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Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this paper is to assess, clarify and consolidate the terminology around the co-
creation of services, establish its forms and identify its outcomes, to resolve the conceptual pluralism in
service co-creation literature.

Design/methodology/approach — A focused literature review screened the articles published in five major
service research journals to determine relevant contributions on the concept of co-creation of services. Then, a
thematic analysis identifies the forms, themes and outcomes of co-creating services in the set of 80 qualifying articles.
Findings — The study reduces conceptual pluralism by establishing different forms of co-creating services
and developing an explicit definition of co-creation in services. The authors develop an integrative framework
that recognizes involvement, engagement and participation as prerequisites for co-creation. Relating to the
different phases of the service process, the specific co-creation forms of co-ideation, co-valuation, co-design,
co-testing and co-launching are classified as regenerative co-creation, while the specific co-creation forms of
co-production and co-consumption are recognized as operative co-creation. Both beneficial and
counterproductive outcomes of co-creation are identified and arranged into a typology.

Research limitations/implications — The integrative framework illustrates that service providers and
customers are involved, engaged and participate in co-creating services, which manifests in specific forms of
co-creation; they attain beneficial and counterproductive outcomes (personal, social, hedonic, cognitive,
economic and pragmatic); and are influenced by a contextual multi-actor network.

Practical implications — Co-creation in services is actionable; the typology of outcomes suggests service
managers ways to motivate customers and employees to participate in co-creating services.
Originality/value — This paper defines and establishes the conceptual forms of co-creating services and the
identified outcomes, and develops an integrative framework of co-creation in services.
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1. Introduction

Organizations are increasingly adopting strategies to co-create with their customers: to
improve the service experience, DHL hosts co-design workshops with customers; LEGO
develops new offerings with lead users; and Netflix launched a competition to improve its
services with its online community (Chesbrough, 2011; DHL Solutions & Innovations, 2017,
Prpié et al, 2015). Co-creation is rooted in the verb create, which is defined as bringing
something into existence, causing something to happen as a result of one’s actions, and in
co-, which means together with another or others (Oxford Dictionaries, 2018). In service
management, co-creation refers to the service process and the service product; service
providers aim to co-create with customers and other actors to create distinctive services,
reduce costs or improve service performance. Co-creation has become a central theme in
service management literature because customers and other actors function as active
participants in services (Galvagno and Dalli, 2014; Gronroos and Voima, 2013; Vargo and
Lusch, 2016).

This study sets out to organize the conceptual pluralism hindering the development of
the research topic. Despite the increasing attention on the concept of co-creation in services,
the published reviews (e.g. Galvagno and Dalli, 2014; Ranjan and Read, 2016; Voorberg et al.,
2015) and the conceptual works (e.g. Gronroos and Voima, 2013; Payne ef al., 2008; Prahalad
and Ramaswamy, 2004a, b), the extant literature has not been consolidated into a shared
definition and a comprehensive analysis of the phenomenon. This causes different
delineations to proliferate, increasing confusion around “co-creation” (Dong and Sivakumar,
2017; Saarijarvi et al., 2013; Voorberg et al., 2015).

The purpose of the current paper is to synthesize and develop knowledge about the
co-creation of services, that is, the activity, practice or process of jointly creating services in
specific business contexts. Here, co-creation of services is not examined as the abstract and
universal principle of value creation often manifested in the literature inspired by the
service-dominant (S-D) logic approach (cf. Vargo and Lusch, 2004), but as an optional
collaborative act in the customer—provider interface (a detailed discussion follows in
Section 1.1). This paper, in turn, makes a clear distinction between the co-creation of value
and the co-creation of services. The value co-creation view presumes that the provider joins
the customer’s value creation activities as a co-creator of value during the consumption
process (Gronroos and Voima, 2013). The co-creation of services view does not specify
whether the provider joins the customer’s sphere or vice versa; instead, it concentrates on
the mutual creation of services during service processes and service innovation activities.

To transform the relatively abstract discussions on co-creating services to applicable
frameworks serving further theoretical and practical analyses, the present research
considers three main questions:

RQI. How does the concept of “co-creation of services” relate to other terms that address
the collaboration of the service provider and the customer(s) in a service process or
a service event?

RQ2. How can the co-creation of services be defined?
RQ3. What outcomes may follow from co-creating services?

