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Abstract:

Co-creative brand building has become a key focus in recent branding research, emphasising
the dynamic nature of brands as co-constructed entities involving multiple stakeholders. This
conference paper examines the inherent risks of co-creative brand building by conducting a
systematic literature review (SLR) to synthesise insights from various research fields. The
SLR, conducted according to PRISMA guidelines, reviews literature from three scientific
databases, yielding a refined collection of 142 peer-reviewed articles. The analysis highlights
key risk categories, including stakeholder conflict and alignment, complexity and operational
gaps, and trust and authenticity issues. The findings emphasise the dominance of challenges
stemming from stakeholder conflict in co-creation processes, especially in complex settings
such as place branding. Additionally, the study considers the influence of digital environments
in intensifying risk factors. These insights provide a foundation for developing frameworks to

mitigate risks and improve the effectiveness of co-creative brand building.
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1. Introduction

The philosophy of co-creative brand building, or brand value co-creation, has attracted
significant scientific attention in the last couple of years. Brands are no longer seen as fixed
constructs built and managed top-down, but as co-created with their stakeholders (Prahalad &
Ramaswamy, 2004). While co-creation can be seen as beneficial (Ind et al., 2013), various
risks must be considered, especially in a digital environment (Tarnovskaya & Biedenbach,
2018). The increasing interconnectedness in digital environments has expanded opportunities
for brands to engage with their stakeholders, highlighting the importance of understanding the
dynamics of co-creative processes in brand development. Additionally, evolving consumer
expectations require brands to adapt by fostering authentic dialogues and collaborations,
which can inherently involve complex stakeholder relationships and diverse objectives.
Especially the interference of non-collaborative behaviour of stakeholders can dilute brand
meaning and influence the aspired successful outcome of co-creation (Kristal et al., 2018).
This conference paper focuses on the risks associated with co-creation in a branding context.
It provides an overview of risks and challenges described across different fields of the current

branding literature.

2. Research Question

The main research question to be answered with this paper is: Q1: What are the main

risks associated with co-creative brand building mentioned in the current literature?

3. Methodological Approach

To answer the research question and achieve the aim of this paper, a SLR is conducted.
This method offers the advantage of providing an unbiased overview of current research. Its
purpose is to minimise pre-selection and to examine the heterogeneity of the research field
(Nightingale, 2009). In doing so, it helps to ensure that the dataset is not drawn solely from a
single sub-discipline of marketing research, but rather is determined exclusively by the
research topic and research question. Although bias and pre-selection are reduced through this
approach, they cannot be entirely ruled out (Pati & Lorusso, 2018). To ensure transparency in
selecting the literature and maintain reproducibility for other researchers, it is advisable to
follow the PRISMA flow diagram, which was developed explicitly for reporting SLRs (Page
etal., 2021). The PRISMA flow diagram specifies that all identified sources n = x are to be

documented from the initial database search through to the final selection for inclusion in the



SLR (Page et al., 2021). The implementation of the SLR in this paper follows the seven steps
outlined by Mohamed Shaffril et al. (2021): (1) Description of the research context, (2)
Formulation of the research questions, (3) Description of search strategies, (4) Qualitative
evaluation of the literature, (5) Data extraction, (6) Presentation of the results of the literature

analysis, and (7) Discussion.

4. Systematic Literature Review

To answer the main research question, the articles will be qualitatively evaluated,
working with the following sub-questions: SQ1: What risks are described in the given
literature? SQ2: How are these risks discussed in the given literature? To get a broad overview
of the data, the two largest scientific databases, Web of Science and Scopus, were used to
identify related articles. To also implement more business-related data, EBSCO will be added
as a third database. Following the PRISMA model and to be reproducible, the search string
used for each database is shared here:

Web of Science: 7S=(("brand building" OR "brand management" OR "brand development"
OR branding OR "brand strategy” OR "brand establishment” OR "brand creation”) NEAR/10
("co-creation" OR "value co-creation" OR "customer co-creation” OR "collaboration") AND
(risk® OR challenge™ OR limitation® OR drawback™® OR concern®))

