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Abstract

Purpose — This research aimed to analyze relationship between
leader-member exchange, person-organization fit, and perceived
organizational support on employee work engagement.

Purpose — The aim of this study was the assessment of how co-
creation experiences and in-game value creation contribute to
increased game loyalty in premium services.

Methodology — A total of 326 mobile online gamers in Indonesia
who utilized premium services provided survey data for the model
analysis. This was carried out using structural equation modeling
based on partial least squares (SEM-PLS).

Results — The results demonstrated that players' propensity to co-

create with gaming firms was significantly influenced by online
brand community identification, greater  functionality,
customization, and self-indulgence. Also, on the basis of co-
creation experience, there were significant value realization results.
In addition, the results demonstrated a strong correlation between
game loyalty, in-game value co-creation, and social experience.
Originality — This literature provided valuable insights for
improving game loyalty in premium game services through value
co-creation experience.
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1. Introduction

Understanding the factors influencing employee engagement is important in a modern
business context characterized by rapid and dynamic change to achieve organizational success
(Aldabbas et al., 2023; Pimenta et al., 2024). Job embeddedness and work engagement are two
key concepts that underscore relationship between employee and organization (Akgunduz & Sanli,
2017). More specifically, job embeddedness refers to the degree to which employee feel tied to
organization and work community (Artiningsih et al., 2023), while engagement includes employee
energy, dedication, and concentration toward work. In this context, research on factors influencing
job embeddedness and work engagement becomes very relevant (Ramaite et al., 2022; Takawira
et al., 2014). One factor that plays an important role in influencing job embeddedness and work
engagement is leader-member exchange. This concept underscores interpersonal relationship
between leader and team member. The quality of relationship is believed to influence how well
employee feel engaged in work (Silalahi et al., 2022). High engagement in such relationship can
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strengthen employee ties to organization and improve performance at work (Che et al., 2021;
Banderali & Alvarado, 2022; Wu et al., 2023).

Online mobile games consist of freemium and premium gaming aspects, with premium
offering a more distinct experience (Hamari et al., 2017) and allowing players to personalize the
experience (Hussain et al., 2023). Mobile games initially offered freemium services, but players
wanting additional features had to purchase premium services (Liu et al., 2015; Staykova &
Damsgaard, 2015). These premium services, which are the main source of revenue for gaming
providers (Hussain et al., 2022), include purchasing in-game currency, skins, costumes, skills,
equipment, vehicles, and items that can only be acquired with real money.

In 2021, the global online gaming market generated USD $178.2 billion revenue (Global
Web Index, 2022), and by 2022, this figure was projected to rise to USD $196 billion (Gaming
Scan, 2021). The global gaming industry is anticipated to attain nearly US$340 billion by 2027,
with much of the growth anticipated from Asia (Google et al., 2022). For instance, it was estimated
that by 2022, mobile games alone will generate $95.4 billion, or over half of the whole gaming
business (Newzoo, 2017). In Indonesia, 34% of people play games at least once a week, and 13%
spend more than one hour per day gaming (Google et al., 2022).

Online gaming communities improve players’ experience by serving as hubs for information
exchange, while also having complex socio-technological structures (Vedeikyté & Lechmanova,
2022). These communities offer insights, socialization, and theories about members’ favorite
games (Vedeikyté & Lechmanova, 2022), and may be found on plenty of websites or social media
sites where people interact with each other online, such Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, Discord,
and forums like Reddits or Quora (Vedeikyté & Lechmanova, 2022).

Online communities have seen rapid growth. In 2022, the market size for enterprise social
networks and online communities was estimated at US$ 7.3 billion, as well as has a 13.9% CAGR
avg worldwide market growth rate (CMXHub, 2022). Companies are increasingly building online
brand communities to engage with consumers (Calderon & Ramirez, 2022). As of January 2023,
there were 13,195 gaming community servers on Discord, accounting for 73% of the total number
of community servers on the platform (Discord, 2023).

In the context of service-dominant logic (SDL), the interaction between actors represents a
social and economic value co-creation process, achieved collaboratively through resource
integration. Online brand community identification plays a crucial role in this framework, acting
as a facilitator for members to engage in dialogue and collaborate in knowledge creation (Faraj et
al., 2011). As a result, it is possible to regard online brand community identification as a social
operant that plays a critical role in value generation and resource integration (Arnould et al., 2006).
When members of an online brand identify with a community, they can easily integrate resources
contributed by others in interactions (Carida et al., 2019). In the context of online games, players
interact through gaming activities within the community (Linh Pham et al., 2023).

Customers experience is diverse and multidimensional (Becker & Jaakola, 2020), varying
from person to person (Keyser et al., 2020). Previous studies have shown that value depends on
an individual’s experience (Abid et al., 2022; Medberg & Gronroos, 2020). Verleye (2015)
investigated co-creation experience dimensions, while (Cossio-Silva et al., 2016) examined the
relationship dynamics between loyalty and co-creation in behavioral as well as attitude situations.
Other studies Ye et al., (2023) explained the customers engagement’s role as well as value co-
creation at improving customers loyalty.