In line with MacInnis’ (2011) notion of different types of conceptual advancement, the present
study offers four contributions to service management literature: first, it reduces conceptual
pluralism around co-creating services by delineating its relationship to related terminology,
such as involvement, engagement, participation, co-design, co-production and co-consumption;
second, it identifies an explicit definition of the co-creation of services; third, it provides
a differentiated terminology on the outcomes from co-creating services; and finally, it develops
an integrative framework that offers a holistic explanation of the co-creation of services.



In response to the research questions, the current focused literature review builds on
extant conceptualizations of co-creation and related terminology in service literature. This
focused review imitates the systematic review method (SLR) but is not framed as
exhaustively; to effectively direct the focus of the analysis on co-creation of services and to
ensure the analysis focuses on high-quality scholarly contributions, the study targets the
five Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) rated “generic,” i.e., not industry specific, service
research journals: Journal of Service Management, Journal of Services Marketing, Journal of
Service Research, Journal of Service Theory and Practice and Service Industries Journal.

This paper begins with an overview of the services research literature that examines the
collaborative act in the customer—provider interface, outlining its evolution and pointing
tensions. This is followed by the methodology section, which explains the focused literature
review approach. Moving to the findings, first the terminology parallel to or corresponding
with co-creation of services is examined and reflected against the broader literature base.
Second, the results of the thematic analysis of qualifying articles that discovers 63
conceptualizations of co-creation and related terminology are reported and an explicit
definition of co-creating services is developed. Third, the review results extend Verleye’s
(2015) work on the dimensions of the co-creation experience by arranging both beneficial
and counterproductive outcomes in the literature into a typology of outcomes in co-creating
services in a business context. Finally, the findings of the focused literature review are
combined into an integrative conceptual framework. The paper concludes by discussing
promising opportunities for service research, managerial takeaways and limitations.

1.1 Evolution and tensions of the service co-creation literature

The participation or involvement of customers in the processes of service providers has
been a much-discussed topic for decades. Fuchs (1968) was the first to specifically propose
the consumer as a factor in production in his seminal work on the service economy. In the
1970s, Levitt (1976) and Lovelock and Young (1979) suggested industrializing personal
service to improve productivity for providers. In the 1980s, to increase productivity and
customer satisfaction, Mills and Morris (1986) recommended considering customers as
temporary, partial employees. In the 1990s, Dabholkar (1990) and Cermak et al (1994)
claimed that the inclusion of customers in the service production and delivery phases
enhances service quality perceptions, repurchases and referrals.

The current analysis recognizes that with the start of the 2000s, the mindset around
customer—provider collaboration shifted. Instead of viewing customers as productivity
inputs and resources to rationalize production processes (here labeled as the first generation
perspective), they were more broadly recognized as active collaborators in the business
system and co-creation efforts became emphasized as the next frontier of competitive
strategy (second generation) (Bendapudi and Leone, 2003; Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2000,
2004a; Zwick et al., 2008). Table I provides a detailed comparison of the two generations of
theorizing around the collaborative act in the customer—provider interface.

While the first generation view considers the customer as a temporary participant and a
resource in the actual service process (Kelley et al., 1990; Mills and Morris, 1986), the second
generation promotes involving the customer in the service system more broadly and in
various stages and functions of the service value chain. This involvement of customers can
extend throughout the entire innovation process for a service, from idea generation to the
end use (Mele ef al, 2014). Correspondingly, the communication between the provider and
customer has evolved from sporadic, unidirectional and less transparent to frequent,
bidirectional and transparent dialogue (Chathoth ef al, 2013; Gustafsson et al, 2012;
Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004a). Both parties must perceive their relationship as
beneficial in order to continue (De Wulf et al, 2001), which highlights the customer as part of
the social relations of production (Zwick et al., 2008).
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Table 1.

Two generations of
provider—customer
collaboration

1st generation on customer—provider
collaboration

2nd generation on customer—provider
collaboration

(1) Representation
of terminology

Customer involvement, customer
participation, co-production, customers as
(partial) employees, joint production

Customer involvement, customer
participation, co-creation, co-innovation,
co-ideation, co-valuation, co-design, co-test,
co-launch, co-investment, co-production,
co-consumption

