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ABSTRACT

This theoretical chapter links the field of corporate heritage (branding) scholarship with the
emerging co-creation perspective and approach to corporate branding. By adopting a co-
creational perspective, this chapter argues that corporate heritage and corporate heritage
brands are always also co-created by multiple stakeholders (internal and external) and not
only marketers or managers alone. It suggests that stakeholders actively shape the temporal
relations between past, present and future that are constitutive for corporate heritage (brands).
By drawing on the insights from the corporate heritage (branding) literature and combining it
with a synthesis of the co-creation perspective, the chapter outlines key co-creation processes
characteristic of corporate heritage (brands): valorising, (re)interpreting, manifesting,
appropriating, augmenting the past in the present and for the future as heritage. These
processes are linked to temporal co-creation as an additional generic form of corporate brand
co-creation in addition to the co-creation of value, meaning, identity and experience. Finally,
a conceptual framework is developed to show the links between these different processes and
dimensions of co-creation as they apply to corporate heritage (brands).

This is the final version of a book chapter to be published in The Routledge Companion to Corporate
Branding edited by Iglesias, O., Ind, N. and Schultz, M. Please refer to the published chapter and edited
book for citation purposes. ISBN 978-0-367-47663-2 (hbk) DOI 10.4324/9781003035749
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1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter seeks to link the field of corporate heritage (branding) scholarship (see Balmer,
2017 for an overview) with the emerging co-creation perspective and approach to corporate
branding (lglesias et al., Al). Both research areas have grown in popularity within marketing
in recent years but have not yet been discussed in conjunction specifically. This is surprising
because corporate heritage (branding) researchers stress the important role of stakeholders -
past, present and future - for corporate heritage brands and identities (Balmer, 2017; Lee and
Davies, 2019) while corporate branding scholars adopting a co-creational perspective
highlight the role of history and the past, for example (lglesias et al., 2020).

By adopting a co-creational perspective, I argue in this chapter that corporate heritage and
corporate heritage brands are always also predicated on the temporal agency of multiple
stakeholders (internal and external) and not only marketers or managers alone. Temporal
agency broadly refers to the ability of stakeholders to shape and influence, produce and
reproduce temporal relations that have constitutive import for their own subjectivities as well
as the organisational, social and cultural contexts they inhabit (Emirbayer and Mishe, 1998).
This implies that the relevance of corporate heritage and corporate heritage brands is
dependent on the specific socio-historical context and situation in which some aspects of an
organisation’s and/or brand’s past are turned into heritage through the active involvement of
stakeholders too. They are not simply passive perceivers of corporate heritage (brands) but
through their temporal agency stakeholders actively establish meaningful links between past,
present and future that are constitutive for corporate heritage and the strategic efficacy of
corporate heritage brands. In other words, what constitutes corporate heritage and its
relevance and consequence for the organisation and its stakeholders is always negotiated and
co-created (Balmer and Burghausen, 2019) as much as corporate brands are co-created in
terms of their value, meaning etc.

First, the general background and wider context of this chapter’s focus on corporate heritage
(branding) is outlined providing a concise overview of this emerging field of scholarship. The
subsequent parts establish and discuss conceptual aporias and implications of the notion of
corporate heritage and corporate heritage brands from the paradigmatic position of co-
creation in a dynamic socio-cultural and multi-stakeholder context.

2. BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT OF CORPORATE HERITAGE
(BRANDING)

The research area of corporate heritage (branding) has seen growing scholarly support since
its formal inception 15 years ago (Balmer et al., 2006, Urde et al., 2007). In recent years,
marketing researchers have garnered a body of empirical evidence and conceptual works (see
Balmer, 2017) that has established the concept of heritage and with it the problem of
temporality - broadly understood here as the relation(s) between past, present and future - as
an important contemporary marketing and branding topic in its own right. This concern goes
beyond and is different from the traditional interest in the history of marketing as a discipline
and practice or the use of the historical method in marketing (Balmer and Burghausen, 2019;
cf. Jones and Tadajewski, 2016).
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2.1 Heritage and other temporal concepts in marketing and beyond

The growing interest in corporate heritage (branding) specifically originated with the work of
John Balmer, Stephen Greyser and Mats Urde who formally introduced the concepts of
corporate heritage and corporate heritage brands to marketing and branding in two
foundational articles (Balmer et al., 2006; Urde et al., 2007). Of course, the term “heritage’ is
being used in the branding and marketing literature by others and had been so before 2006
already. However, these contributions frequently do not focus on heritage as the main
concept of interest (e.g. Brown et al., 2003) or use it very loosely as a generic label in lieu of
other concepts or issues of primary concern. For example, various contributions use the term
for simply denoting temporal progression, change or accrual over time (Berthon et al., 2003);
longevity, maturity and age of an organisation or its brand (Aaker, 1996); or historical
references and temporal associations vis-a-vis a (corporate) brand (Keller and Lehman 2006).
Mostly, though, the term ‘heritage’ has been and is often still being used in marketing and
branding scholarship as a mere synonym for various other temporal modes - most
prominently standing for history or the past per se - without further specification, elaboration
or a dedicated adoption of the concept of heritage itself (Burghausen and Balmer, 2014a;
Balmer and Burghausen, 2015a).

Further, there is a parallel and related stream of scholarly work in marketing that is concerned
with the notion of brand heritage and heritage brands (Wiedmann et al., 2011; Rose et al.,
2016). This research area is interested in the effects of brand heritage for product and service
branding vis-a-vis consumers (Orth et al., 2019; Pecot et al., 2019; Mencarelli et al., 2020)
but not corporate heritage (branding) as such (but cf. Santos at al., 2016; Pecot and de
Barnier, 2018). Because of the great overlap and interdependence between product, service
and corporate branding, both fields of brand scholarship have productively influenced each
other and have jointly contributed to the growing intertest in heritage and related temporal
concepts within marketing in general (see Pecot, E23). Due to the focus of this volume on
corporate brands and this chapter’s concern with the contributions and relevance of corporate
heritage (branding) scholarship, though, I do not elaborate on this stream.

Concurrently, marketing has seen a lasting intertest in consumer nostalgia (Holbrook et al.,
2003) and nostalgia advertising (Muehling and Sprott, 2004), retro-branding (Brown at al.,
2003), history marketing (Schug, 2003) and other forms of marketing and consumption for
which temporal relations between past, present and future are of importance (de Groot, 2009).
The same goes for the various topical and timely strands of research on history, memory and
temporality in management and organization studies. Various research streams of
management research have been stablished with potential relevance for corporate heritage
and corporate branding scholarship. These include but are not limited to questions of the
various ‘uses of the past’ (Wadhwani et al., 2018) and the role of history (Hatch and Schultz,
2017; Suddaby et al., 2019), memory (Anteby and Molnar, 2012) and temporality (Hernes
and Schultz, 2020) in instrumental, conceptual and methodological terms (Bucheli and
Wadhwani, 2013); including apropos organisational identities and identification (Schultz and
Hernes, 2013; Ravasi et al., 2019). At the same time the concept of heritage as it has been
developed and discussed within marketing could be highly relevant for the above debates too
(see Balmer and Burghausen, 2015b; Andersen, 2020). Yet, there has been to date little or no
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dialogue between organisation theory and management research on the one hand and
corporate heritage and brand heritage scholarship on the other. This dialogue is overdue but
again beyond the scope of this chapter.

More generally, the above developments indicate a fundamental reorientation within business
and management studies as well as marketing witnessing a new, or better renewed interest in
history (Maclean et al., 2020), the past (Balmer and Burghausen, 2019) and temporality
(Dawson and Sykes, 2016) akin to a ‘historic turn’ (Clark and Rowlinson, 2004). Similar
‘turns’ have been suggested for the social sciences and humanities (Adam, 1995; Tamm and
Olivier, 2019) and fundamental temporal shifts in the relation between past, present and
future have been observed within current societies more widely (Assmann, 2013; Hartog,
2015; Landwehr, 2016). The same goes for the scholarly interest in and quotidian popularity
of heritage and other temporal concepts such as memory as social and cultural phenomena
(Lowenthal, 1998; Zerubavel, 2004). The interest in corporate heritage (branding) can be
seen as a contribution to these debates and a manifestation of these wider trends and shifts.

