceived complexity of financial situation, 

time availability, financial skills, financial risk awareness and financial risk avoidance.   

 

Beneficiary. This study defines beneficiary as the person or party receiving benefits from 

engaging financial planning services. The beneficiary could be an individual, a couple, 

family or other groups. In a team setting, the roles of customers and service provider 

working together may differ from an individual setting, as all actors adapt their role to one 

another accordingly (Solomon et al. 1985). We suggest that a collaborative nature may 

lead to an overall orientation towards a partner or coach style approach where the planners 

have to coordinate activities for the parties involved. 

 

Sense of ownership. We refer to sense of ownership as the level of control and 

accountability that a customer desires to have over the management of their personal 

finances. In another words, sense of ownership is a strong sense of self-asserted 

responsibility that drives self-participation (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney 2016). Customers 

with a greater sense of ownership are less likely to transfer ownership or control of their 

own resources (Kleintenkamp et al. 2012; Kohli 2006) to the planner. In line with this, it is 

posited that clients of validators are associated with a strong sense of ownership, followed 

by clients of partners and mentors who want to be actively involved.  

 

Personal commitment. Personal commitment relates to the customer’s level of dedication 

towards their planner, their advice and the service process (adapted from Ng, Plewa and 
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Sweeney 2016). Stronger commitment is likely to precede more frequent and intense 

customer interactions and participation in service related activities (Ng, Plewa and 

Sweeney 2016). Hence, clients who embody greater levels of personal commitment are 

more likely to be associated with partners or coaches.  

 

Perceived complexity of financial situation. Individual customers differ in their 

perceptions as to the level of complexity pertaining to their financial situation, may it be in 

terms of the types of products or processes. It is proposed here that a larger extent of 

expert guidance and assistance from the financial planner is appropriate for clients who 

perceive themselves as having a highly complex financial situation, such as the clients of 

coaches or partners. In comparisons, clients viewing their financial situation as simple may 

be more comfortable in outsourcing their financial matters to their planners, like the clients 

of delegates.  

 

Time availability. Customers are often involved in a series of linked activities and 

interactions (Bitner, Ostrom and Morgan 2008) with their service providers. The process 

usually requires customers to dedicate a considerable amount of time and effort. 

Depending on the amount of time the client has and is willing to commit, the styles 

adopted by planners are likely to differ. For instance, a time poor client is more suited to 

the delegate style, as in this case, the financial planner manages the client’s financial 

matters entirely on his/her behalf.  

 

Financial skills. We define financial skills as the customer’s cognitive ability to 

comprehend financial related matters. This is because a customer’s ability to integrate 

resources depends on the customers’ capability (Grönroos 2012) and expertise (Tuli, 
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Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007). Only with sufficient understanding can customers make 

informed judgements and effective decisions on their own, regarding the use and 

management of their money. In this case, clients with limited financial skills may prefer 

the delegate style in which case the financial planner manages financial matters on behalf 

of the client. In this case, specific knowledge on behalf of the client is not required. In 

contrast, clients with stronger financial skills may prefer to maintain control over their 

financial matters and rely less on their financial planner, as is the case with clients of 

validators. 

 

Financial risk awareness. We term the extent to which customers are aware of financial 

risks when making financial decisions as ‘financial risk awareness’ in this study. Such 

awareness relates to the multidimensional construct of financial literacy, which is “a 

combination of awareness, knowledge, skill, attitude and behaviour necessary to make 

sound financial decisions and ultimately achieve individual financial well-being” (OECD 

INFE 2011, p. 3); and has been used in the measurement of ‘financial knowledge’ in other 

reports (eg. NSPAC 2013). We suggest that clients who are more aware of financial risks 

may be more inclined to rely more on their planners for navigation, like a partner or coach, 

to help them through the process.  

 

Financial risk avoidance. Financial risk avoidance refers to the amount of uncertainty a 

person attempts to avoid when making financial decisions (adapted from Grable 2000). In 

particular, previous research reveals that older married males who are professionally 

employed, with better incomes, education and financial knowledge are generally more 

tolerant of financial risks (Grable 2000). As such, it is expected that clients with less 
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education and weaker financial skills may be less tolerant towards risk, and are perhaps 

more closely associated with the delegate and mentor styles. 

 

4.5.2 Perceived Outcome Variables 

Drawing on extant literature, six perceived outcome variables are included here given their 

potential to as discriminating variables, including engagement with financial planner, 

increased customer capability, increased customer empowerment, peace of mind, word of 

mouth and satisfaction with financial life.  

 

Engagement with financial planner. Engagement with the financial planner is the 

customer’s positively valenced behavioural, cognitive and emotional activities related to a 

financial planner (adapted from Ng, Plewa and Sweeney 2016). Since interactions with the 

focal object facilitate customer engagement (Brodie et al. 2011), a greater intensity of 

interactions is expected to lead to an increase in opportunities for clients to engage with 

their financial planner. Hence, clients associated with partner or coach styles are more 

likely to engage extensively with their planners, as compared to those associated with 

delegate or validator styles. 

 

Increased customer capability. Customer capability is defined here as the improvement in 

the customer’s own skills and knowledge to perform tasks more independently, in relation 

to financial matters (adapted from Grönroos 2012). As the coach and partner styles are 

characterised by more frequent interactions, clients of such planners are more likely to 

learn through cognitive processes (Hibbert, Winklhofer and Temerak 2012) with their 

planners, such as discussions (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney 2016; Walker, Greene and Mansell 
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2006), as well as gain financial experience during the service process, thereby increasing 

their capabilities.  

 

Increased customer empowerment. Interacting with a financial planner may lead to an 

increase in the customer’s ability to overcome barriers as a result of the additional support 

from the service provider, termed here as customer empowerment (adapted from Ouschan, 

Sweeney and Johnson 2006). As clients of partners and coaches overcome barriers 

personally with the help of their planners, they are more likely to experience increased 

empowerment, compared to clients of delegates, who delegate most of the work to their 

planners.  