(2) Collaboration ~ Temporary (Kelley et al,, 1990; Mills and ~ Temporary or continuous (Mele ef al., 2014)
duration Morris, 1986)
(3) Collaboration ~ Sporadic, unidirectional and less Frequent, bidirectional and transparent
communication transparent (Kelley et al,, 1990; Mills and  dialogue (Chathoth ef al, 2013; Gustafsson
Morris, 1986; Prahalad and Ramaswamy, ef al, 2012; Prahalad and Ramaswamy,
2004a) 2004a)
(4) Collaboration ~ The partial employee (Mills and Morris,  “Reconfiguring social relations of
relationship 1986), putting customers to work to production” that foster contingency,
rationalize production processes (Zwick playfulness and experimentation
et al., 2008) (Zwick et al., 2008, p. 184)
(5) Collaboration ~ Provider centric (Cermak et al, 1994; Customer centric and experience centric
focus Lovelock and Young, 1979) (Chathoth et al, 2013; Prahalad, 2004)
(6) Collaboration  In the service production and service From co-ideation to co-consumption
stage delivery stages (Dabholkar, 1990; Lovelock (Quero and Ventura, 2015; Russo-Spena
and Young, 1979) and Mele, 2012)
(7) Collaborating ~ Provider—customer (e.g. Kelley ef al, 1990; Multi-actor network (Pirinen, 2016; Quero
actors Mills and Morris, 1986) and Ventura, 2015)
(8) Collaboration ~ The provider enables the involvement and Involvement may be initiated by the
initiation invites the customer to participate (Normann provider inviting actors to participate
and Ramirez, 1993; Ramirez, 1999) (Kazadi et al, 2016), the provider offering a
platform for co-creation (Ogawa and Piller,
2006), the customer initiating the co-creation
(Oliveira and von Hippel, 2011) or co-
creation happening outside of the provider’s
focus, such as in online communities and the
commons (Zwass, 2010)
9) Desired Desired outcomes for the provider are of — Diverse set of desired outcomes for the
outcomes economical nature and include productivity provider and the customer, such as well-

and process gains, such as savings in time,
money and effort (Dabholkar, 1990;
Lovelock and Young, 1979)

being (Engstrom and Elg, 2015), relationship
quality (So et al, 2016), innovation (Ordanini
and Parasuraman, 2011) and launch support
(Rusanen et al, 2014)

These generations of thought are reflected in the normative and managerially targeted
content in this body of knowledge. During the first generation of customer—provider
collaboration, the collaboration was steered by a provider-centric mindset (Dabholkar, 1990;
Lovelock and Young, 1979). This changed with the second generation; the collaboration focus
is now rather oriented toward the customer and experiences (Chathoth ef al, 2013; Prahalad,
2004). With a change in focus came also a transformation in collaboration initiation. Before,
the provider enabled and invited the customer to participate (Normann and Ramirez, 1993;
Ramirez, 1999). This changed to a more variable constellation, in which the provider or the
customer may initiate collaboration (Kazadi et al, 2016; Oliveira and von Hippel, 2011),
the provider may only offer the platform for collaboration (Ogawa and Piller, 2006), or the
customer may engage in collaboration outside of the provider focus (Zwass, 2010).

Another important facet of the evolvement is that the customer—provider collaboration
developed from a focus on the dyad to a more encompassing picture that considers the
influence of a multi-actor context (Mills and Morris, 1986; Pirinen, 2016). The service context



is described as a multifaceted and dynamic social and economic system that is composed of
an actor network and guiding institutions (Akaka and Vargo, 2015).

Finally, the desired outcomes following the process of co-creating services have changed
from mainly economical nature (Dabholkar, 1990; Lovelock and Young, 1979) to being much
more multidimensional. For the second generation of customer—provider collaboration,
desired outcomes are considered for both the provider and the customer, and they anticipate
well-being, relationship quality and innovation, among others (Engstrom and Elg, 2015;
So et al., 2016, Ordanini and Parasuraman, 2011).

Changes in the style of debate can also be associated with the generations of thought.
During the first generation, the tension is framed between the establishing service field toward
the traditional disciplines that, allegedly, considered goods and service contexts as no
different. After entering the second generation view of co-creation, tensions were reframed
within the stream of service research. In particular, current literature features an ongoing
debate about the true meaning of co-creation (Galvagno and Dalli, 2014), marked by a lack of
conceptual clarity between two perspectives; whether co-creation denotes the joint creation of
services or the creation of value at a more abstract level (Mustak ef al, 2013). This tension is
apparent in the discourse between the S-D logic and its rival theories. The S-D logic insinuates
that the customer is always a co-creator of value (Vargo and Lusch, 2004, 2008, 2016).
Gronroos and co-authors developed a competing view; their service logic suggests that value
co-creation occurs more specifically in the joint sphere of customer—provider interaction
(Gronroos and Ravald, 2011; Gronroos and Voima, 2013).