2.2 Foundations of corporate heritage (branding)

More specifically, corporate heritage (branding) scholars have suggested and shown that
certain organisations and/or their corporate brands exhibit and can be characterised by
particular traits that qualify as a kind of ‘institutional heritage’ (Balmer et al., 2006), which is
in simplified terms ‘the heritage of an organisation’ that is distinct from the organisation’s
past or history per se (Urde et al., 2007; Burghausen and Balmer, 2014a).

Some organisations, it has been shown, successfully leverage this ‘institutional heritage’ for
corporate marketing and/or branding purposes as corporate heritage. Heritage in that sense
is about meaningful and relevant organisational and/or brand traits that are valued by and
valuable for internal and external stakeholders in the present not only because of a
retrospective link to the past but concurrently due to a prospective link to an envisioned
future (Burghausen and Balmer, 2014a). Thus, it is not only about an actual or perceived
inheritance from the past (cf. Pecot and de Barnier, 2017) but always also about a bequest to
the future (Burghausen, 2013) that turns some aspect of the past into heritage and not mere
history, for example. Drawing on these insights, corporate heritage is defined as:

‘...all the traits and aspects of an organisation [and/or corporate brand] that link its
past, present, and future in a meaningful and relevant way. Thus, it refers to some
aspect of an organisation’s [and/or corporate brand’s] past that is still deemed by
current internal and/or external stakeholders to be relevant and meaningful for
contemporary concerns and purposes but concurrently perceived as worth to be
maintained and nurtured for future generations; it is the selectively appropriated and
valorised past [...] or “all that is (still) relevant” in the light of contemporary concerns
and purposes.’ (Burghausen and Balmer 2014a, p. 394-5).

The above definition clearly already identifies and stresses the importance of all stakeholders
(including consumers) and their pivotal role in constituting corporate heritage.
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Apart from leveraging corporate heritage for corporate marketing purposes more generally
(e.g. corporate websites, advertising, anniversaries, museums), it has been suggested that
certain organisations utilise it for corporate branding specifically (Urde et al., 2007).

Thus, a distinction has been made between corporate heritage brands proper and corporate
brands with a heritage (Urde et al., 2007). The former are corporate brands with a dedicated
brand identity and positioning based on and derived from the corporate heritage while the
latter do not utilise the corporate heritage for that purpose specifically (Urde et al., 2007). For
example, while department stores Selfridges and Fortnum & Mason in London both boast a
rich and meaningful corporate heritage, only the latter of the pair would qualify as a corporate
heritage brand in the above sense. The activation and utilisation of corporate heritage as a
branding asset is contingent and thus a strategic decision (Urde et al., 2007; Balmer, 2011b).
Similarly, while all organisations evolve some form of identity - corporate and/or
organisational - (Hatch and Schultz, 2000) not every organisation requires a corporate brand
(Balmer and Gray, 2003). The latter is a strategic decision too.

The same group of scholars also argued from the beginning that corporate (brand) heritage
potentially affords these organisations a competitive advantage if used, managed, and
maintained as a strategic resource and asset underpinning their corporate brand identity and
positioning (Urde et al. 2007). However, they also cautioned that the usefulness and
effectiveness of heritage-based corporate branding is not a given or universally feasible per
se. It requires strategic deliberation (of internal and external circumstance and context) and
ongoing, carful and dedicated management stewardship of the corporate heritage and, if
applicable, the corporate heritage brand (Balmer et al. 2006; Urde et al. 2007).

The notion of corporate heritage (brand) stewardship outlines fundamental management
requirements of said brands (Urde et al., 2007; Balmer, 2011b), which was later empirically
substantiated and developed into a coherent management framework (see Burghausen and
Balmer, 2014b; Burghausen and Balmer, 2015). These management imperatives refer to the
uncovering, validating, articulating, activating, relating, adopting and finally protecting of the
corporate heritage of an organisation and/or its corporate brand (Urde et al., 2007,
Burghausen and Balmer, 2014b; cf. Iglesias et al., 2020). These imperatives (and activities)
are based on - at once - retrospective brand exploration as well as prospective brand
strategizing in order to maintain the relevance of the corporate heritage for current and future
purposes (Balmer, 2011b; Moussa and de Barnier, 2020). This concurrence of retrospection
and prospection may lead managers to uncover or rediscover some aspect of the past as a
latent corporate (brand) heritage that can be activated for current marketing purposes and a
future-oriented strategic renewal and innovation too (Cooper et al., 2015; Santos et al., 2016;
Sammour et al., 2020).

Since 2006, the field of corporate (brand) heritage has blossomed in conceptual and empirical
terms. Subsequent research and publications have considerably substantiated, broadened and
advanced the area. The stream of conceptual and empirical research has successfully
employed corporate heritage and related concepts as a theoretical lens and shown their
descriptive and explanatory efficacy in relation to corporate heritage branding in varied
contexts and beyond (see Balmer and Burghausen 2015a; Balmer 2017 for overviews).
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2.3 Key conceptual traits of corporate heritage (branding)

More broadly, the scholarly domain of corporate heritage (branding) is concerned with
certain organisational and marketing phenomena - such as corporate heritage (Balmer et al.,
2006) and corporate heritage brands (Urde et al., 2007) - that are characterised inter alia by a
specific temporal relation between past, present and future, viz. omni-temporality (Balmer,
2013).

Conceptually, omni-temporality sets corporate heritage apart from other temporal modes such
as corporate history, memory, tradition, nostalgia etc. (Burghausen and Balmer, 2014a;
Balmer and Burghausen, 2019). It is a defining feature of corporate heritage brands too
(Balmer, 2013). For the purpose of this chapter, omni-temporality ‘refers to the conflation of
the temporal strata of past, present and future into a new temporal form that is qualitatively
different from each stratum separately’ (Burghausen, forthcoming). This quality manifests as
a corporate heritage brand’s perceived ‘timelessness’ (Urde et al., 2007) or ‘relative
invariance’ (Balmer, 2011a, 2013), based on an actual and/or perceived intergenerational
continuity (Balmer, 2013), despite substantive and/or symbolic changes over time (Balmer,
2011a, 2013; also see Brunninge and Hartmann, 2019). In other words, corporate heritage
and corporate heritage brands are paradoxical as they seem to stay the same while
nonetheless changing over time (Balmer, 2011a, 2013; Cooper et al., 2020).

In addition to the above mentioned key trait of omni-temporality as a defining quality of
corporate heritage and corporate heritage brands (Balmer, 2013; Burghausen, forthcoming),
various other related traits have been established through conceptual (Balmer, 2011a, 2013)
and empirical work (Burghausen and Balmer, 2014b; Balmer and Chen, 2017) such as such
as intergenerational continuity or relative invariance and perceived trait constancy (see Lee
and Davies, 2019; Spielmann et al., 2019; Cooper at al., 2020). These complementary traits
qualify the notion of omni-temporality and distinguish corporate heritage brands further but
are not elaborated here (see Balmer, 2017 for an explication).