 

Peace of mind. Peace of mind refers to the internal state of peacefulness that a customer 

experiences (Lee et al. 2013). Given that peace of mind has been linked to the amount of 

guidance that is offered in support of the customer’s effort (Dabholkar, Thorpe and Rentz 

1996; Plewa, Sweeney and Michayluk 2015), we postulate that clients of partners and 

coaches are more likely to have greater peace of mind as they work together with their 

planners to achieve desired outcomes, compared to clients of validators, who work more 

independently.   

 

Word of mouth (WOM). Word of mouth refers to the informal communication between 

private actors in which products or services are evaluated (Anderson 1998; Mazzarol, 

Sweeney and Soutar 2007). In this definition, the interpersonal and “non-commercial” bias 

(Arndt, 1967, p. 190) aspects of communication between consumers (eg. East, Hammond 

and Lomax 2008; East, Hammond, Wright 2007) are emphasized. As customers feeling 

stronger interpersonal bonds with service providers are more likely to spread positive 
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WOM (Gremler, Gwinner and Brown 2001), customers associated with styles more 

inclined to develop stronger interpersonal relationships (e.g. partners and coach) are 

expected to say more positive things about their planner, compared to styles with weaker 

relationships (e.g. delegates). 

 

Satisfaction with financial life.  Satisfaction with one’s financial life refers to the 

customer’s affective and cognitive evaluation of his/ her own financial life (adapted from 

Diener 2000). Such satisfaction is dependent the standard each individual sets for oneself, 

rather than imposed externally (Diener et al. 1985). In line with Ng, Plewa and Sweeney’s 

(Chapter 3) finding that clients are likely to benefit from any style suited to their 

characteristics and circumstances, we do not expect the satisfaction of customers with their 

financial lives to vary between different resource integration styles. 

 

The items used to measure these discriminant variables comprising (i) demographic 

characteristics, (ii) personal and situational factors, and (iii) perceived outcomes are based 

on established measures where relevant, and listed in Table 12. These are measured using 

a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “1” being Strongly Disagree and “7” being Strongly 

Agree. The five multiple-item scales were subjected to reliability analysis. Cronbach alpha 

scores were well above 0.7 for most multiple item constructs (Hair et al. 2010), with the 

score for financial awareness score in a suitable range of 0.68. The mean score for each of 

these multiple item scales were calculated for further analysis. 

 

4.6 FINDINGS 

Exploratory discriminant analysis was used with the purpose of identifying the degree to 

which the range of demographic, personal, situational and outcome variables differed 
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across clients associated with each style (Brown and Wicker 2000), and subsequently 

describing such differences (Huberty and Hussein 2003). The discriminating variables 

listed in Table 12 were tested using a sample of 392 respondents, meeting the 

recommended minimum sample size of five observations per independent variable (Hair et 

al. 2010).  

 

Adhering to the procedures recommended by Hair et al. (2010), the simultaneous 

estimation approach was employed. This approach was preferred to the stepwise approach 

given its stability and generalisability (Hair et al. 2010), as well as its theoretical 

appropriateness (Brown and Wicker 2000; Huberty and Hussein 2003; Sweeney, Soutar 

and McColl-Kennedy 2011). We retained two discriminant functions that were statistically 

significant with p-values of less than .05 (Table 13). Together, function one and two 

explain 33.28 percent (I2) of the variance in the data, which is considerable. I2 has been 

reported in previous studies using discriminant analysis in order to gauge the variance 

explained across groups by a set of variables (eg. Bao and Sweeney 2009; Dufty, Savery 

and Soutar 1987; Soutar and Clarke 1981; Sweeney, Soutar and McColl-Kennedy 2011).  

 

 Table 13. Testing the Significance of the Discriminant Functions across Styles 

 

 

To assess the ability of the discriminating variables in classifying cases into groups, that is, 

the customers associated with each style, we examined the classification matrix (Table 14) 

showing the number of individuals (or cases) who are classified correctly (Hair et al. 

2010). The results indicate the hit ratio that is the number of correctly classified clients, as 

Function Eigenvalue 
Canonical 

Correlation 

Wilks'  

Lambda 
Chi-square df p 

1 .32 .49 .60 189.58 92 .00 

2 .15 .36 .79 88.07 66 .04 



 
 

 

125 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

45.0 percent, which is larger than the 20% chance rate (Hair et al. 2010). Press’s Q, 

associated with this classification also emerged as significant (127.61, p<0.01) (Hair et al. 

2010), further substantiating the classificatory power of the discriminant functions as 

significantly better than a chance model.  

 

Table 14.  Group Membership Based on Discriminating Variables     

                

Group Delegate Mentor Partner Coach Validator Total Count % 

Delegate 11 16 10 2 2 41 26.8 

Mentor 4 62 17 10 11 104 59.6 

Partner 3 24 44 12 7 90 48.9 

Coach 3 24 25 18 9 79 22.8 

Validator 2 13 11 4 36 66 54.5 

                
       * 45.0% of original grouped cases correctly classified. 

 

Next, to identify the variables that were significant in discriminating between the styles, 

we examined the equality of the means of the discriminating variables across groups using 

an ANOVA test within SPSS’s discriminant analysis procedure (Hair et al. 2010). We 

chose to retain 13 of the 23 variables (listed in Table 12) that reported significant 

differences between groups. Due to the exploratory nature of this study, three variables 

that were significant at the level of 0.075 were also kept (Table 15). The rotated structure 

matrix further shows the correlation between the discriminating variables with the two 

functions (Brown and Wicker 2000). Notably, variables with a loading of .40 or higher are 

considered substantive (Hair et al. 2010), with coefficients below .30 explaining less than 

10% of variability in the function (Brown and Wicker 2000). These 13 items were further 

ordered based on their loadings and presented Table 15. 
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The results reported in Table 15 show that function one has the highest correlation with 

word of mouth (r = .65), followed by all three aspects of customer engagement with the 

planner, that is, emotional (r = .61), behavioural (r = .59) and cognitive (r = .44), as well 

as increased customer capability (r = .43). This function reflects the strength of 

relationship with the service provider. On the contrary, function two is positively 

correlated with increased customer empowerment (r = .56), and sense of ownership (r 

=.48) and negatively with limited financial skills (r = -.50), or in reverse, positively with 

stronger financial skills. This function relates to the extent of the clients’ self-reliance.  