Besides the debate on the conceptual clarification of co-creation, there is dispute on the
forms of co-creation. While some publications implicitly assume that co-creation is the same
as involvement, participation or co-production (Chang and Taylor, 2016; Dong and
Sivakumar, 2017; Voorberg et al., 2015), other publications argue that the terms differ (Etgar,
2008; Gronroos and Voima, 2013; Lusch and Vargo, 2006). The inconsistent use of terms to
signify the collaborative act in the customer—provider interface has led to conceptual
pluralism in the service management domain. This can reduce consistency and decelerates
the development of contributions to the topic.

Finally, existing conceptual overviews have not broadly analyzed and consolidated the
potential, realistic outcomes of co-creating services (Voorberg ef al, 2015). The interactive
nature of services urges managers to understand co-creation to target the right customers
and to recognize the expected benefits (Matthing et al, 2004). By co-creating services, service
providers can realize beneficial outcomes, such as gaining a better understanding of their
clientele, improving user—service fit and enhancing service performance (Dong et al., 2015,
Edvardsson et al., 2013; Hoyer et al,, 2010; Moeller et al., 2013). For example, DHL, the world’s
largest mail and logistics company, runs co-creation workshops with its customers. One of
the solutions that emerged from this practice was the Parcelcopter, a drone that enables
rapid delivery of parcels to geographically secluded areas that are challenging to reach for
postal trucks, and thus improves the service experience for remote customers (Deutsche
Post DHL Group, 2017; DHL Solutions & Innovations, 2017).

Nonetheless, co-creation may also lead to counterproductive outcomes, such as uncertainty
about service ownership and diminished efficiency and service performance (Carbonell et al,
2012; Dong and Sivakumar, 2015; Dong ef al, 2015; Hurmelinna-Laukkanen and Ritala, 2010).
Osei-Frimpong et al (2015) suggested that successfully performed co-creation improves service
outcomes, but unsuccessful executions can prompt value destruction. For example, the large
German manufacturer Henkel ran an open co-creation contest to find a new label sticker for its
Pril dish detergent, but the platform was engulfed by inappropriate propositions, such as “Pril
tastes like chicken”, which was voted as the top slogan by the online community (Gatzweiler
et al, 2013; Verhoef et al, 2013). These counterproductive outcomes suggest that a comprehensive
assessment of possible outcomes is vital for the successful management of co-creating services.
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For the remainder of this paper, the authors focus on the second generation of
customer—provider collaboration and direct the analysis toward a way that is meaningful
for decision making in service management. In order to facilitate further theoretical and
practical development, the co-creation of services includes frequent, bidirectional and
transparent dialogue between customers and providers, is customer and experience centric,
may occur in phases beyond service delivery and production, includes a diverse set of
desired outcomes and is influenced by a multi-actor network.

Given the increasing number of contributions, the field needs integrative analyses to
introduce conceptual coherence. Due to inconsistent use of terms and lack of shared definitions,
comparing findings from the different studies on co-creating services is problematic. Despite
that some literature reviews and several conceptual studies on co-creation of services have been
published, conceptual inconsistency continues to exist in the research stream. Conceptual
papers have explored the underpinning logic of co-creation (Gronroos, 2008, 2011, 2012;
Gronroos and Ravald, 2011; Saarijirvi et al, 2013; Vargo and Lusch, 2008), the interrelation
between co-creation and other terms, such as co-design and co-production (Chathoth et al, 2013;
Lusch and Vargo, 2006; O'Hern and Rindfleisch, 2010) and the embeddedness of co-creation in
social service systems (Edvardsson ef al, 2011; Maglio and Spohrer, 2008; Vargo et al, 2008).

Existing reviews concentrate on classifying and synthesizing the diverse disciplinary
roots of co-creation (Galvagno and Dalli, 2014; Greenhalgh et al, 2016; Ind and Coates, 2013;
Ranjan and Read, 2016) and on developing co-creation models for different business modes
and industries (Greenhalgh ef al, 2016; Romero and Molina, 2011). Out of the six reviews
identified, only Voorberg et al (2015) focused on the outcomes following co-creation.
However, their examination of co-creation outcomes is limited to the context of citizen
participation in public innovation, inviting further explorations on the outcomes of
co-creation in the service industries more broadly.