These defining and qualifying traits already imply the involvement of stakeholders. For
example, corporate heritage brands in practice often acquire additional relevance for
stakeholders as cultural markers of identity beyond the organisation itself, such as for
communities, places or cultural groupings (Burghausen and Balmer, 2014b; Balmer and
Chen, 2017; Spielmann et al., 2019). They resume this wider social and cultural role qua their
status as corporate heritage brands and their relation to other ‘heritages’ too (e.g. communal,
industrial, national etc.). For instance, the status and appeal of Shepherd Neame (a UK
brewery based in Faversham, Kent) as a corporate heritage brand is not only predicated on its
own omni-temporality, its inter-generational continuity over time as ‘Britain’s Oldest
Brewer’ (Burghausen, 2013), but concurrently rests on a substantive and symbolic link with
the past, present and future of Faversham (communal), Kent (regional), the UK (national) as
well as the industrial heritage of brewing and hop growing in these geographies and so on
(Burghausen, 2013). Recently, Spielmann at al. (2019) have shown a similar dynamic for
wineries across cultural contexts while Balmer and Chen (2015) show the wider socio-
cultural relevance of the Chinese brand Tong Ren Tang as a corporate heritage brand.
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Finally, the power of corporate heritage brands rests on the interplay between a perceived or
ascribed authenticity of the corporate heritage (brand) due to the above characteristics
(Balmer, 2011b; Hudson and Balmer, 2013). Mutual trust and affinity of stakeholders with
the corporate brand and its heritage across generations are co-constitutive too (Balmer,
2011b). Thus, the status of the corporate heritage brand itself and its wider socio-cultural
import and appeal for stakeholders as mentioned above are requirements for the mutual and
reciprocal authenticity, trust and affinity of corporate heritage brands with stakeholders and
vice versa (Balmer, 2011b, Burghausen, 2013; cf. Hatch and Schultz, 2017). This notion of
reciprocity implies active stakeholder involvement and engagement and already augurs to
some extent a co-creation approach to corporate heritage (brands).

2.4 Key constitutive processes of corporate heritage (branding)

In addition to the defining conceptual traits of corporate heritage (branding) mentioned
above, the corporate heritage (branding) literature has also identified a number of constitutive
processes that underpin it. Consequently, the above generic conceptual traits can be said to be
based on and are derived from five interdependent and ongoing transformations of the past
into corporate heritage (Burghausen, forthcoming; also see Balmer, 2017; Balmer and
Burghausen, 2019). These transformations are predicated on activities and practices that
frequently involve stakeholders and are thus highly pertinent for this chapter. From the extant
literature the following generic processes of transformation can be synthesised:

e Valorising the past in the present and for the future: This is the selective investment of the
past as heritage vis-a-vis an organisation and/or its brand with value in the present and
concurrently(!) with an assumed value for the future by and for stakeholders (Urde et al.,
2007; Burghausen and Balmer 2014a).

e (Re)interpreting the past in the present and for the future: This is the imbuing with
symbolic relevance of a selected past as heritage vis-a-vis an organisation and/or its brand
that is temporally extended beyond the past itself. It is being given a new or expanded
meaning by and for stakeholders in the present and for the future, which is different from
the meaning of the past per se (Balmer 2011a; Burghausen and Balmer 2014a; Brunninge
and Hartmann, 2019).

e Appropriating the past in the present and for the future: This is the active acceptance and
adoption (i.e. ‘taking ownership’) of a selected past as heritage vis-a-vis an organisation
and/or its brand by managers, consumers and/or other stakeholders. It becomes to them
concurrently(!) ‘our inheritance’ in the present and ‘our bequest’ made to the future,
which affords opportunities and responsibilities but may also be a constraint, burden as
well as a source for contestation and resistance (Balmer 2013; Burghausen and Balmer
2014b; Brunninge and Hartmann, 2019).

e Augmenting the past in the present and for the future: This is the ascription of socially and
culturally relevant identity roles and affiliations of the organisation and/or its brand qua
heritage by and for stakeholders, which goes beyond the organisation and/or corporate
brand itself. It is predicated on a substantive and/or symbolic (direct or vicarious) link
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between the past, present and future of the organisation and/or its brand vis-a-vis a wider
socio-cultural context (Balmer 2013; Balmer and Chen, 2017).

e Manifesting the past in the present and for the future: This is the substantive actualisation
and affective experience of the past as heritage vis-a-vis an organisation and/or its brand
through meaningful cultural artefacts and social practices by and for stakeholders
(Hudson, 2011; Santos et al. 2016; Burghausen, forthcoming).

These transformations are interdependent processes which implies that the ongoing
translation of some aspect of the past into heritage is co-dependent on an all five processes
that can be depicted as a continuous cycle of constitutive activities and practices (figure 1).

<INSERT FIGURE 1>

To illustrate this, the past of an organisation and/or brand becomes heritage because it (still)
adds some form of value for the organisation and its stakeholders in the present and for an
envisaged future. It is not simply a past that stakeholders commemorate (in a corporate brand
museum, for example) but a past that (still) has instrumental and/or symbolic relevance and
import (e.g. the use of archival materials for product and process innovations, the legacy of a
founder’s ethos shaping the current corporate culture; a sense of familiarity and stability
derived from the continuity of the organisation and its brand). Yet, by investing the past with
additional value in the present and for the future its meaning also changes (it is not mere
history or memory that informs the present). As such, valorisation always also requires
(re)interpretation and by reinterpreting the meaning of the past it acquires additional symbolic
value as heritage in the present and for the future too. Even further, the past is valuable to us
as heritage only insofar it is or becomes ‘our heritage’ through the process of appropriation,
taking ownership of the past, which in turn again requires a changed meaning through
(re)interpretation.

Likewise, the wider socio-cultural relevance of a corporate heritage (brand) is based on an
augmentation of its role and affiliations beyond the organisation or its brand. This in turn
necessitates the (re)interpretation of the temporal relations not only between the past, present
and future of the organisation or its brand but also relation with the past, present and future of
other social and cultural entities such as a community, nation, industry and so on. Yet, it is
often this wider socio-cultural relevance of the corporate heritage (brand) which adds value in
the present and for a future.

Finally, the past as corporate heritage needs to be given some substantive and affective form
in the present through cultural artifacts and social practices in order to have a continued value
for the organisation and its stakeholders. It is not merely a ‘dead past’ but a ‘living past’ that

8
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is very much present as heritage. By being very much present in the sense that it can be
experienced as heritage the past still adds value, has meaning and can be made into our own,
often with an appeal way beyond the organisation and its brand alone.

Thus, these are also expansive processes that potentially anchors the past as heritage in the
present and for the future, beyond the focal organisation and corporate brand, within the
wider socio-cultural context of shared cultural meanings, value and identities. As such,
corporate heritage brands can acquire a relevance akin to cultural heritage for certain groups,
a community or a place (see Balmer and Chen, 2015, 2017). Take for example the strong and
vociferous reactions to the closure of Whitechapel Bell Foundry in London and the
community campaign to safe it and its heritage (O’Brien, 2021). This expanded relevance of
the past as corporate heritage beyond the organisation itself is always also a shared relevance;
a relevance related to shared value, meaning, identity and experience for now and in the
future that requires the active involvement of stakeholders to be of instrumental efficacy and
constitutive import.

3. CORPORATE HERITAGE (BRAND) CO-CREATION

The so far presented foundations, conceptual traits and constitutive processes derived from
the extant corporate heritage (branding) literature already indicate an active role of internal
and external stakeholders. Thus, apart from managerial stewardship, the above
transformations always also imply and require stakeholders actively shaping the temporal
relations between past, present and future, viz. temporal agency. By exercising their temporal
agency through the valorisation, (re)interpretation, appropriation, augmentation and
manifestation of the past in the present and for the future, stakeholders transform aspects of
the past into corporate heritage and jointly constitute the key traits of corporate heritage
brands too. Moreover, the contemporary bearing of a corporate heritage brand itself and its
wider socio-cultural relevance and appeal are likewise actively negotiated with multiple
stakeholders. For this notion to be conceptually, empirically and pragmatically relevant and
efficacious adopting a co-creation approach to corporate heritage branding is warranted and
timely.

Yet, the original contributions by Balmer and colleagues and most subsequent contributions
too are very much still steeped in a more traditional instrumental reading of corporate
heritage (branding). So far, the main body of research on corporate heritage and corporate
heritage brands has largely adopted a managerial approach (but cf. Brunninge and Hartmann,
2019; Balmer and Burghausen, 2019) but not yet a decidedly co-creational perspective. As
such, the question of how stakeholders, other than marketers and managers, are actively
involved in the constitution and also contestation of corporate heritage and corporate heritage
brands remains obscured and requires further conceptual and empirical work. The co-creation
approach to corporate branding offers a perspective that has the potential to clarify and
specify the above; lifting the veil of obscurity that still muffles corporate heritage (branding)
in this respect.
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3.1 Corporate brand co-creation and stakeholder agency

The co-creation approach to corporate brand management is the logical next step in the
development of our field (Hatch and Schultz, 2010; Ind et al., 2013). It takes seriously the
original notion of stakeholder orientation as suggested by the earliest contributions (Balmer,
1995; Ind, 1997) as well as subsequent elaborations of corporate branding (Hatch and
Schultz, 2001; Balmer and Gray, 2003; Knox and Bickerton, 2003).