 

Following Soutar and McNeil’s (1995) recommendations, we employed the graphical 

approach to displaying results by drawing the structural correlations between the 

discriminant functions and the significant discriminating variables as vectors. The lengths 

of the vectors indicate their relative importance or discriminatory power, while their 

Table 15. Equality of Group Means and Discriminant Loadings   

        

  
Equality of 

Group Means 

Discriminant                                  

Loadings (r) 

Discriminating Variable p Function 1 Function 2 

Word of mouth .00 .65 -.03 

Engagement with financial planner (Emotional) .00 .61 -.04 

Engagement with financial planner(Behavioural) .00 .59 .06 

Engagement with financial planner (Cognitive) .00 .44 .03 

Increased customer capability .00 .43 .27 

Peace of mind .01 .38 .00 

Perceived complexity of financial situation .07 .26 .08 

Amount seeking advice for .07 -.25 .07 

Education (Tertiary) .01 -.18 .13 

Increased customer empowerment .00 .20 .56 

Limited financial skills .00 .01 -.50 

Sense of ownership .01 -.08 .48 

Financial risk avoidance .05 -.22 -.26 
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direction shows the nature of their relationship with the estimated discriminant functions 

(Sweeney, Soutar and McColl-Kennedy 2011). Further, the group centroids representing 

the five style groups, shown in Table 16, were plotted with respect to the dimensions. Each 

centroid represents the mean location of the group that is relative to the discriminant 

functions, and their positions reveal differences between the styles (refer to Figure 3).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As shown in the vector plot in Figure 3, clients of partners and coaches rate highly on the 

first discriminant function, reflecting strong relationships established with their financial 

planners. These clients engage most intensely with their planners on all three levels – 

emotionally, behaviourally and cognitively – while also reporting increased financial 

capability and greater empowerment through interactions with their financial planner. Of 

the five styles, clients belonging to the partner and particularly the coach styles perceive 

their financial situation to be very complex and tend to experience peace of mind from 

engaging their financial planner. Word of mouth is closely related to the strength of 

relationship that the client has with the planner and strongly linked to behavioural and 

emotional engagement. Table 17 supports these results. The clients of partners, followed 

by coaches, have a particularly strong emotional engagement with their planners, 

complemented by a slightly lower level of cognitive engagement and behavioural  

 

Table 16. Group Centroids   

      

  Group Centroids 

Style Function 1 Function 2 

Delegate .116 -.972 

Mentor  -.044 -.145 

Partner  .498 .176 

Coach .325 .159 

Validator -1.071 .402 
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engagement. Clients of partners and coaches are also particularly likely to offer 

recommendations through word of mouth about their planner. In essence, clients are more 

inclined to recommend based on their emotional experience with the planner, rather than 

merely the financial outcome of the portfolio. 

 

Conversely, examining function one, the graphical results indicate clients of validators to 

have the lowest relationship intensity and engagement levels with their planner, as 

presented in Figure 3 and Table 17. Clients of validators have the strongest sense of 

ownership, taking the highest level of responsibility for their own finances. They are 

highly educated and have the largest amount of investments lodged with the planners. 

Clients of validators also have stronger financial skills and thus the least difficulty 

understanding financial matters. Additionally, they have a moderate financial risk outlook 

and perceive their financial situation to be less complex compared to clients of partners or 

coaches, which may enable them to be more self-reliant. 

 

With respect to function two, clients of planners with a mentor and in particular delegate 

styles are the least self-reliant and depend largely on their financial planners. Clients of 

delegates have limited financial skills and experience the most difficulty in understanding 

financial matters. As their portfolios tend to be more simple and straightforward, they 

seem more willing to outsource the responsibility of managing their financial matters to 

their planners. Of these two styles, clients of mentors perceive their financial situation to 

be slightly more complicated, but seem to have a better understanding of financial matters 

than clients of delegates, enabling them to participate more in the service process with 

their financial planners (e.g. deliberating, making decisions, etc). Clients of delegates, on 

the other hand, have moderate levels of engagement with their planner, which may be 
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impeded by the lack of ability to understand financial matters. Nonetheless, it is important 

to take into account that such clients see value in depending on their planners, rather than 

developing their capabilities to participate in the service process actively. For instance, 

clients of delegates find the process of financial planning overwhelming, while clients of 

mentors view financial planning as a service that is paid for that should be largely handled 

by the planner (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney; Chapter 3). 

 

4.6.1 Does A Single, Best Style Exist?  

To determine whether one style stands out as a single, best style, client perceptions of their 

experiences, their level of satisfaction and their preference for alternate styles to those 

currently experienced were examined. The results reveal that 92% of the clients had at 

least Good experiences with their financial planner (responses of three or higher on a 5-

point experience scale), with 69% reporting Very Good or Excellent experiences. 

Similarly, 80.3% of the clients were either Satisfied or Very Satisfied with their financial 

planner’s current style (responses of six or seven on a 7-point scale). Finally, only 5.2% of 

respondents indicated that they would prefer an alternate style to the one currently 

experienced with their financial planner. These findings strongly reiterate the notion 

suggested by Ng, Plewa and Sweeney (Chapter 3) that no single best style exists, as each 

client has unique and individual needs. Hence professional service providers should not 

choose to implement a particular style over the rest. 

 

4.7 DISCUSSION 

This paper provides crucial knowledge into the complementary role of professional service 

providers as resource facilitators, able to shape and influence customer experiences in 
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complex services. By addressing our research objectives, this study advances theory and 

practice in the area of resource integration in several important ways.  