Scopus: TITLE-ABS-KEY ( ( "brand building" OR "brand management" OR "brand
development" OR branding OR "brand strategy" OR "brand establishment" OR "brand
creation” ) W/10 ( "co-creation” OR "value co-creation" OR "customer co-creation” OR
“collaboration” ) AND ( risk™* OR challenge* OR limitation™ OR drawback™ OR concern™® ) )
AND PUBYEAR > 2014 AND PUBYEAR < 2026

EBSCO: XB ("brand building" OR "brand management" OR "brand development" OR
branding OR "brand strategy” OR "brand establishment" OR "brand creation") AND ( "co-
creation” OR "value co-creation" OR "customer co-creation”" OR “collaboration” ) AND (
risk™ OR challenge™ OR limitation™® OR drawback™ OR concern®))

Web of Science and Scopus provide a proximity factor, set to 10 words between the branding
keywords and co-creation keywords, to ensure context between branding and the co-creation
discussed in the sources. The third part of the search string focuses on keywords related to
risks to ensure all articles discuss co-creation risks in a branding context. The database search
returned 144 results in Web of Science, 78 in Scopus, and 81 in EBSCO. In total, the first
search retrieved 303 articles. Before applying qualitative inclusion and exclusion criteria, the

corpus was formally checked for duplicates, and the timeframe was set to 2015-2025 to



capture the most recent publications in the research field. In this first round, 129 sources were
extracted from the corpus, of which most were duplicates. That means 174 remained in the
SLR. The number of sources should provide a broad enough overview of the young research
field of co-creative brand building (Kraus et al., 2020).

The qualitative evaluation of the data was carried out in accordance with the predetermined
inclusion and exclusion criteria. The inclusion criteria were: (1) Peer-reviewed journal
articles, (2) English or German language, (3) Strong co-creation context in branding, and (4)
the article discusses risk, challenges or limitations linked to co-creative brand building.
Exclusion criteria were defined as follows: (A) Low academic quality of journal,
methodology or rigour, (B) Co-creation without any branding context, (C) The topic of the
article covers mainly product co-creation, (D) Article does not have a challenge or risk
dimension. The author checked the remaining 174 article titles and abstracts. Twenty-two
articles did not meet the criteria of the qualitative evaluation and were extracted from the data
set. In studies with larger personnel capacities, the evaluation is conducted by two
researchers, who discuss their different results (Mohamed Shaffril et al., 2021). To at least
double-check the evaluation, the inclusion and exclusion criteria have also been set up in
Elicit, and the 174 sources were uploaded. By not only checking the titles and abstracts but
also the full articles, Elicit proposed excluding 32 sources (including the 22 proposed by the
author) from the dataset. The 10 remaining sources have been checked and did not meet the
inclusion criteria (4), the article discusses risk, challenges or limitations linked to co-creative
brand management. Therefore, they have also been removed. After the qualitative evaluation
phase, 142 data sets remained in the corpus.

To extract the relevant data to answer the research questions, all sources were coded and
analysed. To gain an unbiased understanding of the discussed risks in the research field, the
qualitative analysis was inductive, with no predefined topics or clusters. After coding, the first
data extraction yields the SRL's initial findings. The most discussed risks and challenges of

co-creative brand management can be separated into the following categories:

Rank | Risk/Challenge Category Codes
1 Generalizability & Research Limitations 122

2 Stakeholder Conflict & Alignment 110

3 Complexity & Operational/Theoretical Gaps 64

4 Trust & Authenticity Concerns 51

5 Brand Dilution, Loss of Brand Control 32

6 Financial & Resource Constraints 17




’ 7 ‘ Privacy & Data Concerns 9

Table 1. Topic categories and mentions of risks

5. Findings

Although it is an interesting result that Generalizability and Research Limitations has the
highest number of mentions. It indicates that more quantitative, cross-disciplinary research is
needed in co-creative brand building to develop an overarching theory and clarify the
connections. This article will not focus on this cluster, as it will not contribute to the content
regarding the risks mentioned in co-creative branding management. The count is also driven

by researchers' critical self-reflection on their own work.