However, this new perspective acknowledges more explicitly the active involvement and
engagement of stakeholders in the creation of value (Iglesias et al., 2013), meanings
(Vallaster and von Wallpach, 2013), identities (von Wallpach et al., 2017; Iglesias et al.,
2020) and experiences (Stach, 2019), to name just few important dimensions and aspects of
co-creation (see Ind and Coates, 2013).

It addresses, inter alia, the challenges posed by shifting, blurring and dissolving boundaries of
organisations, within and between their internal and external spheres (Hatch and Schultz,
1997, Hatch and Schultz, 2009). This perspective strives to come to terms with the fluid,
dynamic and less stable articulations of corporate (brand) identities (da Silveira et al., 2013),
which are negotiated (Gregory, 2007) through constant interaction and dialogue with
stakeholders (Johansen and Nielsen, 2011; Cornelissen et al., 2012). The co-creation
perspective also addresses the embedded nature of corporate brands as they are constituted in
fragmented, polyvocal and often contradictory organisational and institutional environments
of acting and activist stakeholder groups (Handelman, 2006; Palazzo and Basu, 2007;
Kornum et al., 2017).

It represents an extension of the ‘shared ownership’ (Balmer, 2006, 2010) and corporate
brand covenant perspective (Balmer and Greyser, 2003), coming to term with the more
widely ‘shared control’ (Hatch and Schultz, 2009, 2010) of corporate brands; sometimes akin
to a perceived or actual loss of managerial control over them (Fisher and Smith, 2011;
Iglesias and Bonet, 2012). From a co-creational point of view the substance and relevance of
corporate brands - their value, identity and meaning - cannot be decided by management
alone.

| see this development towards a co-creational perspective as a timely and warranted
evolution rather than revolution in our thinking about corporate brands that ought to influence
theorizing and practice in the future more directly. It raises important and challenging
questions about participation, conscientiousness, ethicality and sustainability regarding
corporate brands vis-a-vis multiple active stakeholders and their interests (Iglesias et al., this
book Al). There is no monolithic public, there are no passive audiences and no accepting
constituents anymore, if they ever were in the first place.

The extant scholarly debate re corporate brand co-creation often revolves around questions of
value in various ways and contexts (Ind and Coates, 2013). The extent and quality of
stakeholder participation varies between tactical and strategic managerial views and/or
between instrumental and collaborative approaches to stakeholder involvement and
engagement (Ind et al., 2017).

10
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The above is linked to the question whether co-creation is primarily seen and used as a
tactical or strategic tool (Frow et al., 2015) - a mere instrumental extension of managerial
agency in fact - in order to appropriate value for the firm (e.g. through product and service
innovation and market intelligence generated with the help of consumers and/or their data
and information, for example) or as a truly participatory and reciprocal endeavour of value
creation and sharing (Hatch and Schultz, 2010; Ind et al., 2013; Ramaswamy and Ozcan,
2016).

The challenge of genuine participatory and reciprocal corporate brand co-creation is not only
a question of by whom, where and when value creation takes place or how that value is
eventually shared between firm and stakeholders. It is also a question of ‘shared control’ over
the corporate brand (Hatch and Schultz, 2009, 2010), its value, identity and meaning(s) that
potentially and actually reduces managerial control and alters managerial agency (Fisher and
Smith, 2011; Iglesias and Bonet, 2012; Ind, 2014).

Sharing control requires continuous negotiation (Gregory, 2007) and dynamic alignment
(Balmer, 2012) as well as constant interaction and dialogue with stakeholders (Johansen and
Nielsen, 2011; Cornelissen et al., 2012). This also raises the question of how feasible are an
assumed stability, coherence and specificity of a corporate (brand) identity (Moingeon, B.
and Ramanantsoa, 1997) and its meaning(s) more generally under the precepts and conditions
of co-creation (da Silveira et al., 2013; Iglesias et al., 2013).

Consequently, there has been a shift in our focus from enduring to evolving traits (Balmer,
2010) on towards an emergentist, constructionist and relational perspective on the
constitution and gestation of corporate brands (Iglesias et al., 2013; Biraghi and Gambetti,
2015).

In addition, shared control implies fluidity, fragmentation and polyvocality (Schmeltz and
Kjeldsen, 2019) in terms of corporate brand co-creation if a multitude of stakeholders are
actively involved (Kornum et al., 2017; von Wallpach et al., 2017); potentially leading to
tension, conflict and contestation in a multi-stakeholder environment too (Handelman, 2006;
Palazzo and Basu, 2007).

As such, the conceptual and practical question of corporate brand co-creation is not only a
question of individual or collective stakeholder agency vis-a-vis the corporate brands but also
a question of multiplicity and the continuous alignment, negotiation, accommodation and
sometimes conciliation of multiple interests, meanings, voices, identities etc. within a wider
socio-cultural context that is co-created too.

Drawing on the above, at a more abstract level we can discern at least four main generic
dimensions of co-creation that have been discussed or alluded to in the extant and fast-
growing literature on corporate brand co-creation. These four dimensions of corporate brand
co-creation, to me, each imply different general forms of stakeholder agency:

11
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e The dimension of value co-creation implies pragmatic, including utilitarian and
functional, agency of multiple stakeholders vis-a-vis corporate brands.

e The dimension of meaning co-creation implies symbolic, including hermeneutic and
semiotic, agency of multiple stakeholders vis-a-vis corporate brands.

e The dimension of identity co-creation implies individual (self-identity), collective
(group-identity) and institutional (entity-identity) agency of multiple stakeholders vis-
a-vis corporate brands.

e The dimension of experience co-creation implies aesthetic, including emotive and
performative, agency of multiple stakeholders vis-a-vis corporate brands.

Of course, the above generic dimensions of co-creation and their associated abstract types of
stakeholder agency are not mutually exclusive but often overlap and are jointly constitutive
for co-created corporate brands. For example, the question of identity co-creation at the level
of the individual, group or institution in relation to a corporate brand always also implies
questions of meaning, value and experience co-creation; while co-created experiences are
meaningful and valuable to stakeholders for their individual, collective or institutional
identity projects vis-a-vis the corporate brand too.

3.2 Temporal co-creation and temporal agency

In addition to the above-mentioned generic co-creation dimensions and their associated types
of stakeholder agency, | suggest here a fifth dimension of co-creation (figure 2), which so far
has rarely been addressed directly in the corporate marketing literature outside corporate
heritage scholarship (see Balmer and Burghausen, 2019) and a few other recent exceptions,
for example (see Hatch and Schultz, 2017; Iglesias et al., 2020).

<INSERT FIGURE 2>

| suggest labelling this additional dimension of co-creation temporal co-creation, tentatively
defined as the co-creation of specific temporal relations between past, present and future that
are constitutive for corporate brands predicated on stakeholders’ temporal agency. To
reiterate, temporal agency broadly refers to the ability of stakeholders to shape and influence,
produce and reproduce temporal relations that have constitutive import for their own
subjectivities as well as the organisational, social and cultural contexts they inhabit
(Emirbayer and Mishe, 1998).
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This additional dimension of corporate brand co-creation suggests that stakeholders are not
just passively experiencing or perceiving temporality as a specific link between past, present
and future as given, for example, but are individually and collectively shaping temporal
relations and structures too. In this view, time, memory, history and heritage etc. are ongoing
- individual and collective - socio-cultural accomplishments rather than natural constants or
ontic essences. These temporal relations and structures are foundational for corporate brand
co-creation too, the corporate brand and its ascribed and perceived relevance, import,
legitimacy and authenticity vis-a-vis stakeholders. In other words, these co-created temporal
relations, which may manifest as history, memory and indeed heritage, are co-constitutive for
the co-creation of the meaning, value, identity and experience of a corporate brand.