 

First, we advance theory by confirming five resource integration styles that service 

providers can leverage to support customer value creation processes. While marketing is 

gravitating towards value cocreation by means of resource integration, little is known 

regarding the management of such a phenomenon from the firm’s (rather than the 

customer’s) perspective (Bowen 2016). For instance, to our knowledge, the strategies or 

ways in which service providers can contribute positively to the customer resource 

integration process has not been addressed to date. Furthermore, due to the credence nature 

of complex services, it is often difficult for both parties to ascertain each other’s 

competencies or available resources (Arnould 2008). By explicating the role of the service 

provider as a resource facilitator as well as the related constellations of resource 

integration activities and interactions, we provide a basis upon which academics can 

leverage to expand existing literature, and practitioners to implement in service industries.  

 

Another important contribution of this paper lies in the development and validation of a 

valid and reliable formative index to measure PRO-RIS, offering a means of profiling 

activities and interactions offered by service providers to support customer integration for 

the first time. As more emphasis is placed on the need to understand the configurations of 

resource integration processes (Bowen 2016; Edvardsson et al. 2014; Kleinaltenkamp et al. 

2012), the construction of the PRO-RIS index is timely in enabling researchers and 

practitioners to measure individual styles represented by various constellations of the 

identified dimensions. As such, this study is fundamental to the development of future 
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research into the role of service providers as resource facilitators in supporting customer 

value creation processes.  

 

Finally, the application of the PRO-RIS index allowed us to examine the differences in 

customers associated with each style in order to better understand these segments. In 

particular, we found that such differences were more related to perceived outcomes, as 

well as personal and situational factors, rather than demographic characteristics. This 

suggests that the variations in roles of the service provider, that is the PRO-RIS and the 

associated differences in the integration of resources, resulted in different outcomes. For 

instance, clients of partners reported that their capabilities have increased substantially 

from engaging with their planners, compared to clients of validators who were more self-

reliant. This directly responds to the gap highlighted by Ostrom et al. (2015) to investigate 

variations in roles of the customer and service provider that lead to different value 

outcomes. Furthermore, depending on whether clients are open to improving their 

competencies, certain personal and situational factors such as perceived complexity of 

financial situation and limited financial skills can be improved, leading to a change in style 

over time.  

 

4.7.1 Managerial Implications 

The empirical findings confirm that customers find value in all five resource integration 

styles; that is, no single best style exist. The variations in styles also mean that there are 

groups of customers who were rather ‘passive’ as resource integrators, such as the clients 

of delegators and mentors, who rely mostly on their service providers to achieve their 

desired objectives. On the other hand, while clients of validators are very ‘active’ 

resources integrators, they tend to depend more on themselves or their own networks, 
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rather than their service providers. It is important for practitioners to learn more about their 

customers in terms of their individual competencies and their desire to learn (Payne, 

Storbacka and Frow 2008), in order to employ the appropriate style.  

 

It is also important to note that the appropriate style for a client is likely to change 

according to circumstances; for example, the client’s lifecycle stage or the length of the 

relationship or experience with the financial planner. The capabilities and knowledge of 

customers can develop over the course of the service process through interactions with the 

planner, or through their own resource integration activities. Service providers should thus 

adapt their integration styles accordingly, to account for their changing needs.  

 

Furthermore, it is shown here that certain styles, such as partners and coaches, are more 

related to positive outcomes such as increased customer capabilities, increased customer 

empowerment, higher engagement and a greater peace of mind. Nonetheless, these styles 

require some level of competencies and knowledge on the part of the customers. Service 

providers should avoid being hasty in “speeding up” their customers’ learning processes, 

unless requested. This is because if customers are overwhelmed by the service provider or 

process, they are less likely to experience value out of the service.  

 

Moreover, the paper also identified several customer traits that are associated with each 

style. Service providers can leverage on these findings for the purpose of customer 

segmentation, depending on the outcomes their customers hope for, or the personal 

circumstances that their customers are bounded by. For a more accurate assessment of 

resource integration styles of service providers, the utilisation of the PRO-RIS index will 

be crucial. Indeed, the PRO-RIS index may also be adapted to predict customers’ 
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preferences for a certain style. While individuals can choose to leverage on PRO-RIS 

independently, firms can also benefit from the collective implementation of PRO-RIS 

instrument for training purposes and/ or streamlining their service offerings.  

 

4.7.2 Limitations and Future Research Directions 

While the PRO-RIS index will be useful in measuring resource integration styles and 

advancing our knowledge in this area, it is important to recognise its limitations. Empirical 

testing of these styles was a critical step in generalizing the findings across a larger 

sample. Yet, findings may be constrained by the sample if certain aspects are not 

represented, since theory is defined by the data (Doty and Glick 1994). In our case, seven 

indicators were used to form a composite style instead of the proposed eight, as frequency 

of interaction was removed due to the lack of external validity. We thus encourage 

researchers to apply the PRO-RIS index to other contexts where customers work jointly 

with service providers for value creation purposes (McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012). While 

styles may vary across service contexts, we expect the styles discussed in this article to be 

transferrable to of intensive service industries, such as legal advice, health care, 

accountancy, education, home renovation, etc.  

 

Next, while cross-sectional data was fundamental in capturing customer experiences with 

their service provider at a particular point in time, it cannot account for any changes in 

styles over time. As the proficiencies and circumstances of customers evolve; whether 

through self-activities, the provider, the service process or other actors and processes, 

changes in the current style adopted by the service provider are likely to be required over 

time. A longitudinal study will therefore be beneficial in understanding how PRO-RIS 

changes over time, and what influences such changes.  
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This paper examines the complementary role of a service provider as a resource facilitator 

on a micro dyadic level. However, we believe that this is the foundational basis for future 

research examining the firm’s role within the broader service ecosystem including multi-

actors, networks and settings that can involve significant coordination and collaboration 

efforts (Ostrom et al. 2015). Hence, researchers can investigate how service providers 

‘connect’ or work with other actors in support of their customers’ resource integration 

processes, and to what extent these styles are applicable from a multi-party point of view 

(Sweeney, Danaher and McColl-Kennedy 2015). For example, future research can identify 

what firms can do on a macro level, to support their customers’ resource integration 

efforts.  
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX A 

Frequency of Interaction 

Frequency of interaction refers to the number of interactions between the client and the 

professional service provider, leading to reciprocal influence (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney; 

Chapter 3). Table 18 shows the recoding for frequency of interaction. 