Even though Chen (2020) studied co-creation on virtual game communities, Grohn etlal.
(2017) explicitly examinedlthe co-creationlexperience role in games topic. Hussain et al. (2023)
investigated players' in-game co-creation experiences in premium gaming, which resulted from its
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value. However, there is a dearth of studies that addressed the influence of co-creation experience
on loyalty. It is necessary to comprehend how premium co-creation experiences affect game
loyalty, especially the effect of online brand community identification as well as the willingness
to co-create precondition on the in-gamelvalue co-creation.

SDL viewed consumers as co-producers (Vargo & Lusch, 2004), which subsequently
evolved into co-creators of value (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). It was redirected from production
outputs to actions and procedures meant to accomplish value creation, resource integration, as well
as service exchange. It also emphasized the transition from operand to operant resources (Vargo
& Lusch, 2016). Resources are assets used by businesses to create profitable products that cater to
various market niches, according to resource-advantage theory (Hunt, 1999). Even though operant
resources are relational (relationships with suppliers, customers, and competitors), organizational
(controls, routines, culture, and competencies), human (individual skills and knowledge), and
informational (knowledge about market segments, competitors, along with technology), operand
resources are typically physical objects (Hunt, 2004).

SDL pertains to how customers create value by consuming services (Grénroos, 2008). The
concept of shared value, varying on individual experience, also reflects this (Hilton et al., 2012;
Junaid et al., 2021). An integrated structure for value co-creation as an instrument of interchange
between businesses and customers is introduced by SDL (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). According to
this reasoning, "service" is the use of actors along with assets for the good of others. In this context,
resources require human processing and assessment to reach maximum potential, and since no
actor possesses all necessary resources, there emerges a process of integration, assimilation, as
well as application with other actors to optimize service provision (Vargo & Akaka, 2009; Vargo
& Lusch, 2004, 2008, 2016).

This is defined as how individuals identities align with the principles and admirable
characteristics of an online brand community (Ray et al., 2014). According to previous research,
consumers' desire to participate in valuelco-creation is significantly influenced by online brand
communities (Chapman & Dilmperi, 2022; Healy & McDonagh, 2013; Pan, 2020). For example,
Zhang et al. (2021) reported that social capital improved sense of belonging as well as positively
impacted online brand community identification (Zhao et al., 2012). Improving members' social
connections, enabling information sharing, lowering misconceptions through shared language
along with vision, and fostering social trust as well as reciprocity can promote more involvement
in value co-creation (Cao et al., 2022). Participants of online brand communities who strongly
identify with the community are more inclined to engage and work together compared to non-
members (Hsu et al., 2012). Therefore, higher levels of online brand community identification lead
to more intensive interactions and collaborations, reflecting a greater willingness to co-create.
According to the connection between online brand community identification and willingness to
co-create, a hypothesis was proposed as follows:

Hi: Online brand community identification positively affects willingness to co-create

In the SDL framework, through interactions between services and co-creation design actors,
consumers' experiences impact co-created value (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Players generate value
within the context of premium gaming by interacting with modern game technology that offers
exclusive features to premium content purchasers, including enhanced self-indulgence,
competition, sociability, customization, and functionality (Hussain et al., 2023). Therefore,
premium gaming technology facilitates the integration of resources that support shared value
creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). The mentioned attributes significantly influence players'
willingness to co-create as well as collaborate in value creation (Chen, 2020; Hussain et al., 2023)
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Superior functionality of online gameplay is the level to which advanced services improved
features and services compared to the freemium version (Hussain et al., 2023). Studies have shown
that superior functionality of premium content can improve performance, unlock new game
content, increase accessibility, personalize characters, and reduce repetition in gameplay (Macey
et al., 2020). Game service providers can launch premium content with superior functionality to
attract players, foster interaction with service providers, and facilitate the sharing of feedback
about premium services (Chen, 2020). Therefore, the subsequent hypothesis was offered:

H2: Superior functionality positively affects willingness to co-create

The increase in premium game content is due to competition, and it is strongly linked to
players' intrinsic drive to play (Wan et al., 2017). Competitiveness, in the context of in-game
purchases (e.g., developing strong game characters), can significantly influence willingness to buy
premium content (Hamari et al., 2017). Players who actively engage in online gaming and
demonstrate excellence through rankings and higher achievements (Kokko et al., 2018) are more
inclined to work together and co-design enhanced premium features in the game by using premium
services as the main tool.

Hs: Competitiveness positively affects willingness to co-create

According to(Wan et al., 2017) sociability is the practice of utilizing in-game premium
services to encourage positive social interactions between players. According to research,
intentions to play games are influenced by sociability, which includes social contact and influence
(Chen et al., 2016). As game services evolve, developers increasingly promote social interaction
and support collective gameplay (Hussain et al., 2023). Players often prioritize forming
meaningful relationships with peers in technology-enabled environments, driven by a desire for
social connections and emotional fulfillment (Heng et al., 2021). Sociability helps meet players’
needs for affiliation and social support through new, emotionally resonant relationships (Bhagat
et al., 2020).