In that sense, organisations and their corporate brands are always also temporal entities and
constitute a nexus of multiple temporal relations (Adams, 1995; Landwehr, 2016). These
include, inter alia, durations, tempos, rhythms, orientations, directions, periodizations or
punctuations of time (Adam, 1995; Zerubavel, 2004), but also the narrations and
manifestations of past, present and future and the link and direction between these timeframes
(Ricoeur, 1990; Polkinghorne, 1998) that are locally specific to an organisation and its
corporate brand. To put it differently, the corporate brand is co-created by stakeholders in
time, through time and as time as well as in history, through history and as history etc. Thus,
history (memory, tradition etc.) and indeed heritage, which all and their wider instrumental
effects and cultural and social relevance in the present (and for the future) are themselves
contingent on a socio-historic context of widely shared and accepted temporal mentalities,
practices, and so on, which themselves are temporally dynamic and situationally specific (i.e.
evolving and emerging).

As such, temporal agency by stakeholders is exercised through temporal practices,
discourses, interactions, performances etc. and gives rise to emergent temporal processes,
forms (e.g. artefacts, habits, narratives and individual orientations or shared mentalities) and
institutions, which constitute multiple temporal relations vis-a-vis a corporate brand and other
stakeholders as well as the perceived historicity of the corporate brand itself.

3.3 Co-creation and corporate heritage (branding)

A couple of related questions arise from the above for corporate heritage (branding)
scholarship. First, in what form and to what effect are multiple stakeholders (in addition to
marketers and managers) involved in the temporal co-creation of corporate heritage per se
and corporate heritage brands in particular? Second, and more fundamentally, what is their
role and how are they involved in the constitution of the temporal relations between past,
present and future that are characteristic for corporate heritage and corporate heritage brands
(i.e. omni-temporality)?

Adopting a co-creation perspective, the emerging insights generated by corporate heritage
(branding) scholars outline in this chapter so far suggest that internal and external
stakeholders (additional to management and marketers) exercise their temporal agency and
co-create a corporate heritage (brand) trough actively and continuously engaging in the
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valorisation, (re)interpretation, appropriation, augmentation and manifestation of a corporate
brand’s and/or organisation’s past as corporate heritage in the present and for the future.

First, conceptually this means that the co-creation of a corporate heritage (brand) happens by
stakeholders actively engaging in these transformative processes turning some aspect of the
past into heritage by exercising temporal agency. Yet, these transformations, at a more
fundamental level, are predicated on and are more specific manifestations of this temporal
agency exercised in conjunction with other forms of agency characteristic of multiple forms
of corporate brand co-creation as outlined previously (i.e. value, meaning, identity and
experience). As such, the temporal relations between past, present and future characteristic
for corporate heritage (brands) as they are co-created by stakeholders are not constituted in
isolation but conflate with other types of co-creation. Thus, temporal agency and the temporal
co-creation of a corporate heritage (brand) involves the four other dimensions of co-creation
and their associated types of stakeholder agency too.

We can say that corporate heritage (brand) co-creation by stakeholders is predicated on
temporal co-creation conflated with other forms of stakeholder co-creation that underpin the
transformations of the past into heritage and are co-constitutive for shaping the specific
temporal relations that characterise a corporate heritage (brand). Temporal agency vis-a-vis
corporate heritage brands is conflated agency, so to speak.

By way of description and example, the valorisation of the past into heritage as a form of
temporal co-creation by stakeholders is predicated on value co-creation but also implicates
other forms of co-creation such as meaning (as symbolic value), experience (as affective
value), identity (as affinity value). Likewise, the (re)interpretation of the past as heritage is
surely linked to meaning co-creation, which may also entail a form of value co-creation
(symbolic value), may be linked to issues of identity and identification (identity co-creation)
and so on. The way the past manifests in the present as heritage first links to experience co-
creation, surely, but experiences also carry meaning (meaning co-creation), may perform
identities (identity co-creation) and constitute a value too (value cocreation). The
appropriation of the past as ‘our heritage” implicates questions of identity and identification
(identity co-creation) and affective appeal (experience co-creation), which may acquire value
for us and others (value co-creation) and necessitates interpretive efforts (meaning co-
creation). Finally, the augmentation of the past as heritage beyond the corporate heritage
requires identity co-creation but concurrently involves other forms of co-creation too so that
the corporate heritage (brand) acquires a wider socio-cultural meaning that has value and can
be positively experienced by different groups.

Second, the relevance and import of co-created corporate heritage brands in the present and
for the future - as a nexus of multiple temporal relations - is predicated on and embedded in a
wider, equally co-created and evolving, temporal and historical context (Assmann, 2013;
Hartog, 2015). In other words, corporate heritage (brand) co-creation as described just above
plays out not only vis-a-vis the organisation or its corporate brand but stakeholders also
shapes the dominant temporal relations that enable or inhibit the social or cultural relevance
and strategic efficacy of corporate heritage (branding) as an approach to corporate branding
in a particular time and place but not others. For example, changes in the temporal fabric of
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modernity (Assmann, 2013; Hartog, 2015), of which the growing concern for and interest in
heritage are just indicators (Lowenthal, 1998), provide the contemporary contextual
conditions that make a corporate heritage (branding) strategy viable and efficacious. Yet,
taking the notion of co-creation seriously suggests that these contextual and situational
conditions are also dynamic and predicated on social and temporal relations brought about by
the (collective) agency of stakeholders.

We can say that the strategic efficacy and socio-cultural relevance of co-created corporate
heritage (brands) is predicated on temporal co-creation conflated with other forms of
stakeholder co-creation that are co-constitutive for shaping the specific temporal relations
that characterise the contextual and situational conditions for corporate heritage (branding).
Temporal agency vis-a-vis corporate heritage brands is temporally embedded agency, so to
speak.

In figure 3 visually integrates and depicts these conceptual points and links developed in this
chapter in graphical form.

<INSERT FIGURE 3>

4. TOWARDS CORPORATE HERITAGE (BRANDING) CO-CREATION

What are the implications of a co-creational perspective then? The following points are
noteworthy in light of extant debates within corporate heritage (branding) to date but by no
means exhaustive.

Regarding corporate heritage (brand) co-creation we can broadly say that the material and
ideational remnants of the past that are being turned jointly into corporate heritage by
stakeholders afford certain usages in the present and for the future and not others. Yet, there
are always substantive limits, not yet well specified, on how far the past and what aspects of
the past can be valorised, (re)interpreted, appropriated etc. as corporate heritage. Yet, despite
this observation the agency of stakeholders is never completely determined by that state of
affairs, but these past remnants and more importantly the temporal relations between past,
present and future that manifest through them can be more fundamentally altered, rendering
them into corporate heritage through these interdependent transformations that underpin
corporate heritage (brand) co-creation.

For example, both managers and stakeholders may at first adopt the past (their own or
‘borrowed’ from elsewhere; Burghausen and Balmer, 2014a; see Brunninge and Hartmann,
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2019) in the present and for the future for various reasons and purposes such as the co-
creation of a corporate brand. Yet, through their adoption managers and stakeholders not
merely ‘represent’ or ‘use’ the past (as found) in the present and for the future, again, for the
purpose of corporate brand co-creation, for example. Instead, they actively constitute and
refashion that past as corporate heritage through the multiple transformations (i.e.
valorisation, (re)interpretation, appropriation, augmentation and manifestation) in accordance
with present objectives and purposes and anticipated future concerns. Thus, through these
transformations stakeholders exercise their temporal agency and co-create corporate heritage
(brands) in the first place.

Further, the active constitution of the past in the present and for the future as corporate
heritage has the positive implication that the past as heritage is not fixed but malleable and
flexible (see Burghausen and Balmer, 2014a; Balmer and Burghausen, 2019; Brunninge and
Hartmann, 2019) to be adapted in light of changing organisational or societal concerns.
However, it also implies the potential for contestation if the version of corporate heritage
espoused by the corporate heritage brand conflicts with the lived experiences, shared
meanings or current concerns of stakeholders and wider society. Thus, from a co-creation
perspective a unified version and singular purpose of the past as heritage cannot be assumed.
It suggests temporal multiplicity too. Multiple temporal relations constituted by various
stakeholders require active negotiation between the corporate brand (or better its
management) and its various stakeholders (as individual and as a group). Consequently, the
negotiation of multiple temporal relations between corporate heritage brand and stakeholders
is not necessarily a harmonious affair. Temporal tensions, contradictions and contestations
may ensue. These can be productive and destructive, because the temporal dimension of
linking past present and future and turning the past into heritage is always conflated with the
value, meaning, identity and experience of the corporate brand itself and beyond (as
suggested above).