Regarding methodological choices, existing co-creation reviews use search strategies based
on pre-set search terms to identify the literature using search engines: Galvagno and Dalli (2014)
used “co-creation”; Voorberg et al (2015) used “co-creation” and “co-production”; and Ranjan and
Read (2016) added “value-in-use” to these search terms. Other reviews on related terms have
also included “co-creation” as a search term, for example, Dong and Sivakumar (2017) searched
for “participation,” “co-production” and “co-creation” in their customer participation review and
Chang and Taylor (2016) used “participation,” “involvement,” “co-production,” “crowdsourcing”
and “co-creation” in their meta-analysis on customer participation. Both the diversity of the
pre-set search terms used for systematic analyses and the increasing number of conceptual
contributions on the interrelations between co-creation and related terms highlight the existing
debate on the forms of co-creation (Etgar, 2008; Galvagno and Dalli, 2014; Grénroos and Voima,
2013; Payne et al, 2008; Saarijarvi et al, 2013; Voorberg et al, 2015). A gap remains in
differentiating, synthesizing, explicating and organizing the terminology on the forms of service
co-creation. To address this gap, the current effort follows an inductive and inclusive approach,
allowing the terminology that addresses the collaborative act between customers and providers
to emerge inductively through a focused literature review.

2. Review approach

In response to the research questions, this paper implements a systematic yet focused literature
review approach. Focusing on the service research literature, its main purposes are: to assess,
clarify and consolidate the terminology around the co-creation of services and to assess and
consolidate the forms and outcomes of co-creating services. By taking an inductive and inclusive
approach, allowing similar and neighboring terms to emerge from the literature set, this focused
review seeks to disentangle the body of knowledge related to co-creating services and to reduce
the existing conceptual pluralism. Because many relevant publications use other labels than
co-creating services to denote forms of collaborative creation, using a pre-set keyword search



would diminish the richness of the relevant co-creation terminology to be discovered by limiting
the analysis to those studies that specifically mention the term. The focused literature review of
all articles published in five service journals included the Journal of Service Management,
Journal of Services Marketing, Journal of Service Research, Journal of Service Theory and Practice
and Service Industries Journal. Three criteria drove the selection of these journals: first, each
journal had to be rated by the SSCI (Thomson Reuters, 2015); second, only journals focusing on
services are included; and third, the journals are inclusive and generic service journals and not
specific to any particular industry (e.g. healthcare).

While not exhaustive in terms of publication outlets, this review provides a lens to focus on
the developments in co-creating services, specifically in the service literature, which is essential
given the current confusion with regard to conceptualizing co-creation (Dong and Sivakumar,
2017; Gronroos and Ravald, 2011; Saarijarvi ef al, 2013) and calls for more research on the
outcomes of co-creating services (Voorberg ef al, 2015). The five publication outlets published
2,466 articles between January 2006 and August 2016—a time frame that included the
appearance of most co-creation articles (Galvagno and Dalli, 2014). The body of the current
theorizing emerged from this set of articles through inductive analysis proceeding in stages,
beginning with the analysis of the abstracts of all published articles. To include earlier years, the
authors conducted a supplementary SCOPUS search in the five publication outlets of all years
before 2006, using all terms identified in the previous analysis as search terms beside co-creation.

To ensure an appropriate structure and objectivity in the selection of literature, the focused
literature review followed the four consecutive stages proposed by Booth et al (2016): literature
search, appraise the evidence base, analyze the findings and synthesize the results. To extend
coverage in time, a fifth stage that comprised the supplementary SCOPUS analysis of articles
prior to 2006 was added. Table II provides an overview of the activities during each of the stages.

Stage 1 included an initial inspection of the titles, keywords and abstracts that were
accumulated during the literature search. During this first review, publications were included in
the set for the next review step if the focal concept co-creation/cocreation of services was present
and the paper included content focusing on outcomes of co-creation; or other relating terms that
pointed to collaborative customer-provider creation were identified, including its outcomes;
or the publications clearly reflected the results of customer-provider co-creation despite lacking
a specific keyword pointing to co-creation. If any ambiguity was perceived, the whole
publication was skimmed to determine suitability. Stage 1 resulted in a set of 138 articles.

In Stage 2, the introduction, literature review and methodology sections of the articles
were examined. In this inspection, 54 articles were excluded for three reasons. First,
scrutinizing several conceptualizations in more detail led to the exclusion of studies that did
not relate to collaborative co-creation in practice, such as the customer empowerment study
by O’Cass and Ngo (2011). Second, the search targeted co-creation of services in the
customer—provider interface, but several articles examined co-creation between employees
or firms instead (e.g. Mukherjee and Malhotra, 2006). Third, some articles featured related
terms that incorporated meanings different from co-creating services, such as the
involvement definition by Zaichkowsky (1985) that presents involvement as the person’s
perceived relevance of an object; mere perception of relevance lacks the collaborative aspect
in service co-creation. Thus, 84 articles remained for further analysis.