Ha: Sociability positively affects willingness to co-create

According to (Zhang et al., 2021) personalization is the process by which unique products
are made possible by premium services in games for certain players.(Kang et al., 2016) defined
perceived personalization as the premium services capability to allow users personalizing the
gaming experiences. Gaming service providers offer personalized recommendations based on
players’ unique preferences and interests, which positively impact others within the game (Hussain
et al., 2023). Players who use personalized features and layouts show higher levels of engagement
and self-identification compared to those who do not (Green et al., 2021).

Hs: Personalization positively affects willingness to co-create

Self-indulgence in gaming concerning to the high-end services utilization to get hedonic
emotions, happiness, and fulfillment (Syahrivar et al., 2021). Much of online gameplay is driven
by hedonic activities, where players prioritize satisfying pleasurable experiences (Lee et al., 2020).
Players have different levels of self-indulgence, depending on gaming objectives and motivations
(Heydari et al., 2021). Those highly engaged in online gaming, primarily driven by the desire for
self-satisfaction (Pera & Viglia, 2015), tend to have a stronger motivation to use premium services.
He: Self-Indulgence positively affects willingness to co-create
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Through resource integration, participants engage in a value co-creation social and economic
process. As a facilitator, online brandlcommunity identification enables participants to
communicate, work together, and produce knowledge (Faraj et al., 2011). Therefore, it is possible
to think of online brand community identification as a social operant that is essential to value
generation and resource integration (Arnould et al., 2006). In community interactions, members
exchange their needs and access resources that help value co-creation integration and development
(Madhavaram & Hunt, 2008). They use assets supplied by the brand and also contribute time and
effort, working collaboratively with fellow members (Wang et al., 2023).

When online brand community members identify strongly with the community, they can
easily integrate resources contributed by others during interactions (Carida et al., 2019). Moreover,
members with high identification manage to assess these interactions' results more positively. The
value co-creationlexperience is enhanced by teamwork in the community (Wang et al., 2023).
Through this process, members benefit from both self-service and reciprocal services. Self-service
might involve customizing products or services, while reciprocal services could include increased
product offerings, new brand meanings created collectively, satisfaction in problem-solving, and
the expansion or strengthening of social relationships (Alexander & Jaakkola, 2015).

H7: Online brand community identification positively affects in-game value co-creation

An important element of co-creation is willingness to collaborate, as gaming service
providers can only do this when players agree (Handrich & Heidenreich, 2013). Players are only
motivated to co-create when the benefits outweigh the potential costs (Heidenreich & Handrich,
2015). As a result, those who are willing to collaborate provide value and enhance the gaming
experience in online gaming services (Hussain et al., 2023).

Hs: Willingness to co-create positively affects in-gamelvalue co-creation

The hedonic, cognitive, social, and pragmatic aspects of the co-creation experience are
derived from elements that players of high-end mobile games encounter (Verleye, 2015). After
paying for premium in-game services, players may enjoy high-end gaming settings, cognitive
results, social acceptability, as well as features, which leads to the development of an in-game co-
creation experience (Hussain et al., 2023; Verleye, 2015).

Game-related hedonic needs, reflecting players' desires for enjoyment, emotional
satisfaction, excitement, and fun emerge as the main drivers for players to watch and play games
(Hollebeek et al., 2022; Jang & Byon, 2020; Patzer et al., 2020). Numerous components, such as
game story, aesthetics, competitiveness, intellectual difficulties, and social connections, might
satisfy these hedonic demands (Hollebeek et al., 2022), and co-creation activities (Verleye, 2015).
In this context, co-creation activities involve collaboration in creating game ideas with service
providers, while hedonic experience refers to the pleasure derived from co-creating game ideas.
Prior research has demonstrated a strong correlation amongst in-game valuelco-creation with the
hedonic, cognitive, social, as well as co-creation experience pragmatic aspects (Hoffman & Novak,
2018; Hussain et al., 2023). Therefore, the following hypothesis was proposed:

Ho: In-game value co-creation positively affects hedonic experience

The games cognitive advantage, including cognitive experience, have been reported in
previous studies (Hong et al., 2016; Kim et al., 2022). These benefits originate from game
attributes that require various cognitive abilities from players. In this research, co-creation refers
to collaborating on game ideas with game service providers, while cognitive experience involves
the development of skills and personal growth from this collaboration (Verleye, 2015). Analysis
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has indicated a noteworthy correlation between the co-creation experiences aspects with in-
gamelvaluelco-creation (Hoffman & Novak, 2018; Hussain et al., 2023). Consequently, the
subsequent hypothesis was put forth:

Haio: In-game value co-creation positively affects cognitive experience

Social experience concerning the advantages, reputation, and sociallrecognition come from
working with service providers on game concepts (Verleye, 2015). The social interactions fostered
in game design provide players with opportunities for interaction, whether through competition or
cooperation (Chen et al., 2016). Premium gaming platforms offer improved social experience
through advanced features that help players gain recognition (Ozuem et al., 2017). Analysis has
indicated a noteworthy correlation between the co-creation experiences aspects with in-game value
co-creation (Hoffman & Novak, 2018; Hussain et al., 2023). Consequently, the subsequent
hypothesis was put forth:

Hii: In-game value co-creation positively affects social experience

The players’ inclusion in many collaborative action increases the benefits received compared
to the price paid for premium content, thereby improving pragmatic experience (Prentice et al.,
2021). In this investigation, co-creation refers to collaborating on game ideas with game service
providers, while pragmatic experience refers involves the perceived value of premium content
relative to its cost, based on the benefits derived from collaborating on game ideas with service
providers (Verleye , 2015). Research has indicated a noteworthy correlation between the co-
creation experiences aspects and in-game value co-creation (Hoffman & Novak, 2018; Hussain et
al., 2023). Consequently, the subsequent hypothesis was put forth:

Hi2: In-game value co-creation positively affects social experience

The strongest degree of customer-brand connections is brand loyalty (Balakrishnan &
Griffiths, 2018). According to previous research, loyalty is strongly impacted by co-creation
experience (Mathis et al., 2016; Mukhtar, 2017). A satisfying experience can encourage players to
develop special sentiments for the game, increase the likelihood that they will use and consume
game services, and increase affinity and trust (Kusuma, Y. S., 2014). Meanwhile, loyalty can be
positively impacted by the aspects of co-creation experience (Verleye, 2015) that stem from in-
gamelvalue co-creation. Customer loyalty in thelgaming environment is the dedication to play and
suggest the game on a regular basis (Pham et al., 2022). Therefore, the subsequent hypotheses
were put up on the connection between co-creation experience dimensions and in-game value:
His: Hedoniclexperience positively affects game loyalty
Hi4: Cognitivelexperience positively affects game loyalty
His: Social experience positivelylaffects gamelloyalty
His: Pragmatic experience positively affects gamelloyalty

Value co-creation has been shown to have a favorable impact on loyalty (Afi &lOuiddad,
2021; Cossio-Silva etlal., 2016; Loncari¢ etlal., 2017; Ye et al., 2023). In gaming, customers’
loyalty relates to the commitment to consistently play and recommend the game (Pham et al.,
2022). Hence, the hypothesis was proposed:

Hi7: In game value co-creation positively affects game loyalty

Figure 1 (see in Appendix) presents the conceptual framework, outlining the hypothesized
relationships between various constructs, such as online brand community identification, superior
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functionality, and sociability, which influence game loyalty. The framework incorporates
mediating variables like hedonic, cognitive, social, and pragmatic experiences, as well as in-game
value co-creation. These connections aim to explain how different factors contribute to players’
loyalty by enhancing their gaming experiences and engagement. The model provides a structured
approach to investigating the proposed hypotheses, offering valuable insights into loyalty-building
mechanisms in the gaming industry. It serves as a guide for empirical validation and future
research.

2. Research Methods

The 5-point Likert scales (1 being stronglyldisagree and 5 beinglstronglylagree) were used
to test the components. The following measures were obtained from pre-existing scales: hedonic
experience (Sarkar et al., 2023; Verleye, 2015), online brand community identification (Ray et al.,
2014), willingnessltolco-create (Heidenreich & Handrich, 2015), superiorlfunctionality (Balaji &
Roy, 2017), Icompetitiveness (Kim & Ross, 2006; Wan et al., 2017), sociability (Chen & Leung,
2016; Wan et al., 2017), personalization (Hussain et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2021), self-indulgence
(Syahrivar et al., 2021), in-gamelvalue co-creation (Cheung et al., 2021), cognitive, social, and
pragmatic experience (Verleye, 2015), as well as game loyalty (Cui et al., 2022; Pham et al., 2022).
A summary of the measuring items is given in Table 1 (see in Appendix).

A questionnaire was used to collect data with the purposive sampling method. The poll was
then disseminated through social media and gaming groups, offering benefits in terms of time,
money, and data quality. Furthermore, the respondents were first screened to ensure they had
played online mobile games, were members of the game community, had purchased premium
content, and had provided feedback or suggestions to game service providers. Respondents who
did not fulfill these benchmarks were excluded from further review.

A total of 326 completed responses were obtained from the 539 questionnaires that were
distributed. Furthermore, to ensure there was no bias or incomplete replies in the data, an initial
screening was carried out, and the analysis included 350 replies. This study multiplied the number
of indicators by five to calculate the lowest number of samples using the PLS-SEM method (Hair
et al., 2017). With 65 indicators, the minimum required number of respondents was 325,
confirming the adequacy of the responses obtained.

3. Results and Discussions
3.1 Characteristics of Respondents

Regarding respondents’ characteristics by gender, 243 (74.53%) were men, and 252
(77.30%) were aged between 18-24 years. A total of 164 (50.30%) respondents had a high school
education or below, and 159 (48.77%) were students. The analysis also showed that 192 (58.89%)
played games each day, with 137 (39.14%) playing for 1 — 2 hours per session. Furthermore, 145
(44.47%) spent less than Rp 100.000 on in-game purchases each month. Table 2 shows the
respondents’ demographic profiles overview.