For corporate heritage (brand) co-creation the above notion of multiple temporal relations
indicates that the relevance and import of omni-temporality - the perceived ‘timelessness’ and
relative invariance of a corporate heritage brand - is predicated on a specific constellation of
these multiple temporal relations within and without the organisation and vis-a-vis the
corporate brand in the present and for the future that are evolving over time. This renders
corporate heritage (branding) either fruitful or futile during certain periods and not others. In
other words, the symbolic and instrumental relevance of corporate heritage is waxing and
waning over time. Yet, more importantly these multiple temporal relations determine what
management and stakeholders collectively agree to be a relevant and meaningful corporate
heritage in the first place. Thus, the material and ideational substance and content of
corporate heritage is contingent itself and needs to be renewed and validated by each new
generation of stakeholders which requires their active engagement in co-creation.

In that sense, the omni-temporality of corporate heritage (brands) is co-created through
continuous cultural transmission over time and validation in the present and for an anticipated
future. Again, this is and needs to be negotiated with multiple stakeholders and their
sometimes, conflicting priorities and interests and cannot be deduced from some inherent
immutable traits nor unilaterally decreed by the corporate brand (and its managers) once and
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for all. Likewise, omni-temporality requires intergenerational continuity and relevance of
corporate heritage (brands). In other words, temporal relations do not only coexist and require
negotiation in the present but across time and between generations of stakeholders too. This
is specifically pertinent for corporate heritage (brands) due to their omni-temporal nature as
they conflate and cut across the temporal strata of past, present and future. Corporate heritage
brands cannot ignore historical corporate responsibilities or valorise something into heritage
for purely nostalgic reasons without endangering the present and future relevance and import
of the corporate heritage (brand) for their various stakeholders, who themselves are active
temporal agents dealing with multiple temporalities and often temporal contradictions
themselves.

5. CONCLUSION

The suggested integrative framework (figure 3) derived from my reading of the corporate
heritage (branding) and corporate brand co-creation literatures presented in this chapter ought
to help interested readers in exploring the co-creation of corporate heritage (brands) further.
The framework is not meant to be conclusive nor dogmatic but intended as guidance and an
inspiration for future debate only.

This chapter has tentatively outlined a co-creation perspective on corporate heritage
(branding). I hope that my preliminary theoretical musings encourage and maybe even inspire
other colleagues to explore and engage with the, to me, fascinating but also complex
questions of time, temporality, historicity in marketing more generally as well as temporal
agency and multiplicity vis-a-vis corporate branding more specifically. To me, these
questions are not just pertinent for corporate heritage scholarship but for the growing
community of corporate brand co-creation scholars too.

This realisation might very well reflect our current Zeitgeist and the challenges of our times,
which can catch up with us again from the past and already greet us from the future. Time
matters, as do futures and pasts, whether as history, memory, utopias etc. and indeed as
heritage too!

REFERENCES

Aaker, D. A. (1996). Building strong brands. New York: The Free Press.
Adam, B. (1995). Timewatch: The social analysis of time. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Andersen, M. A. (2020). Times are changing: The role of heritage identity on employee
identification in a Danish family-owned company. Corporate Communications: An
International Journal, 25(3), 477—-494. https://doi.org/10.1108/CCI1J-04-2020-0076

Anteby, M., & Molnar, V. (2012). Collective Memory Meets Organizational Identity:
Remembering to Forget in a Firm's Rhetorical History. Academy of Management Journal,
55(3), 515-540. doi:10.5465/am;.2010.0245

Assmann, A. (2013). Ist die Zeit aus den Fugen? Aufstieg und Fall des Zeitregimes der
Moderne. Miinchen (Munich): Hanser.

17



Chapter E21

Balmer, J. M. T. (1995). Corporate branding and connoisseurship. Journal of General
Management, 21(1), 351-373. d0i:10.1177/030630709502100102

Balmer, J. M. T. (2010). Explicating corporate brands and their management: Reflections and
directions from 1995. Journal of Brand Management, 18(3), 180-196.
d0i:10.1057/bm.2010.46

Balmer, J. M. T. (2011a). Corporate heritage identities, corporate heritage brands and the
multiple heritage identities of the British Monarchy. European Journal of Marketing,
45(9/10), 1380-1398. d0i:10.1108/03090561111151817

Balmer, J. M. T. (2011b). Corporate heritage brands and the precepts of corporate heritage
brand management: Insights from the British Monarchy on the eve of the royal wedding of
Prince William (April 2011) and Queen Elizabeth II's Diamond Jubilee (1952-2012).
Journal of Brand Management, 18(8), 517-544. doi:10.1057/bm.2011.21

Balmer, J. M. T. (2012). Strategic corporate brand alignment: Perspectives from identity
based views of corporate brands. European Journal of Marketing, 46(7/8), 1064-1092.
d0i:10.1108/03090561211230205

Balmer, J. M. T. (2013). Corporate heritage, corporate heritage marketing, and total corporate
heritage communications. Corporate Communications: An International Journal, 18(3),
290-326. d0i:10.1108/CC1J-05-2013-0031

Balmer, J. M. T. (Ed.) (2017). Foundations of corporate heritage. Abingdon Oxon:
Routledge.

Balmer, J. M. T., & Burghausen, M. (2015a). Explicating corporate heritage, corporate
heritage brands and organisational heritage. Journal of Brand Management, 22(5), 364—
384. doi:10.1057/bm.2015.26

Balmer, J. M. T., & Burghausen, M. (2015b). Introducing organisational heritage: Linking
corporate heritage, organisational identity and organisational memory. Journal of Brand
Management, 22(5), 385-411. doi:10.1057/bm.2015.25

Balmer, J. M. T., & Burghausen, M. (2019). Marketing, the past and corporate heritage.
Marketing Theory, 19(2), 217-227. doi:10.1177/1470593118790636

Balmer, J. M. T., & Chen, W. (2015). Corporate heritage brands in China. Consumer
engagement with China’s most celebrated corporate heritage brand — Tong Ren Tang: [&]
{Z%. Journal of Brand Management, 22(3), 194-210. doi:10.1057/bm.2015.14

Balmer, J. M.T., & Chen, W. (2017). Corporate heritage brands, augmented role identity and
customer satisfaction. European Journal of Marketing, 51(9/10), 1510-1521.
doi:10.1108/EJM-07-2017-0449

Balmer, J. M. T., & Gray, E. R. (2003). Corporate brands: What are they? What of them?
European Journal of Marketing, 37(7/8), 972-997. doi:10.1108/03090560310477627

Balmer, J. M. T., & Greyser, S. A. (Eds.). (2003). Revealing the corporation: Perspectives on
identity, image, reputation, corporate branding, and corporate-level marketing. An
anthology. London: Routledge.

Balmer, J. M. T., Greyser, S. A., & Urde, M. (2006). The Crown as a corporate brand:
Insights from monarchies. Journal of Brand Management, 14(1/2), 137-161.
doi:10.1057/palgrave.bm.2550031

Berthon, P., Holbrook, M. B., & Hulbert, J. M. (2003). Understanding and managing the
brand space. Sloan Management Review, 41(1), 49-54.

18



Chapter E21

Biraghi, S., & Gambetti, R. C. (2015). Corporate branding: Where are we? A systematic
communication-based inquiry. Journal of Marketing Communications, 21(4), 260-283.
d0i:10.1080/13527266.2013.768535

Brown, S., Kozinets, R. V., & Sherry, J. F. (2003). Teaching old brands new tricks: Retro
Branding and the revival of brand meaning. Journal of Marketing, 67(3), 19-33.
d0i:10.1509/jmkg.67.3.19.18657

Brunninge, O., & Hartmann, B. J. (2019). Inventing a past: Corporate heritage as dialectical
relationships of past and present. Marketing Theory, 19(2), 229-234.
d0i:10.1177/1470593118790625

Bucheli, M. and Wadhwani, R.D. (Eds.) (2013), Organizations in Time, Oxford University
Press.