The inspection during Stage 3 included reading of the analysis, results and discussion
sections, following the sequence of their assigned numbers. Ten articles were omitted from
further analysis because they did not specify service co-creation outcomes for the customer
or the service provider. Stage 3 resulted in the final set of 74 articles.

The fourth stage contained the synthesis of the findings, which is presented in the following four
sections. Section 3 introduces the identified terminology associated with co-creation in services.
Section 4 comprises a thematic analysis of the forms and themes of extant conceptualizations
discovered in the 80 articles and develops an explicit definition of co-creating services.
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Table II.
Overview of the
focused literature
review process

Stages

Research procedures

Stage 1:
identification and
screening of
abstracts

Stage 2:
screening and
analysis of
article content

Stage 3:
screening and
analysis of the
findings

Stage 4:
synthesizing the
findings

Stage 5:
supplementary
SCOPUS search

Five target journals: Journal of Service Management, Journal of Services Marketing,
Journal of Service Research, Journal of Service Theory and Practice and Service
Industries Journal

Time frame: January 2006-August 2016, containing 2,466 articles

Initial inspection based on title, keywords and abstract: an article was included,

if it addressed some form of collaborative act in the customer—service provider
interface and indicated that some kind of outcome(s) resulted from this co-creation.
Articles that discussed value co-creation on an abstract level, without addressing a
service event or episode that yielded some kind of outcomes or consequences

from the co-involvement of the customer and the service provider, were excluded
from the literature set

If ambiguity prevailed during the initial inspection, the whole publication was skimmed
for its suitability

Citation management software (EndNote X7) was used to store and explore the
literature effectively

A single line was written about each publication and its relation to the outcomes of
co-creating services to attain a reference point

Result: 138 articles

Secondary inspection of articles, arranged in chronological order, based on reading the
introduction, literature review and methodology parts

For each article, the definitions, explanations and descriptions of “co-creating services”
were entered into a spreadsheet file

During this closer inspection of the article content, the articles were excluded for the
following reasons: (a) co-creation was not addressed; (b) co-creation was addressed, but
not between the customer and the service provider; and (c) words interpreted as
terminology typically associated with co-creation of services were used in in another
meaning or context

Result: 84 articles

Tertiary inspection based on reading the analysis, results and discussion sections of all
articles in sequence of their assigned numbers

Following the tertiary inspection, 10 articles were excluded for the following reasons: (a)
no outcomes of co-creating services addressed; or (b) has outcomes of co-creating
services, but not for the customer or the service provider

Result: 74 articles

Section 3: Discussion on the terminology determined through the focused review found to
be related to co-creating services

Section 4: Explicit definition of co-creating services based on thematic analysis of the
forms and themes of extant conceptualizations

Section 5: Typology of the beneficial and counterproductive customer

and provider outcomes of co-creating services based on thematic analysis of the
outcomes and classified after the co-creation experience dimensions of Verleye (2015)
Section 6: Integrative framework for the co-creation of services based on the

prior review findings and the comparison between

the different terms

SCOPUS search of all targeted publication outlets of the years before 2006

Searched keywords: co-creation/cocreation OR involvement, engagement, participation,
co-design/codesign, co-production/coproduction, co-consumption/coconsumption,
pro-sumption/prosumption, AND outcome

The SCOPUS search identified 14 articles of which six articles passed the screening (as
above) and were added to the data set and syntheses of Stage 4

Result of supplementary review: 6 articles added, total 80 articles




Further thematic analysis of the outcomes in Section 5 then provides a typology of beneficial
and counterproductive customer and service provider outcomes of co-creating services,
classified according to the co-creation experience dimensions of Verleye (2015) and discusses
how the terminology of co-creating services differs across the outcomes. Finally, Section 6
develops an integrative framework capturing the identified co-creation forms and outcomes.
In the last stage, to develop a comprehensive picture of the development of the
co-creation theme in the five journals, the researchers performed a focused, supplementary
SCOPUS search to cover the relevant articles published before 2006. As the searched
keywords the authors used the terms that had emerged in the analysis, introduced in
Section 3, and the word “outcome” to ensure that all publications included both co-creation
of services and addressed consequent outcomes. Six articles passed the screening, growing
the data set from 74 to 80 articles and were further included in the syntheses of Stage 4.
Before entering the in-depth conceptual review findings, a brief overview of the reviewed
studies is provided here in the form of descriptive statistics. Table III demonstrates how the
identified co-creation literature spreads across the five journals. Figure 1 shows the total number
of co-creation articles published per year (full years only). Table IV presents the methodological
orientation of the articles, showing that 95 percent of the reviewed articles are empirical research.