 

Table 18. Recoding for Frequency of Interaction 

Frequency of Interaction Frequency 

Validator 1 time a year 

Delegator/ Mentor 2, 3, or 4 times a year 

Partner/ Coach 5 times or more a year 

 

To derive the frequency of interaction for each style, respondents were asked to enter a 

number to indicate how many times they and their planners contact each other in a year. 

The data was then recoded to match the PRO-RIS typology in Chapter 3, this is because 

these frequencies are expected to vary across the styles (See Table 18). The expected 

frequencies were: Validator: one time a year; Delegator/ Mentor: two, three or four times a 

year; Partner/ Coach: five times or more a year. For each frequency that matched the 

expected, we coded it as “yes”. Conversely, for responses that did not match, we coded 

them as “no”.   

 

Participation Ratio (PRatio) 

Participation ratio reflects the ratio of participation between the professional service 

provider and the client, in terms of the extent to which each actor invests time and effort to 

share information, make suggestions, and participate in the service process (Chan, Yim, 

and Lam 2010; Ng, Plewa and Sweeney; Chapter 3). Specifically, Table 19 reflects the 

recoding of the client’s participation ratio.  
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       Table 19. Recoding for Participation Ratio 

PRatio Delegate  Mentor Partner Coach Validator 

<10 Remove outliers 

10 7 4 1 1 1 

20 7 7 4 4 1 

30 7 7 4 4 1 

40 4 7 7 7 4 

50 4 4 7 7 4 

60 4 4 7 7 4 

70 1 1 4 4 7 

80 1 1 4 4 7 

90 1 1 1 1 7 

>90 Remove outliers 

 

 

To measure the client participation ratio dimension, respondents were asked to allocate 

100 points to describe their perceived level of participation from their financial planner 

relative to the client’s own, on a ratio scale (i.e. financial planner: own, e.g. 90:10). Since 

different ratios reflect the different ‘ideal types’, the original ordinal scale was recoded to 

match the participation level describing each style as stated in the PRO-RIS typology (Ng, 

Plewa and Sweeney; Chapter 3). First, we removed the outliers of less than 10 or more 

than 90 for client participation. This is because it is impossible for clients or service 

providers to contribute so little or so much in reality. We recoded each value for the 

variable such that “7” (based on a scale of 1-7) is used to represent the ‘ideal’ for the 

respective style. We then coded “4” to represent a level not too far from the ideal and “1” 

to represent a level distant from the ideal. Hence, for example for the delegate style, the 

expected participation of the planner relative to the client is 90:10, hence 90:10, 80:20 and 

70:30 were coded as 7, 60:40, 50:50 and 40:60 were coded as “4” and lower participation 

by the client coded as “1”. Through this process, we found support for the proposed ratio 

categories within the PRO-RIS typology, that is, there was a high correlation of the 
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recoded participation ratio and composite style measure. For future research, categorical 

scales can be used instead (eg. 50:50 for partners and coaches, etc).   

 

Connecting  

Connecting is the process of providing new opportunities or added resources through 

the introduction of other actors, such as referrals, networking sessions, or social events 

(Ng, Plewa and Sweeney; Chapter 3). Table 20 presents the recoding for connecting. 

 

Table 20. Recoding for Connecting 

Connecting Delegate  Mentor Partner Coach Validator 

0 7 4 1 1 7 

1 7 7 4 4 7 

2 4 7 4 4 4 

3 4 4 7 7 4 

4+ 1 1 7 7 1 

 

As with ‘participation ratio’, the variations in frequency of connecting activities 

differentiate between the five PRO-RIS styles. Respondents were asked to enter the 

number of connecting events that the planner asks them to each year, and the number was 

subsequently recoded to reflect the degree of match of the given response to the expected 

response as stated in the PRO-RIS typology (Ng, Plewa and Sweeney; Chapter 3), see 

Table above. Expected scores were: Delegate: zero to one; Mentor: one to two; Partner/ 

Coach: more than three; and Validator: zero to one). Similar to the recoding for 

participation ratio, we allocated the highest score (i.e. “7” based on a scale of 1-7) to the 

expected response, “4” for values not too far from the ideal, with “1” for values distant 

from the ideal. 
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Chapter 5 CONCLUSION 

 

5.1 SYNOPSIS 

This research contributes to a holistic understanding of the service providers’ role in 

supporting customer value creation. Specifically, it provides rich insights into the dynamic 

role of service providers in enabling customer engagement and resource integration, both 

of which are facilitated by interactions, and crucial in shaping customer experiences. This 

chapter begins with the theoretical contributions of the overall research. The managerial 

implications, limitations and future directions are addressed subsequently. 

 

The research consists of three individual papers designed to address seven objectives 

founded upon two research questions, based on two distinct but related constructs (Table 

22). By focusing on the objectives, outlined in Chapter 1 and Table 22, we contribute 

towards a deeper understanding of the complexities and nuances surrounding dynamic 

interactions between the customer and service provider in the process of integrating 

resources for value creation, leading to novel insights for service providers and their 

management.  

 

5.2 THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS 

Addressing the first research question, paper one conceptualises customer engagement 

with a service offering (CESO). This paper is consistent with the tier one priority for MSI 

from 2014-2016 in conceptualising and defining customer engagement, while also 

responding to calls for research on customer engagement to go beyond the current focus on  
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brands and organisations (Brodie et al. 2011). In line with objective one, the first paper 

conceptualises CESO as comprising behavioural, cognitive and emotional engagement 

dimensions, represented by nine engagement activities. By leveraging on the service 

offering as a focal object, not only does the paper provide insights on actor engagement 

(Chandler and Lusch 2015), it further accounts for the elaborate process of customer 

engagement within services on three aspects: the planner, their advice and the process. For 

stronger positive CESO outcomes, engagement with a service offering needs to be in 

harmony across all aspects, that is, the planner, their advice and the service process. 