Stakeholder Conflict and Alignment is by far the most-discussed topic in the branding
literature regarding co-creation approaches. It is described as one of the biggest challenges,
and a multi-stakeholder perspective in co-creation still lacks scientific attention (Furrier et al.,
2025). The challenge becomes very clear when looking at the discipline of destination and
place branding with a variety of public and private stakeholder groups with different interests
and power levels to be managed and aligned in the co-creation process (Botschen et al., 2017;
Hanna & Rowley, 2015; Stoica et al., 2021). This is also true for corporates with a social
entrepreneurship orientation (Liickenbach et al., 2023). There is not only a challenge in
engaging different stakeholder groups to co-create (Schmidt & Redler, 2018), but also in
aligning results with stakeholder perceptions and the intended branding strategy (Asberg &
Uggla, 2019; Tarnovskaya & Biedenbach, 2018). Poorly managed co-creation processes
involving multiple stakeholders can end in co-destruction, co-resistance, or co-dilution (Alves
& Rodrigues, 2023). Last but not least, measuring the success of co-creation for various
stakeholder groups can be challenging, especially when key performance indicators were not

developed co-creatively with stakeholders (Iglesias & Ind, 2020).

Risk assessment, as part of brand management, is mentioned as a factor that increases
complexity for stakeholders in the co-creation process (Oklevik et al., 2024). It is even more
complex for services, which have to be taken into account in light of the rise of the service-
dominant logic by Vargo & Lush (2016). Complexity & Operational/ Theoretical Gaps are
described as difficulties in implementing co-creation. The general challenge of managing a
complex brand is often cited as an obstacle to enabling stakeholders to co-create
(Giannopoulos et al., 2021; Vijaygopal et al., 2023; Zelenskaya & Elkanova, 2021). The first

column of the table suggests a lack of generalisation and gaps in the current literature, which



is further emphasised by the data. Without clear frameworks and inconsistent constructs,
managing co-creation processes can be complex (Abratt & Kleyn, 2023; France et al., 2015;

Giannopoulos et al., 2021).

Trust and Authenticity Concerns in the dataset refer to the risk of consumer backlash if co-
creation efforts are perceived as insincere, tokenistic, or greenwashing. Maintaining
credibility and consumer trust is critical, as any perceived lack of authenticity can rapidly lead
to reputational damage (Chang & Berwanger, 2024; Liickenbach et al., 2023; Rosario & Dias,
2025).

Brand Dilution and the managerial Loss of Brand Control have been brought together under
one topic, as dilution can be seen as a facet of loss-of-control. Dilution and co-destruction are
mainly mentioned as general risks of co-creation due to different interests of stakeholders and
their nature of being potentially anarchic (Alves & Rodrigues, 2023), or as an outcome of
poorly managed co-creation processes (Alves & Rodrigues, 2023; Asberg & Uggla, 2019;
Chung & Byrom, 2021).

Financial & Resource Constraints make it hard to maintain engagement and to retain control
throughout the co-creation process (Ranjbaran et al., 2022; Reynolds et al., 2023; Riley,
2020), both in the branding department and on the stakeholder’s side (Hanna & Rowley,
2015).

Privacy and Data Concerns are prominent in a digital customer co-creation environment and
involve the risk that customers will be unwilling to share personal information, thereby

hindering co-creation (Tajvidi et al., 2020; Tran et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2020).