The respondent profile shows that the majority (74.53%) of participants were male, with
most (77.30%) being between the ages of 18-24. Regarding education, a significant portion
(50.30%) had a high school level or below, followed by undergraduates at 44.78%. Students
represented the largest professional group at 48.77%, while 58.89% of respondents reported
gaming daily. Additionally, monthly in-game spending was primarily concentrated in the
<100,000 IDR range (44.47%), highlighting a tendency for minimal spending within this
demographic.
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Table 2. Respondent Profile

Measure Item N Percentage (%)
Gender
Female 83 25.46
Male 243 7453
Age
18 -24 252 77.30
25-30 66 20.24
31- 40 5 0.15
41-50 3 0.06
Education
High school or below 164 50.30
Associate or Foundation 14 042
Undergraduate 146 44.78
Masters or higher 2 0.06
Profession
Self-employed or freelancer 55  15.71
Full-time employee 64 18,29
Unemployed 48  13.71
Student 159 48.77
Gaming Frequency
Everyday 192 58,89
Several times a week 124 38.03
Once a week 5 0.15
Two to three times a month 1 0.03
Once a month 4 0.12
Gaming Time in One Session
< 30 minutes 24  6.86
30 minutes - 1 hour 127 36.29
1 hour - 2 hours 137 39.14
> 2 hours 62 17.71
Monthly In-Game Spending (Rupiah)
< 100.000 145 44.47
100.001 - 500.000 128 39.26
500.001 — 1.000.000 34 1042
1.000.001 - 2.000.000 8 0.24
2.000.001 - 3.000.000 4 0.12
3.000.001 - 5.000.000 1 0.03
5.000.001 - 7.500.000 3 0.09
> 7.500.000 3 0.09

Source: processed data

The respondent profile is further summarized in Table 2, which highlights key demographic
characteristics such as gender, age, education level, and professional background. It also provides
insights into gaming habits, including daily gaming frequency and average session duration.
Additionally, the table outlines spending behavior, showing that the majority of respondents
allocated less than Rp 100.000 for in-game purchases each month. These findings offer a
comprehensive view of the respondents' preferences and habits, emphasizing minimal spending
and moderate gaming durations.

3.2 Results of Measurement Model

This study assessed the reliability and validity of the measurement model by examining key
metrics, including outer loadings, average variance extracted (AVE), composite reliability, and
discriminant validity. Most constructs achieved satisfactory outer loadings above the 0.7 threshold
(Hair et al., 2013), with a few exceptions (e.g., WCC3, WCC8, GL2) justified by acceptable AVE
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values exceeding 0.5 (Hair et al., 2019). Reliability was further confirmed through Cronbach’s
alpha and composite reliability metrics, which consistently surpassed the 0.7 benchmark. The
results underscore the robustness of the measurement model, providing a reliable foundation for
subsequent structural analysis.

The results in Table 3 (see in Appendix) indicate that the majority of outer loadings exceed
the minimum threshold of 0.7, showcasing the reliability of these items in measuring their
respective constructs. While items such as WCC3, WCC8, and GL2 exhibit lower outer loadings
(0.5-0.6), they are retained due to their AVE values surpassing the critical threshold of 0.5,
indicating acceptable convergent validity. This balance between outer loadings and AVE values
highlights the need for cautious interpretation, particularly for constructs with marginal indicators,
as these could benefit from further refinement to enhance overall reliability and validity.

Table 4. Reliability and Convergent Validity Assessment

Construct Cronbach's Alpha Composite Reliability AVE
Online Brand Community 0.806 0.807 0.633
Identification
Superior functionality 0.777 0.779 0.602
Competitiveness 0.874 0.881 0.726
Sociability 0.868 0.868 0.720
Personalization 0.819 0.820 0.648
Self-Indulgence 0.880 0.883 0.627
Willingness to co-create 0.887 0.892 0.560
In-game value co-creation 0.860 0.864 0.642
Hedonic experience 0.928 0.929 0.822
Cognitive experience 0.941 0.943 0.809
Social experience 0.909 0.913 0.733
Pragmatic experience 0.931 0.932 0.742
Game Loyalty 0.833 0.846 0.551

Source: processed data

The reliability and validity results in Table 4 confirm that most constructs meet the
thresholds for internal consistency and convergent validity. Constructs such as "Willingness to
Co-create™" and "Game Loyalty" require particular refinement to improve their AVE values and
overall validity. Constructs with lower AVE values, such as “Willingness to Co-create” and
“Game Loyalty,” may require refinement to enhance validity.

Table 5. Discriminant Validity Analysis
CE COM  GL HE OBC PE PER SE SEL SF SOC VCC WwcCcC

CE

COM 0381

GL 0.661 0.549

HE 0.857 0.390 0.678

OBC 0.588 0.489 0.678 0.635

PE 0.508 0.526 0.528 0.567 0.473

PER 0528 0.656 0.594 0574 0.567 0.529

SE 0.865 0.493 0.699 0.789 0.611 0.653 0.586

SEL 0.579 0.665 0590 0529 0571 0461 0.709 0.616

SF 0549 0679 0679 0558 0.715 0555 0618 0.618 0.621

SOC 0511 0.828 0.633 0.535 0.508 0.533 0.688 0.550 0.730 0.639

VCC 0621 0663 0.683 0.707 0.606 0.706 0.690 0.677 0.677 0.640 0.651
WCC 0644 0.636 0.700 0.722 0.604 0.604 0.797 0.669 0.724 0.647 0.670 0.867

Source: processed data
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Discriminant validity was evaluated using the HTMT ratio, as presented in Table 5. These
results demonstrate that all HTMT values fall below the 0.9 threshold, indicating acceptable
discriminant validity and reinforcing the suitability of the constructs for structural model analysis.
This outcome emphasizes the model's ability to distinguish between related but distinct constructs
effectively, which is crucial for drawing reliable conclusions in the subsequent analysis. All values
fall below the 0.9 cutoff (Henseler et al., 2015), confirming the constructs' discriminant validity
and supporting the measurement model's robustness for further structural analysis.