Therefore, this research is novel in that it embodies the intricacies of customer 

engagement, depicting a reality that is close to what happens in practice. As such, with 

clear definitions of each dimension and activity, this research provides a basis upon which 

service providers can understand and facilitate CESO in a complex service context.  

 

Furthermore, addressing objectives two and three, this research offers insight into the 

antecedents and outcomes of CESO. The results indicate that three out of five antecedents 

are attitudinal in nature. This empirically substantiates Li and Lerner’s (2013) claim that a 

customer who is engaged is one who wants to do something, rather than has to do 

something. That is, just because a customer complies behaviourally does not mean that he 

or she is fully engaged. Furthermore, the paper identifies six outcomes that are related to 

CESO. Of these, trust, loyalty and customer empowerment are commonly noted as 

outcomes within the customer brand engagement setting (e.g. Brodie et al. 2013; 

Hollebeek 2011; 2009). We extend the existing literature through the identification of 

increased customer capability, service quality and customer co-created value as outcomes 

of CESO. These factors are important considerations in today’s context, where customers 

are more active as resource integrators.  
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The second research question relates to the role of service providers in supporting 

customer resource integration processes. Paper two addresses this question by developing 

a measure of professional service providers’ resource integration styles (PRO-RIS), which 

is further validated quantitatively in paper three. The scarcity of knowledge relating to 

resource integration processes in practice (Peters et al. 2014; Edvardsson et al. 2014), 

especially from the service provider’ point of view, makes this research an important 

contribution to the literature. The research also aligns with the service research priorities 

outlined by Ostrom et al. (2015), as we enhance the understanding of the roles of 

customers and employees in value creation. In particular, we investigate how service 

providers can contribute resources in support of customer value creation (Grönroos and 

Voima 2013; Hibbert, Winklhofer and Temerak 2012; Normann 2001). With current 

research centred on the customers’ behaviours relating to value creation and resource 

integration (eg. Hibbert, Winklhofer, and Temerak, 2012; McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012; 

Piacentini, Hibbert and Hogg 2014), papers two and three are unique in that they detail the 

various ways in which service providers are able to support customers in their integration 

of resources.  

 

This research also recognises that style-related benefits can manifest through different 

constellations of activity dimensions. Firms can control, to a certain extent, the resources 

they want to contribute according to their client’s needs, thereby affecting their client’s 

service experiences. This is because while service providers can make a proposition, only 

under certain circumstances where the resource constellations are aligned can customers 

experience the value that is intended, or cocreated (Grönroos 2008; 2011; Vargo and 

Lusch 2016). This research is therefore critical in identifying appropriate constellations 

based on a match between the planners (value as proposed) and customers (value as 
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experienced), in order to identify resource integration styles that customers benefit from. 

In the research, five resource integration styles were identified along with associated 

benefits. A typology of Professional Service Providers’ Resource Integration Styles (PRO-

RIS) was developed to describe these five resource integration styles. PRO-RIS is 

characterised by eight activity dimensions, through which the service provider can support 

the customer’s resource integration processes, achieving objectives four and five. 

 

Lastly, paper three validates and extends the qualitative findings in paper two. To date, 

there is no way for academics and practitioners to profile activities and interactions offered 

by service providers to support customers with their resource integration. Understanding 

the roles of the customer and service provider in value creation has been highlighted 

recently as a research priority (Ostrom et al. 2015). The construction of the PRO-RIS 

formative index thus responds to the call for more research in this area, enabling individual 

styles to be measured empirically for both research and practice, meeting objective six. As 

such, this research builds the foundation for future research into the role of the service 

provider as a resource facilitator.  

 

Building on the development and validation of a measurement tool to quantify the extent 

to which a service provider exhibits a particular style as perceived by the customer, paper 

three profiles the groups of clients associated with each style. These profiles offer insight 

into relevant customer segments, taking into account (i) demographic characteristics, (ii) 

personal and situational factors, as well as (iii) perceived outcomes, in line with objective 

seven. Despite numerous insights offered by the extant literature on the management of 

value cocreation (eg. Payne, Storbacka and Frow 2008; Karpen, Bove, and Lukas 2012), 

few studies have operationalised theoretical findings for practical application. Hence, the 
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identification and empirical testing of various factors closely related to each style is 

particularly useful for the future development of this area, particularly in a managerial 

setting. 

 

5.3 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

The application of CESO and PRO-RIS is likely to strengthen the understanding of 

professional service providers as to their roles in supporting customers in their value 

creation. Not all customers are likely to embrace high levels of customer engagement and 

resource integration activities. Instead, as this research has shown, customers find value in 

different forms of engagement with service providers and different ways of integrating 

resources. As such, service providers should empower customers at the right time and 

level, through appropriate customer engagement and resource contribution. Indeed, 

practitioners can use this research as a basis for developing and managing their activities, 

either to predict or measure customer engagement or resource integration styles, based on 

their need.  

 

Depending on the context of the individual customer, providing complex and detailed 

information to a client with low financial literacy, for instance, may make the client feel 

overwhelmed with the material. In this scenario, the client is unable to appreciate the 

efforts of the service provider in providing these materials. On the contrary, a client with 

high financial literacy may feel frustrated with simple information, and perhaps doubt the 

planner’s abilities as a result. Since customer engagement and resource integration 

processes are context-driven, it is imperative to consider individual needs. Understanding 

this gap is possible through actor-to-actor interactions, where both parties engage in two-
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way dialogue to better define not only each other’s needs and expectations, but also the 

context in which both parties and their interactions are embedded.  

 

In two-way dyadic interactions, efforts from both parties need to be requited (whether 

behaviourally, emotionally or cognitively) in order for engagement to be successful. In 

complex services, it is not only crucial to identify opportunities where customers are open 

to establishing connections with the service provider, but also with their advice and the 

advice process. Practitioners will have to recognise that customers can experience 

engagement with the service offering outside of interactions with their service provider. As 

such, service providers should consider and design the depth of each interaction carefully; 

focusing on the quality rather than quantity, and looking for potential triggers that will 

enable engagement outside interactions.  