Journal Number of publications Percentage
Service Industries Journal 21 26.25
Journal of Service Management® 19 23.75
Journal of Service Research 15 18.75
Journal of Services Marketing 14 17.50
Journal of Service Theory and Practice” 11 13.75
Total 80 100

Notes: “Previously published as International Jowrnal of Service Industry Management; Ppreviously
published as Managing Service Quality
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Table III.
Publication outlets
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3. The concept of co-creating services and related terminology

In response to the first research question, the focused literature review identified several terms
that subject to a similar meaning as the co-creation of services. The terms that appeared most
frequently in the reviewed 80 articles are co-creation (e.g. Russo-Spena and Mele, 2012;
Witell ef al, 2011), involvement (e.g. Carbonell ef al, 2012; Cheng et al, 2012), engagement
(e.g. Jahn and Kunz, 2012; O'Brien ef al, 2015), participation (e.g. Dong and Sivakumar, 2015;
Engstréom and Elg, 2015), co-design (e.g. Gebauer et al, 2010; Quero and Ventura, 2015),
co-production (e.g. Guo et al, 2013; Mende and van Doorn, 2015) and co-consumption/pro-
sumption (Quero and Ventura, 2015; Witell ef al, 2011). Other terms brought up in the literature,
although less frequently, are servuction (Gebauer et al, 2010), collaboration (Ordanini and
Parasuraman, 2011), interaction (Alam, 2011) and cooperation (Hsieh et al, 2013).

When scrutinizing the literature of the focused review and of other reviews on the topic, it
becomes apparent that there is much debate on the terminological relatedness between the
terms. Some authors treat the terms as inclusive, such as when Dong and Sivakumar (2017)
suggested using customer participation to encompass co-production and co-creation; Gebauer
et al. (2010) proposed that co-creation integrates salient aspects of co-production; Russo-Spena
and Mele (2012) depicted co-creation as an overall concept for customer involvement; and
Chang and Taylor (2016) implicitly recognized co-creation, co-production and customer
involvement as synonyms for customer participation and included them as equal search
criteria in their meta-analysis. In their systematic review, Voorberg et al (2015) showed that
researchers often use co-creation and co-production interchangeably. Similarly, Dong and
Sivakumar (2017) demonstrated how a multitude of terms have been used to describe
customer participation, such as customer engagement, co-production and co-creation, and
Mustak et al (2013, p. 354) denoted co-design, co-development and customer engagement as
“other terminology to study the same subject [customer participation].”

This interchangeable use of terms has led to increasing confusion about their conceptual
content and blurred the resulting analyses and outcomes. To reduce this misperception,
many authors have tried to disentangle the terminology. For example, Dong and Sivakumar
(2017) recognized that co-creation, customer participation and co-production belong to the
same meaning cluster, while they differentiated customer engagement and customer
innovation as related but distinct terms. Regarding customer participation in co-creation,
Mustak ef al (2013) differentiated between participation in creating offerings and
participation in creating value. Lusch and Vargo (2006) also described two components of
co-creation: co-creation of value and co-production. The first is more encompassing and can
be determined only by the customer during the consumption process, whereas the latter
denotes participation through co-design or shared inventiveness in creating the offering.
Similarly, in Etgar’s (2008) model of consumer engagement in co-production, co-creation of
value occurs in the consumption stage, but co-production happens during the production
process, before usage. Finally, Gronroos and Ravald (2011) and Gronroos and Voima (2013)
argued that through interaction in a joint creation process, the customer can get involved as
a co-designer, co-developer and co-producer in the service provider’s processes, while the
service provider can participate as a value co-creator in the customer’s processes.