3.3 Structural Model Results

After obtaining positive results for the measurement model validity and reliability, the
structural model was evaluated through the pathlcoefficients, t-value, as well as effectlsizes. To
determine the importance of the routes between the proposed associations, a one-tailed test, 5000
resamples, and 350 cases of bootstrapping resampling were employed. The results of the
hypothesis testing along with structural model evaluation are shown in Table 6. It was found that
readiness to co-create was strongly influenced by online brand community identification H11 ( =
0.122; p < 0.05,It-value = 2.414). Additionally, willingness to co-create was positively influenced
by suggested in-game premium content attributes, including self-indulgence H6 (p = 0.235; pl<
0.05, t-value = 4.100), personalization H51 (B = 0.355; p < 0.05, It-value = 6.560), and superior
functionality H2 (B = 0.100; p < 0.05, It-value = 1.850), with personalization having the strongest
effect. The readiness of players to co-create was not significantly impacted by competitiveness H3
(B =0.068; p>0.05, It-value = 1.178) or sociability H4 (§ =10.081; pI> 0.05, It-value = 1.413).

In-game valuelco-creation H8 (B=10.675; pl< 0.05, It-value = 17.343) was favorably
impacted by desire to co-create and online brand community identification H7 (B = 0.156; p <
0.05, t-value = 3.570). Also, hedonic experience H9 (B = 0.631; p < 0.05, t-value = 16.299),
cognitive experience H10 (B = 0.560; p < 0.05, t-value = 12.959), social experience H11 ( =
0.602; p < 0.05, t-value = 14.387), as well as pragmaticlexperience H12 (B = 0.637; p < 0.05, t-
value = 17.955) were found to benefit from in-game value. Game loyalty was not significantly
impacted by hedonic experience H13 (B = 0.150; p > 0.05, t-value = 1.535), cognitive experience
H14 (B = 0.133; p > 0.05, t-value = 1.120), or pragmaticlexperience H16 ( = 0.006; p > 0.05, t-
value = 0.466). The results confirmed thatlin-game value co-creation H17 (p = 0.262; p < 0.05, t-
value =4.192) as well as social experience H15 (B =0.243; p <10.05, t-value = 2.448) had a positive
effect on game loyalty. As shown in Figure 2, a total of 11 out of the 17 proposed hypotheses
received support.

Overall, the findings highlight the pivotal role of in-game value co-creation and social
experiences in fostering game loyalty. While some hypotheses did not gain support, the results
underscore the importance of personalization and community identification in promoting
willingness to co-create. These insights offer valuable implications for game developers aiming to
enhance user engagement and loyalty through targeted strategies.
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Table 6. Structural Model Results

. Path
Hypothesis coefficients T Value P value Results

H1: Online brand community
identification positively affects 0.122 2414 0.008 Supported
willingness to co-create

H2: Superior functionality positively

L 0.100 1.850 0.032 Supported
affects willingness to co-create
H3: Competitiveness positively affects 0.068 1178 0119 Not Supported
willingness to co-create
H_4: _Souablllty positively affects 0.081 1413 0.079 Not Supported
willingness to co-create
H§:_Personallzat|on positively affects 0.355 6.560 0 Supported
willingness to co-create
H6: Self-Indulgence positively affects 0.235 4100 0 Supported

willingness to co-create

H7: Online brand community
identification positively affects in-game 0.156 3.570 0.000 Supported
value co-creation

H8: Willingness to co-create positively

. - 0.675 17.343 0 Supported
affects in-game value co-creation
H9: In-game value co-creation positively 0.631 16.299 0 Supported
affects hedonic experience ' '
H10: In-game value co-creation positively 0.560 12959 0 Supported
affects cognitive experience ' '
H11: In-game value co-creation positively 0.602 14.387 0 Supported
affects social experience ' '
H12: In-game value co-creation positively 0.637 17.955 0 Supported
affects pragmatic experience ' '
H13: Hedonic experience positively 0.150 1535 0.062 Not Supported
affects game loyalty ' ' '
H14: Cognitive experience 0.133 1.120 0.131 Not Supported
positively affects game loyalty
H15: Social experience positively 0.243 2 448 0.007 Supported
affects game loyalty ' ' '
H16: Pragmatic experience 0.006 0.085 0.466 Not Supported
positively affects game loyalty
H17: In-game value co-creation positively 0.262 4192 0 Supported

affects game loyalty
Source: processed data

The findings highlight that out of the 17 proposed hypotheses, 11 were supported,
demonstrating significant relationships between online brand community identification,
personalization, and willingness to co-create. Additionally, in-game value co-creation positively
influenced cognitive, social, and pragmatic experiences, all contributing to game loyalty. These
results underscore the importance of community engagement and premium content in enhancing
players’ experiences and loyalty.