6. Discussion

There are three strings which are valuable for future research. Firstly, the existing data
can be scanned to identify strategies for risk mitigation already described in the literature and
linked to the risks. Secondly, the data reveal that the risks are not independent and that they
interact or amplify one another. After the analysis and data extraction, the connections in
Figure 1 can be assumed. For example, the use of social media platforms in the context of
social commerce might raise concerns about data privacy, leading to a lack of trust in the
brand. The other way around, a lack of trust in the brand could affect broader concerns about
the use of customers’ private data (Wang et al., 2020). The same lack of trust and authenticity

could affect stakeholder groups with different interests, amplifying conflicts when co-creating



or measuring success (Iglesias & Ind, 2020). As described, the sources extracted for the SLR
provide hints, but further research on the risks of co-creative brand building and their
interrelationships is needed to investigate the exact interactions. Thirdly, there is some
evidence that a digital environment, rather than creating new risks, might accelerate existing
risks and transform co-creation from a managed process to an inherently volatile activity,

requiring constant monitoring and rapid response capabilities and resources.

Figure 1. Effects and interactions between risks in co-creative brand management

Understanding the risks associated with co-creative brand building can help develop concepts
or frameworks to mitigate them and make use of the advantages it offers. A limitation of this
conference paper is that the dataset is built across different disciplines of brand management,
thereby providing a broad overview of risks in co-creative brand building. However, different
brands like destinations, place brands or corporates vary in their structures and their
stakeholder network. This might influence the generalizability of the results. However, this
was done to provide a general idea of the challenges and risks associated with co-creation in a

branding context.



7. Literature

Abratt, R., & Kleyn, N. (2023). The conscientious corporate brand: Definition,
operationalisation and application in a B2B context. Journal of Business & Industrial
Marketing, 38(10), 2122-2133.

Alves, A. P. C. C., & Rodrigues, F. (2023). Brand identity co-creation dilemma.
ReMark - Revista Brasileira de Marketing, 21(5), 1845-1902.

Asberg, P., & Uggla, H. (2019). Introducing multi-dimensional brand architecture:
Taking structure, market orientation and stakeholder alignment into account. Journal
of Brand Management, 26(5), 483—496.

Botschen, G., Promberger, K., & Bernhart, J. (2017). Brand-driven identity
development of places. Journal of Place Management and Development, 10(2), 152—
172.

Chang, S.-W., & Berwanger, G. A. D. S. (2024). How CSR communication and value
co-creation shape consumer well-being and brand love in the post-COVID-19
pandemic: Evidence from the UK. Corporate Communications: An International
Journal, 29(6), 1034-1053.

Chung, S.-Y. (Ashley), & Byrom, J. (2021). Co-creating consistent brand identity with
employees in the hotel industry. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 30(1), 74—
89.

France, C., Merrilees, B., & Miller, D. (2015). Customer brand co-creation: A
conceptual model. Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 33(6), 848—864.

Furrier, M. T., De Lamonica Freire, O. B., & De Vasconcelos Gomes, L. A. (2025).
Toward an unfolding view of brand value co-creation from a multi-stakeholder
perspective. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 1-21.

Giannopoulos, A., Piha, L., & Skourtis, G. (2021). Destination branding and co-
creation: A service ecosystem perspective. Journal of Product & Brand Management,
30(1), 148-166.

Hanna, S., & Rowley, J. (2015). Towards a model of the Place Brand Web. Tourism
Management, 48, 100—112.

Iglesias, O., & Ind, N. (2020). Towards a theory of conscientious corporate brand co-
creation: The next key challenge in brand management. Journal of Brand
Management, 27(6), 710-720.

Ind, N., Iglesias, O., & Schultz, M. (2013). Building brands together: Emergence and

outcomes of co-creation. California Management Review, 55(3), 5-26.



Kraus, S., Breier, M. & Dasi-Rodriguez, S. (2020). The art of crafting a systematic
literature review in entrepreneurship research. International Entrepreneurship and
Management Journal, 16(3), 1023-1042.

Kristal, S., Baumgarth, C. & Henseler, J. (2018). “Brand play” versus “Brand attack™:
the subversion of brand meaning in non-collaborative co-creation by professional artists
and consumer activists. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 27(3), 334-347.
Liickenbach, F., Schmidt, H. J., & Henseler, J. (2023). Building brand meaning in
social entrepreneurship organizations: The social impact brand model. Journal of
Brand Management, 30(3), 207-226.