 

Indeed, this research has identified opportunities for service providers to affect their 

customers’ experiences positively in an intentional and purposeful manner, through 

specific resource integration styles representing constellations of activities, in order to 

achieve a particular benefit. Service providers often struggle with developing value 

propositions, and/ or may not be aware of the variations in service approaches that benefit 

clients across the industry. The five resource integration styles and related activities 

identified in this research can be used not only to develop value propositions, but also for 

training purposes by firms for their service staff. The five styles and eight dimensions of 

PRO-RIS are also potentially transferrable to other service intensive contexts where a 

professional serves a customer directly, for instance, education, accountancy, healthcare, 

and home building or interior design.   
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When planning the implementation of PRO-RIS, it is important to understand the 

complexity of the typology. While individual service providers may choose to integrate 

PRO-RIS as foundation for their work, the typology offers important opportunities for 

firms as they seek to streamline their providers’ service approach to provide consistent yet 

personalised service. To achieve the desired results, however, firms need to ensure relevant 

training mechanisms, or a consolidation of the material for easy application. Service 

providers can adapt and leverage on the PRO-RIS index for such training, to identify a 

style that a potential client would prefer, or to verify the preferences of existing clients.   

 

Most importantly, service providers should not choose to implement one style over 

another, given that a single best style does not exist. The finding that various customers 

report high levels of satisfaction and positive experiences across styles suggests that there 

should not be a single approach or an overtly positive approach towards resource 

integration activities (e.g., strong encouragement for customers to cocreate); but rather a 

thorough understanding of relevant customer traits. Service providers should therefore 

vary their support roles across customers, due to individual differences such as 

demographic characteristics, personal and situational factors, or perceived outcomes. 

While this paper focuses on five ideal styles, these styles are not exclusive and overlaps 

between styles are possible.  

 

5.4 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

This section considers the limitations of this research and offers directions for future 

research. In particular, empirical and conceptual extensions are proposed to further our 

understanding of the role of the service provider in supporting customer value creation, 

through engagement and resource integration. 
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Empirical Extensions 

The data collected for the purpose of this research is cross-sectional, which accounts for 

insights drawn at a particular point in time rather than capturing changes over time. As the 

proficiencies and circumstances of customers change over time, whether acquired through 

the planner or the service process or other actors or processes, their level of engagement 

and resource integration processes are also unlikely to remain static. That means, cross 

sectional data is limited, as it does not capture the dynamic process as customer evolves. 

Hence, a longitudinal study will be fundamental to understanding how CESO or the need 

for different styles change over time, and what influences such changes.  

 

Moreover, while the exploratory nature of this research is critical in understanding the 

richness of the CESO construct, the next important step is to develop a scale, so that CESO 

can be validated quantitatively. To encourage the generalisability of findings, empirical 

testing should be done in different contexts across a variety of service industries. 

Furthermore, the association between engagement and other variables, such as the 

antecedents and outcomes that identified in this research, should be tested quantitatively 

across larger samples. Further empirical findings will extend current knowledge on 

customer engagement within the area of complex services and offer service providers an 

opportunity to measure and therefore predict or evaluate their customers’ level of 

engagement, for profiling purposes.  

 

In addition, the sample utilised for this research includes residents of Australia. This 

denotes a specific context, with relevant factors such as the composition of the population, 

the development of the financial planning industry, as well as service processes that are 

likely to differ from other countries around the world. Future research should seek to 
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replicate these studies across different contexts. Such research also allows an examination 

of cultural differences, that is, whether these five resource integration styles are dominant 

in countries characterised by varying cultural facets. Comparisons between customers from 

Europe, Asia, United States and Australia, for instance, may lead to interesting insights, 

taking into account the differences in customer behaviour across countries, for example as 

depicted though the national culture dimensions by Hofstede (2001). This is essential in 

today’s context due to increasing internationalisation and global competitiveness. 

 

Conceptual Extensions 

This research studies engagement and resource integration in complex services, on a micro 

dyadic level. However, it is important to consider CESO and PRO-RIS within the broader 

context of an ecosystem, where multiple actors interact with one another to create value. 

This conceptualisation could consist of multiple dyadic interactions with different 

providers, or group meetings involving more than one service personnel. Following from a 

longitudinal approach of understanding how styles change over time, future research 

should examine resource integration configurations between multiple actors; and how such 

interactions would affect one another’s preference for styles. This will be key to 

developing insights into how teamwork (within organisations, or across multiple 

stakeholders working with a client on a project) can be facilitated more effectively; in turn 

leading to better customer service experiences and outcomes.  

 

Lastly, while this research has identified differing levels of customer engagement and 

resource integration styles that customers find value in, it does not account for activities 

that trigger negative results, which may lead to the codestruction of value. Future research 

should also consider the destructive aspects that arise during resource integration, in order 
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to develop a more complete picture of resource integration processes between dyads within 

complex services. This may include a misuse of resources due to a difference in the style 

offered by the provider and the style perceived by the customer. Value codestruction may 

result in customers looking for an alternative service provider (resulting in a loss of a 

customer for the firm), or spreading negative word of mouth, thus discouraging others 

from engaging the service provider, or the service as a whole. 

 

5.5 SUMMARY 

The three papers that form this research have investigated the process of customer 

engagement with a service offering in a complex service, and explored the configurations 

and processes of resource integration with a particular focus on the service provider. The 

findings shed light on the complementary role of the service provider as a resource 

facilitator, their role in engaging the customer, and in jointly creating value with their 

customers. This research not only conceptualises CESO and PRO-RIS but also develops a 

measurement tool for further empirical testing of PRO-RIS. It contributes to our 

understanding of the broader role of the service provider in supporting customer value 

creation, not only building the foundation for future research but also offering specific 

tools facilitating improvements in practice.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

162 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

REFERENCES 

 

Brodie, Roderick J., Linda D. Hollebeek, Biljana Juric and Ana Ilic (2011), “Customer 

Engagement: Conceptual Domain, Fundamental Propositions, and Implications for 

Research,” Journal of Service Research, 14 (3), 252-271.  