Figure 2 (see in Appendix) illustrates the structural relationships between the variables,
emphasizing the critical role of willingness to co-create and in-game value co-creation in shaping
players’ experiences and game loyalty. The diagram provides a visual representation of the
supported hypotheses, offering a comprehensive view of the interconnected factors influencing
game engagement.

According to the assumptions, players' experiences in the community have a big impact on
their motivation to work hard to study premium material. This aligns with previous studies that
emphasized the beneficial impact of online brand communities on consumers' propensity to co-
create value (Chapman & Dilmperi, 2022; Healy & McDonagh, 2013; Pan, 2020). Premium
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content, tailored to the game and including real-time instructions, significantly improves players’
willingness to engage with premium features. Although premium content helps players maintain
achievements, it does not significantly motivate in putting effort into learning the content.
According to service dominant logic theory, operant resources can integrate resources based on
knowledge and skills (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). However, this research did not assess players'
knowledge or skills, presenting a limitation. Premium content also allows players to build
friendships, but this does not significantly encourage efforts to learn premium content, presumably
because in service dominant logic, operant resources are also determined by relational factors
originating from interactions between players (Hunt, 2004). The relationships may vary depending
on the duration and depth of players’ interactions not examined in this research. Premium content
is personalized, hence, the engagement of players can foster feelings of satisfaction and relaxation,
significantly motivating to put more effort.

Camaraderie within the online brand community, along with the use of premium content, is
significant in influencing players to collaborate on collective solutions. When players are willing
to make the effort to learn premium content, it significantly impacts the ability to provide collective
solutions. Premium content motivates players to collaborate in creating game ideas with game
providers, offering an exciting experience that fosters innovations, allows connection with other
players who have similar interests, and provides fair rewards, an experience felt individually.
Individual experience determines value in a unique and phenomenological way, as stated in the
fundamental principles of SDL. (Abid et al.,12022; Vargo & Lusch, share similar interests 2016).
While this experience may not be significant for players to recommend the game to others, the
shared experience of meeting like-minded players and working collectively to provide solutions
boosts confidence in recommending the game.

4. Conclusions

This study investigated factors influencing players’ willingness to participate in co-creation,
such as self-indulgence, competition, sociability, online brand community affiliation,
functionality, and customization, as well as the impact of these factors on in-game value co-
creation and overall co-creation experiences. Findings revealed that premium gaming attributes,
particularly personalization and self-indulgence, significantly enhanced players’ readiness to co-
create (Hussain et al., 2023), while competition, sociability, and functionality were less influential.
Identification with online brand communities emerged as a key factor in value generation,
facilitating resource integration and enhancing co-creation experiences (Ray et al., 2014; Wang et
al., 2023). Co-creation willingness positively influenced dimensions such as hedonic, cognitive,
social, and pragmatic experiences, which in turn shaped game loyalty, with social experiences
playing a particularly significant role (Verleye, 2015; Mathis et al., 2016). Managerial implications
emphasized the need for mobile game service providers to prioritize premium content, foster active
community engagement, and develop platforms for feedback and collaboration to strengthen
player loyalty and enhance market competitiveness.
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Table 1. Measuring ltems

Construct Code Indicator Reference
Online Brand Community OBCI1 I am very attached to the online brand community. (Ray et al., 2014)
Identification OBCI2 The members of the online gaming community and | share the same
goals.
OBCI3 My friendships with members of the online gaming community are very
meaningful.
OBCl4 If members of the online gaming community are up to something, | would
consider it something "we" do rather than something "they" do.
Superior functionality SF1 In-game premium content offers superior and interactive features. (Balaji & Roy, 2017)
SF2 In-game premium content is aware and adapts to the gameplay.
SF3 In-game premium content provides information related to game
instruction in real time.
SF4 In-game premium content allows me to complete my gaming levels in a
short time.
Competitiveness CcoM1 In-game premium content helps me to be the best in the game. (Wan et al., 2017)
COM2 In-game premium content helps me to compete with other gamers in the
game.
COoM3 In-game premium content maintains my achievements in the game.
ComM4 I like to play games with in-game premium content to prove to other (Kim & Ross, 2006)
players that | am the best.
Sociability SOC1 In-game premium content enables me to get a good impression from (Wan et al., 2017)
other players.
SOC2 In-game premium content enables me to develop good social
relationships with other players.
SOC3 In-game premium content enables me to form close friendships
with other players.
SOC4 In-game premium content enables me to communicate with friends. (Chen & Leung, 2016)
Personalization PER1 | set up premium content to use it the way | want to. (Zhang et al., 2021)
PER2 I have adapted in-game premium content to meet my gaming needs.
PER3 I have chosen in-game premium content that suits my usage style.
PER4 | feel that in-game premium content is personalized for my usage. (Hussain et al., 2022)
Self-Indulgence SEL1 Playing a game with in-game premium content makes me happy. (Syahrivar et al., 2021)
SEL2 Playing a game with in-game premium content reduces my stress level.
SEL3 Playing a game with in-game premium content makes me relax.
SEL4 Playing a game with in-game premium content stimulates my adrenaline.
SEL5 Playing a game with in-game premium content stimulates my curiosity.
SEL 6 Playing a game with in-game premium content stimulates my