Mohamed Shaffril, H.A., Samsuddin, S.F. & Abu Samah, A. (2021). The ABC of
systematic literature review: the basic methodological guidance for beginners. Qual
Quant, 55, 1319-1346.

Nightingale, A. (2009). A guide to systematic literature reviews. Surgery (Oxford),
27(9), 381-384.

Oklevik, O., Nysveen, H., & Pedersen, P. E. (2024). Exploring the relationship
between co-creation (DART), brand experience strength, and brand satisfaction: A
brand engagement perspective. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 32(1), 1—
24,

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, 1., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C.
D, Shamseer, L., Tetzlaff, J. M., Akl, E. A., Brennan, S. E., Chou, R., Glanville, J.,
Grimshaw, J. M., Hrobjartsson, A., Lalu, M. M., Li, T., Loder, E. W., Mayo-Wilson, E.,
McDonald, S., McGuinness, L. A., Stewart, L. A., Thomas, J., Tricco, A. C., Welch, V.
A., Whiting, P. & Moher, D. (2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline
for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ, 372(71), 1-9.

Pati, D., & Lorusso, L. N. (2018). How to Write a Systematic Review of the Literature.
Health Environments Research & Design Journal, 11(1), 15-30.

Prahalad, C. K. & Ramaswamy, V. (2004). Co-Creation Experiences: The Next
Practice in Value Creation. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 18(3), 5-14.

Ranjbaran, A., Shabankareh, M., Nazarian, A., & Seyyedamiri, N. (2022). Branding
through visitors: How cultural differences affect brand co-creation in independent
hotels in Iran. Consumer Behavior in Tourism and Hospitality, 17(2), 161-179.
Reynolds, L., Doering, H., Koenig-Lewis, N., & Peattie, K. (2023). Engagement and
estrangement: A “tale of two cities” for Bristol’s green branding. European Journal of

Marketing, 57(9), 2432-2458.



Riley, J. (2020). Sustaining customer engagement through social media brand
communities. Journal of Global Scholars of Marketing Science, 30(4), 344-357.
Rosario, A. T., & Dias, J. C. (2025). The Role of Digital Marketing in Shaping
Sustainable Consumption: Insights from a Systematic Literature Review.
Sustainability, 17(17), 7784.

Schmidt, H. J., & Redler, J. (2018). How diverse is corporate brand management
research? Comparing schools of corporate brand management with approaches to
corporate strategy. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 27(2), 185-202.

Stoica, I., Kavaratzis, M., Schwabenland, C., & Haag, M. (2021). Place Brand Co-
Creation through Storytelling: Benefits, Risks and Preconditions. Tourism and
Hospitality, 3(1), 15-30.

Tajvidi, M., Richard, M.-O., Wang, Y., & Hajli, N. (2020). Brand co-creation through
social commerce information sharing: The role of social media. Journal of Business
Research, 121, 476-486.

Tarnovskaya, V., & Biedenbach, G. (2018). Corporate rebranding failure and brand
meanings in the digital environment. Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 36(4), 455—
4609.

Tran, T., Taylor, D. G., & Wen, C. (2023). Value co-creation through branded apps:
Enhancing perceived quality and brand loyalty. Journal of Research in Interactive
Marketing, 17(4), 562-580.

Vargo, S. L., and Lusch, R. F. (2016). Institutions and axioms: an extension and update
of service-dominant logic. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 44(4), 5-23.
Vijaygopal, R., Bennett, R., & Savani, S. (2023). Initiation, marketing and branding of
smart city projects: A study of decision processes. Journal of Marketing Management,
39(17-18), 1833-1861.

Wang, X., Tajvidi, M., Lin, X., & Hajli, N. (2020). Towards an Ethical and Trustworthy
Social Commerce Community for Brand Value Co-creation: A trust-Commitment
Perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 167(1), 137-152.

Zelenskaya, E., & Elkanova, E. (2021). Designing place brand architecture: The
potential of a sub-brands strategy. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 30(1),
167-179.

10