Burghausen, M. (2013). Explicating corporate heritage identity stewardship theory from a
corporate marketing perspective: A qualitative case study of Great Britain’s oldest brewer
(PhD Thesis). Brunel University London, Uxbridge, UK.

Burghausen, M. (forthcoming). The presence of the omni-temporal: Theoretical foundations
of (corporate) brand heritage design. Journal of Brand Management.

Burghausen, M., & Balmer, J. M. T. (2014a). Repertoires of the corporate past: Explanation
and framework. Introducing an integrated and dynamic perspective. Corporate
Communications: An International Journal, 19(4), 384-402. doi:10.1108/CCl1J-05-2013-
0032

Burghausen, M., & Balmer, J. M. T. (2014b). Corporate heritage identity management and
the multi-modal implementation of a corporate heritage identity. Journal of Business
Research, 67(11), 2311-2323. doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.06.019

Burghausen, M., & Balmer, J. M. T. (2015). Corporate heritage identity stewardship: A
corporate marketing perspective. European Journal of Marketing, 49(1/2), 22-61.
doi:10.1108/EJM-03-2013-0169

Clark, P., & Rowlinson, M. (2004). The treatment of history in organisation studies: Towards
an ‘historic turn’? Business History, 46(3), 331-352. doi:10.1080/0007679042000219175

Cooper, H., Merrilees, B., & Miller, D. (2015). Corporate heritage brand management:
Corporate heritage brands versus contemporary corporate brands. Journal of Brand
Management, 22(5), 412-430. doi:10.1057/bm.2015.17

Cooper, H., Merrilees, B., & Miller, D. (2020). The corporate heritage brand paradox:
Managing the tension between continuity and change in luxury brands. Australasian
Marketing Journal, 6(1), https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2020.08.003

Cornelissen, J. P., Christensen, L. T., & Kinuthia, K. (2012). Corporate brands and identity:
Developing stronger theory and a call for shifting the debate. European Journal of
Marketing, 46(7/8), 1093-1102. doi:10.1108/03090561211230214

Dawson, P., & Sykes, C. S. (2016). Organizational change and temporality: Bending the
arrow of time. New York: Routledge.

Groot, J. de (2009). Consuming history: Historians and heritage in contemporary popular
culture. London: Routledge.

Emirbayer, M., & Mische, A. (1998). What Is Agency? American Journal of Sociology,
103(4), 962-1023. https://doi.org/10.1086/231294

Fisher, D., & Smith, S. (2011). Cocreation is chaotic: What it means for marketing when no
one has control. Marketing Theory, 11(3), 325-350. doi:10.1177/1470593111408179

19



Chapter E21

Frow, P., Nenonen, S., Payne, A., & Storbacka, K. (2015). Managing co-creation design: A
strategic approach to innovation. British Journal of Management, 26(3), 463-483.
d0i:10.1111/1467-8551.12087

Gregory, A. (2007). Involving stakeholders in developing corporate brands: The
communication dimension. Journal of Marketing Management, 23(1/2), 59-73.
d0i:10.1362/026725707X178558

Groot, J. de (2009). Consuming history: Historians and heritage in contemporary popular
culture. London: Routledge.

Handelman, J. M. (2006). Corporate Identity and the Societal Constituent. Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 34(2), 107-114. doi:10.1177/0092070305284970

Hartog, F. (2015). Regimes of historicity: Presentism and experiences of time. New York:
Columbia University Press.

Hatch, M. J., & Schultz, M. (1997). Relations between organizational culture, identity and
image. European Journal of Marketing, 31(5), 356—-365.
doi:10.1108/03090569710167583

Hatch, M. J., & Schultz, M. (2000). Scaling the tower of babel. In M. Schultz, M. J. Hatch, &
M. Holten Larsen (Eds.), The expressive organization (11-35). Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Hatch, M. J., & Schultz, M. (2001). Are the strategic stars aligned for your corporate brand?
Harvard Business Review, 79(2), 128-134.

Hatch, M. J., & Schultz, M. (2009). Of Bricks and Brands. Organizational Dynamics, 38(2),
117-130. doi:10.1016/j.0rgdyn.2009.02.008

Hatch, M. J., & Schultz, M. (2010). Toward a theory of brand co-creation with implications
for brand governance. Journal of Brand Management, 17(8), 590-604.
doi:10.1057/bm.2010.14

Hatch, M. J., & Schultz, M. (2017). Toward a Theory of Using History Authentically.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 29, 000183921769253.
doi:10.1177/0001839217692535

Hernes, T., & Schultz, M. (2020). Translating the Distant into the Present: How actors
address distant past and future events through situated activity. Organization Theory, 1(1),
263178771990099. d0i:10.1177/2631787719900999

Holbrook, M. B., & Schindler, R. M. (2003). Nostalgic bonding: Exploring the role of
nostalgia in the consumption experience. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 3(2), 107-127.
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.127

Hudson, B. T. (2011). Brand heritage and the renaissance of Cunard. European Journal of
Marketing, 45(9/10), 1538-1556. doi:10.1108/03090561111151880

Hudson, B. T., & Balmer, J. M.T. (2013). Corporate heritage brands: Mead's theory of the
past. Corporate Communications: An International Journal, 18(3), 347-361.
d0i:10.1108/CCI1J-Apr-2012-0027

Iglesias, O., & Bonet, E. (2012). Persuasive brand management: How managers can influence
brand meaning when they are losing control over it. Journal of Organizational Change
Management, 25(2), 251-264. doi:10.1108/09534811211213937

Iglesias, O., Ind, N., & Alfaro, M. (2013). The organic view of the brand: A brand value co-
creation model. Journal of Brand Management, 20(8), 670-688. doi:10.1057/bm.2013.8

Iglesias, O., Ind, N., & Schultz, M. (2020). History matters: The role of history in corporate
brand strategy. Business Horizons, 63(1), 51-60. doi:10.1016/j.bushor.2019.09.005

20



Chapter E21

Iglesias, O., Landgraf, P., Ind, N., Markovic, S., & Koporcic, N. (2020). Corporate brand
identity co-creation in business-to-business contexts. Industrial Marketing Management,
85, 32-43. doi:10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.09.008

Ind, N. (1997). The corporate brand. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Ind, N. (2014). How participation is changing the practice of managing brands. Journal of
Brand Management, 21(9), 734—742. doi:10.1057/bm.2014.35

Ind, N., & Coates, N. (2013). The meanings of co-creation. European Business Review,
25(1), 86-95. d0i:10.1108/09555341311287754

Ind, N., Iglesias, O., & Markovic, S. (2017). The co-creation continuum: From tactical
market research tool to strategic collaborative innovation method. Journal of Brand
Management, 24(4), 310-321. doi:10.1057/s41262-017-0051-7

Ind, N., Iglesias, O., & Schultz, M. (2013). Building Brands Together: Emergence and
Outcomes of Co-Creation. California Management Review, 55(3), 5-26.
d0i:10.1525/cmr.2013.55.3.5

Johansen, T. S., & Ellerup Nielsen, A. (2011). Strategic stakeholder dialogues: A discursive
perspective on relationship building. Corporate Communications: An International
Journal, 16(3), 204-217. doi:10.1108/13563281111156871

Jones, D. G. B., & Tadajewski, M. (Eds.) (2016). The Routledge companion to marketing
history. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge.

Keller, K. L., & Lehmann, D. R. (2006). Brands and branding: Research findings and future
priorities. Marketing Science, 25(6), 740-759. doi:10.1287/mksc.1050.0153

Knox, S., & Bickerton, D. (2003). The six conventions of corporate branding. European
Journal of Marketing, 37(7/8), 998-1016. do0i:10.1108/03090560310477636

Kornum, N., Gyrd-Jones, R., Al Zagir, N., & Brandis, K. A. (2017). Interplay between
intended brand identity and identities in a Nike related brand community: Co-existing
synergies and tensions in a nested system. Journal of Business Research, 70, 432—440.
doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.06.019

Landwehr, A. (2016). Die anwesende Abwesenheit der Vergangenheit: Essay zur
Geschichtstheorie. Frankfurt am Main: S. Fischer.