imagination.
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Construct Code Indicator Reference
Willingness to co-create WCC1 I am willing to interact with in-game premium content to fulfil my needs.  (Heidenreich & Handrich, 2015)
WCC2 | am persistent in learning how in-game premium content works.
WCC3 In order for in-game premium content work, I am willing to provide
personal information.
WCC4 I am willing to configure the game based on my ideas.
WCC5 To learn how in-game premium content works, | am willing to put in a
lot of effort.
WCC6 I am willing to collaborate with a game company to improve in-game
premium content.
WCC7 I am willing to collaborate with the game company to improve my overall
gaming experience.
WCC8 I am willing to provide personal information to use premium content in
the game.
In-game value co-creation VCC1 | often suggest how gaming companies can improve in-game premium (Cheung et al., 2021)
content.
VCC2 I often express my personal needs through in-game premium content.
VCC3 I often find solutions to game problems through in-game premium
content.
VCC4 I am actively involved when gaming companies communicate new
premium products/services.
VCC5 In-game premium content encourages me to come up with solutions
together.
Hedonic experience HE1 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider is a fun experience. (Verleye, 2015)
HE2 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider is an exciting experience.
HE3 | enjoy co-creating game ideas with gaming provider.
HE4 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider is an interesting (Sarkar etal., 2023)
experience.
Cognitive experience CE1l Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider can improve my skills. (Verleye, 2015)
CE2 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider makes me gain new
knowledge or skills.
CE3 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider allows me to keep up with
new ideas and innovations.
CE4 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider enables me to come up
with new ideas.
CE5 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider can test my capabilities.
Social experience SE1 The interaction in co-creating game ideas with gaming provider is (Verleye, 2015)
pleasant.
SE?2 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider allows me to connect with

other people.
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Construct Code Indicator Reference
SE3 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider make others aware of my
knowledge and ideas.
SE4 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider allows me to make a good
impression on other people.
SE5 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider allows me to meet others
with whom | share similar interests.
Pragmatic experience PE1 I got a compensation according to the effort put into co-creating game (Verleye, 2015)
ideas with gaming provider
PE2 I got a fair rewards from co-creating game ideas with gaming provider
PE3 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider puts the quality of the game
in my hands
PE4 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider makes an impact on the
degree to which my preference were met.
PE5 I got an appropriate reward in return for my input in co-creating game
ideas with gaming provider
PE6 Co-creating game ideas with gaming provider allows me to have
influence over the quality of the game.
Game Loyalty GL1 I think this game is better than other games. (Cui et al., 2022)
GL2 If someone makes a negative comments on this game, | will defend it.
GL3 If possible, I would like to play a role in the development of this game.
GL4 I will play this game for the next few years. (Pham et al., 2022)
GL5 | say positive things about this game to other people.
GL6 I recommend this game to anyone who seeks my advice.

Source: processed data
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Table 3. Measurement Model Assessment

Construct Items Outer loadings
Online Brand Community Identification OBCI1 0.759
OBCI2 0.783
OBCI3 0.824
OBCl4 0.815
Superior functionality SF1 0.826
SF2 0.823
SF3 0.739
SF4 0.707
Competitiveness comMm1 0.869
COM2 0.799
COM3 0.902
COoM4 0.834
Sociability SOC1 0.752
SOC2 0.896
SOC3 0.880
SOC4 0.857
Personalization PER1 0.792
PER2 0.807
PER3 0.828
PER4 0.792
Self-Indulgence SEL1 0.719
SEL2 0.804
SEL3 0.850
SEL4 0.760
SEL5 0.823
SEL6 0.789
Willingness to co-create WCC1 0.784
WCC2 0.788
WCC3 0.680
WCC4 0.757
WCC5 0.815
WCC6 0.749
WCC7 0.723
WCCS8 0.676
In-game value co-creation VCC1 0.769
VCC2 0.744
\VVCC3 0.788
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Construct Items Outer loadings
VCC4 0.834
VCC5 0.864
Hedonic experience HE1 0.918
HE2 0.920
HE3 0.877
HE4 0.912
Cognitive experience CEl 0.898
CE2 0.908
CE3 0.906
CE4 0.907
CE5 0.879
Social experience SE1 0.847
SE2 0.874
SE3 0.821
SE4 0.853
SE5 0.885
Pragmatic experience PE1 0.855
PE2 0.878
PE3 0.848
PE4 0.871
PE5 0.874
PE6 0.842
Game Loyalty GL1 0.735
GL2 0.548
GL3 0.741
GL4 0.738
GL5 0.824
GL6 0.834

Source: processed data
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