Brodie, Roderick. J., Ana Ilic, Biljana Juric, and Linda D. Hollebeek (2013), “Consumer 

Engagement in a Virtual Brand Community: An Exploratory Analysis,” Journal of 

Business Research, 66, 105–114. 

Chandler, J. D. and Robert F. Lusch (2015), “Service Systems: A Broadened Framework  

and Research Agenda on Value Propositions, Engagement, and Service       

Experience,” Journal of Service Research, 18 (1), 6–22. 

Edvardsson, Bo, Michael Kleinaltenkamp, Bård Tronvoll, Patricia McHugh and Charlotta 

Windahl (2014), “Institutional Logics Matter When Coordinating Resource 

Integration,” Marketing Theory, 14 (3), 291-309. 

Grönroos, Christian (2008), “Service Logic Revisited: Who Creates Value? And Who Co-

creates?” European Business Review, 20 (4), 298-314.  

Grönroos, Christian (2011), “A Service Perspective on Business Relationships: The Value 

Creation, Interaction and Marketing Interface,” Industrial Marketing Management, 

40, 240-247.  

Grönroos, Christian and Paivi Voima (2013), “Critical Service Logic: Making Sense of 

Value Creation and Co-Creation,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 41, 

133-150. 

Hibbert, Sally, Heidi Winklhofer, and Mohamed Sobhy Temerak (2012), “Customer as 

Resource Integrators: Toward a Model of Customer Learning,” Journal of Service 

Research, 15 (3), 247-261. 



 
 

 

163 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

Hofstede, Geert (2001), Culture’s Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviors, 

Institutions, and Organizations Across Nations, 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications.  

Hollebeek, Linda D. (2009), “Demystifying Customer Engagement: Toward the  

Development of a Conceptual Model,” in Proceedings of ANZMAC Conference,  

Melbourne, VIC, 30 November – 2 December.  

Hollebeek, Linda D. (2011), “Demystifying Customer Brand Engagement: Exploring the  

Loyalty Nexus,” Journal of Marketing Management, 27 (7–8), 785–807. 

Karpen, Ingo O., Liliana L. Bove, and Bryan A. Lukas (2012), “Linking Service-Dominant 

Logic and Strategic Business Practice: A Conceptual Model of a Service-Dominant 

Orientation,” Journal of Service Research, 15 (1), 21-38. 

Li, Yibing and Richard M. Lerner (2013), “Interrelations of Behavioral, Emotional, and  

Cognitive School Engagement in High School Students,” Journal of Youth and  

Adolescence, 42, 20–32. 

McColl-Kennedy, Janet R., Stephen L. Vargo, Tracey S. Dagger, Jillian C. Sweeney, and 

Yasmin van Kasteren (2012), “Health Care Customer Value Cocreation Practice 

Styles,” Journal of Service Research, 15 (November), 370-389. 

Normann, Richard (2001), When the Map Changes the Landscape. Chichester, England:  

Wiley. 

Ostrom, Amy L., A. Parasuraman, David E. Bowen, Lia Patrício and Christopher A. Voss  

(2015), “Service Research Priorities in a Rapidly Changing Context,” Journal of  

Service Research, 18 (2), 127-159. 

Payne, Adrian F., Kaj Storbacka and Pennie Frow (2008), “Managing the Co-creation of  

Value,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36, 83-96. 

 



 
 

 

164 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

Peters, Linda D., Helge Löbler, Roderick J. Brodie, Christoph F. Breidbach, Linda D.  

Hollebeek, Sandra D. Smith, David Sörhammar, Richard J. Varey (2014), 

“Theorizing About Resource Integration Through Service-Dominant Logic,” 

Marketing Theory, 14 (3), 249-268.  

Piacentini, Maria G., Sally A. Hibbert and Margaret K. Hogg (2014), “Consumer Resource  

Integration Amongst Vulnerable Consumers: Care Leavers in Transition to  

Independent Living,” Journal of Marketing Management, 30 (1-2), 201-219. 

Vargo, Stephen L. and Robert F. Lusch (2016), “Institutions and Axioms: An Extension  

and Update of Service-Dominant Logic,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing  

Science, 44 (1), 5-23. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

165 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 

166PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement
In Complex Services

APPENDIX A: Ethics Approval 



 
 
 

167PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement
In Complex Services



 
 

 

168 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

 

 A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
 B

: 
In

te
rv

ie
w

 G
u

id
e 

(F
o
r 

E
x
is

ti
n

g
 C

u
st

o
m

er
s)

 



 
 

 

169 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

 



 
 

 

170 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

 

 

 

 

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
 C

: 
In

te
rv

ie
w

 G
u

id
e 

(F
o
r 

F
in

a
n

ci
a
l 

P
la

n
n

er
s)

 



 
 

 

171 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

 

 



 
 

 

172 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

APPENDIX D: Measures Included in Online Survey Questionnaire 

 



 
 

 

173 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

 

 

 



 
 

 

174 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

 

 



 
 

 

175 
PRO-RIS and Customer Engagement 

In Complex Services 

 

 


	TITLE: Professional Service Providers’ Resource Integration Styles (PRO-RIS) 
and Customer Engagement in Complex Services
	ABSTRACT
	STATEMENT OF PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS
	STATEMENT OF DECLARATION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONTENTS
	LIST OF TABLES
	LIST OF FIGURES

	Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION
	Chapter 2 CESO: A FRAMEWORK FOR COMPLEX SERVICES
	Paper

	Chapter 3 PRO-RIS: FACILITATING CUSTOMER EXPERIENCES
	Paper

	Chapter 4 PRO-RIS: AN EMPIRICAL EXAMINATION
	Manuscript

	Chapter 5 CONCLUSION
	APPENDICES
	APPENDIX A: Ethics Approval
	APPENDIX B: Interview Guide (For Existing Customers)
	APPENDIX C: Interview Guide (For Financial Planners)
	APPENDIX D: Measures Included in Online Survey Questionnaire