Lee, Z., & Davies, 1. (2019). Navigating relative invariance: Perspectives on corporate
heritage identity and organizational heritage identity in an evolving nonprofit institution.
Journal of Business Research, (in press). doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.05.038

Lowenthal, D. (1998). The heritage crusade and the spoils of history. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Maclean, M., Clegg, S., & Suddaby, R. (Eds.) (2020). Historical organization studies:
Theory and applications. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge.

Mencarelli, R., Chaney, D., & Pulh, M. (2020). Consumers’ brand heritage experience:
Between acceptance and resistance. Journal of Marketing Management, 36(1-2), 30-50.
d0i:10.1080/0267257X.2019.1692057

Moingeon, B., & Ramanantsoa, B. (1997). Understanding corporate identity: The French
school of thought. European Journal of Marketing, 31(5/6), 383-395.
d0i:10.1108/eb060638

Moussa, A., & Barnier, V. de. (2020). How can corporate heritage identity stewardship lead
to brand ambidexterity? Journal of Strategic Marketing, 27(4), 1-16.
d0i:10.1080/0965254X.2020.1786845

21



Chapter E21

Muehling, D. D., & Sprott, D. E. (2004). The Power of reflection: An empirical examination
of nostalgia advertising effects. Journal of Advertising, 33(3), 25-35.
https://doi.org/10.2307/4189264

O’Brien, H. (2021) The bells vs the boutique hotel: the battle to save Britain’s oldest factory.
The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/news/2021/may/11/whitechapel-bell-
foundry-battle-save-britains-oldest-factory [accessed on May 12, 2021].

Orth, U. R., Rose, G. M., & Merchant, A. (2019). Preservation, rejuvenation, or confusion?:
Changing package designs for heritage brands. Psychology & Marketing, 36(9), 831-843.
doi:10.1002/mar.21215

Palazzo, G., & Basu, K. (2007). The ethical backlash of corporate branding. Journal of
Business Ethics, 73(4), 333-346. doi:10.1007/s10551-006-9210-6

Pecot, F., & Barnier, V. de (2017). Corporate heritage or corporate inheritance: a French
perspective. In J. M. T. Balmer (Ed.), Foundations of corporate heritage (pp. 302-314).
Abingdon Oxon: Routledge.

Pecot, F., & Barnier, V. de (2018). Brands using historical references: A consumers’
perspective. Journal of Brand Management, 25(2), 171-184. doi: 10.1057/s41262-017-
0076-y.

Pecot, F., Valette-Florence, P., & Barnier, V. de (2019). Brand heritage as a temporal
perception: Conceptualisation, measure and consequences. Journal of Marketing
Management, 108(1), 1-20. do0i:10.1080/0267257X.2019.1667414

Polkinghorne, D. E. (1998). Narrative Psychologie und Geschichtshewusstsein: Beziehungen
und Perpektiven. In J. Straub (Ed.), Erzéhlung, Identitat und historisches Bewusstsein.
(pp. 12-45). Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Ramaswamy, V., & Ozcan, K. (2016). Brand value co-creation in a digitalized world: An
integrative framework and research implications. International Journal of Research in
Marketing, 33(1), 93-106. doi:10.1016/j.ijresmar.2015.07.001

Ravasi, D., Rindova, V., & Stigliani, I. (2019). The Stuff of Legend: History, Memory, and
the Temporality of Organizational Identity Construction. Academy of Management
Journal, 62(5), 1523-1555. doi:10.5465/amj.2016.0505

Ricoeur, P. (1990). Time and Narrative, Volume 3. Translated by Kathleen Blamey and
David Pellauer. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Rindell, A., & Iglesias, O. (2014). Context and time in brand image constructions. Journal of
Organizational Change Management, 27(5), 756—768. doi:10.1108/JOCM-09-2014-0172

Rose, G. M., Merchant, A., Orth, U. R., & Horstmann, F. (2016). Emphasizing brand
heritage: Does it work? And how? Journal of Business Research, 69(2), 936-943.
doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.06.021

Sammour, A., Chen, W., Balmer, J. M. T., Botchie, D., & Faraday, J. (2020). Crafting the
forever now: corporate heritage brand innovation at John Lewis Partnership. Strategic
Change, 29(1), 115-126. doi:10.1002/jsc.2315

Santos, F. P., Burghausen, M., & Balmer, J. M. T. (2016). Heritage branding orientation: The
case of Ach. Brito and the dynamics between corporate and product heritage brands.
Journal of Brand Management, 23(1), 67—88. doi:10.1057/bm.2015.48

Schmeltz, L., & Kjeldsen, A. K. (2019). Co-creating polyphony or cacophony? A case study
of a public organization’s brand co-creation process and the challenge of orchestrating
multiple internal voices. Journal of Brand Management, 26(3), 304-316.
doi:10.1057/s41262-018-0124-2

22



Chapter E21

Schug, A. (2003). History Marketing: Ein Leitfaden zum Umgang mit Geschichte in
Unternehmen. Bielefeld: transcript.

Silveira, C. da, Lages, C., & Simdes, C. (2013). Reconceptualizing brand identity in a
dynamic environment. Journal of Business Research, 66(1), 28-36.
d0i:10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.07.020

Schultz, M., & Hernes, T. (2013). A Temporal perspective on organizational identity.
Organization Science, 24(1), 1-21. doi:10.1287/orsc.1110.0731

Spielmann, N., Discua Cruz, A., Tyler, B. B., & Beukel, K. (2019). Place as a nexus for
corporate heritage identity: An international study of family-owned wineries. Journal of
Business Research, (in press). doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.05.024

Stach, J. (2019). Meaningful experiences: An embodied cognition perspective on brand
meaning co-creation. Journal of Brand Management, 26(3), 317-331.
d0i:10.1057/s41262-018-0133-1

Suddaby, R., Coraiola, D., Harvey, C., & Foster, W. (2019). History and the micro-
foundations of dynamic capabilities. Strategic Management Journal, 1(2), 131.
doi:10.1002/smj.3058

Tamm, M., & Olivier, L. (Eds.) (2019). Rethinking historical time: New approaches to
presentism. London: Bloomsbury Academic.

Urde, M., Greyser, S. A., & Balmer, J. M. T. (2007). Corporate brands with a heritage.
Journal of Brand Management, 15(1), 4-19. doi:10.1057/palgrave.bm.2550106

Vallaster, C., & Wallpach, S. von. (2013). An online discursive inquiry into the social
dynamics of multi-stakeholder brand meaning co-creation. Journal of Business Research,
66(9), 1505-1515. doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.09.012

Wadhwani, R. D., Suddaby, R., Mordhorst, M., & Popp, A. (2018). History as Organizing:
Uses of the Past in Organization Studies. Organization Studies, 39(12), 1663-1683.
d0i:10.1177/0170840618814867

Wallpach, S. von, Hemetsberger, A., & Espersen, P. (2017). Performing identities: Processes
of brand and stakeholder identity co-construction. Journal of Business Research, 70, 443—
452. doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.06.021

Wiedmann, K.-P., Hennigs, N., Schmidt, S., & Wuestefeld, T. (2011). The importance of
brand heritage as a key performance driver in marketing management. Journal of Brand
Management, 19(3), 182-194. doi:10.1057/bm.2011.36

Zerubavel, E. (2004). Time maps: Collective memory and the social shape of the past.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

23






Value Meaning
co-creation | co-creation

Temporal

co-creation

Identity
co-creation




Value
co-creation

Valorking the 2ping the temporalrelations o the
2 ral context and situation

Corporate
Heritage
(brand)

co-creation

|\ Shaping the temporalelations o the
| corporate heritage (brand)

(Re)interpreting
the past

Identity Meaning

Appropriating
the past

Experience

co-creation E21.3