This paper suggests that none of the terms are direct synonyms for co-creating services, but
that involvement, engagement and participation act as necessary prervequisite-forms (in short,
prerequisites) for the co-creation of services to occur. Co-design, co-production and
co-consumption are considered specific forms of the co-creation of services that further
describe in which phase of the service process co-creating services is taking place. Consider
DHL'’s co-creation workshops with customers as an example: Customers and DHL employees
must be involved in the workshop to take part in co-creating services; actively participate in
service co-creation; and finally, be engaged cognitively, behaviorally or affectively (or all at
once) before they can be prompted to co-create. Once these prerequisites are fulfilled, customers



jointly collaborate with DHL in a process of co-creation; specifically, they co-design solutions
during the design and development phases (DHL Solutions & Innovations, 2017).

In an attempt to clarify the concept of co-creation of services and disentangle the
conceptual pluralism surrounding it, the following sections compare and contrast the
different associated terms based on the 80 articles accumulated through this focused review.

4. Defining the co-creation of services

In response to the second research question, the authors conduct a thematic analysis of the
forms and themes of co-creating services that aims to pinpoint and understand where and how
service literature converges and diverges (Green ef al, 2017). A thematic analysis is a
theoretically flexible approach that enables the identification and description of patterns within
a literature stream (Braun and Clarke, 2006; Fereday and Muir-Cochrane, 2006). As a first step
in moving toward a definition of the co-creation of services, emerging themes in existing
conceptualizations enabled the authors to provide new clarity about the phenomenon of
co-creating services. Then, the researchers could synthesize and translate key themes in the
different conceptualizations, even if they were expressed using different wording (Thomas and
Harden, 2008). The thematic analysis involved careful reading and re-reading of the identified
conceptualizations of co-creating services, as summarized in Table V. The label “term”
(Column 1, Table V) refers to the seven terms that relate to the co-creation of services
(co-creation, involvement, engagement, participation, co-design, co-production and
co-consumption). The label “conceptualization of the term” (Column 2) indicates which one
of the seven terms in Column 1 is cited by the conceptualization in a particular publication.
The different “themes within the conceptualization” (Columns 4-10) provide an overview; these
themes may or may not be captured by a specific conceptualization. The following paragraphs
explain the procedure of the thematic analysis in more detail.

First, the authors identified which of the selected articles in the focused review provide a
conceptualization related to the co-creation of services. Of the 80 articles selected, 51 articles
provide 63 conceptualizations that are coded into seven categories depicting a concept or a term:
co-creation, involvement, engagement, participation, co-design, co-production and
co-consumption/pro-sumption. In total, 29 publications that addressed the collaborative act in
the customer—service provider interface do not conceptualize specific terms or their terms occur
only infrequently within all selected articles, such as customer cooperation by Hsieh ef al (2013) or
collaboration by Ordanini and Parasuraman (2011). Especially for cooperation and collaboration,
the low number of conceptualizations is likely because the terms are used rather unconsciously
and are often not further delineated. The reliability of coding the 63 conceptualizations into their
respective terms was evaluated using Cohen’s Kappa k. The resulting « = 1 implied perfect inter-
rater agreement across the author team (Landis and Koch, 1977). Although the 51 articles
provided 63 conceptualizations, not all articles proposed new definitions; some relied on previous
works. For example, Edvardsson et al (2013), Elg et al (2012) and Melton and Hartline (2015) all
cited Witell et al’s (2011) definition. Yet, no conceptualization appears more than four times across
the set of articles, confirming the conceptual fragmentation and need for a consolidating definition.

Second, these conceptualizations were coded according to seven emerging themes, as
detailed in Table VI. The seven themes (Columns 4-10, Table V) were derived by reading
and re-reading all 63 conceptualizations for any common wording or meaning. For example,
“joint,” “customer” and “actor” appear multiple times, as do phrases related to the service
process, such as “ideation,” “design,” “development” and “delivery.” Using this common
wording or meaning, the authors then developed the different themes. For the assessment of
the inter-rater reliability of coding the conceptualizations into the seven themes, the Cohen’s
x value was 0.71, which denotes substantial agreement across the author team (Landis and
Koch, 1977). Disagreements were mostly due to language misunderstandings, so they could
be resolved by refining the choice of wording of the themes.
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Theme Explanation

Customer—provider The conceptualization focuses on the collaborative act between the customer

emphasis and the service provider and does not specifically name other actors

Multi-actor emphasis The conceptualization focuses specifically on more actors than just the
customer and the service provider

Emphasis on resource The concept of resource integration is mentioned within the conceptualization

integration

Emphasis on joint creation Co-creating services occurs on a joint interface through a collaborative act

Emphasis on customer Co-creating services occurs on the customer’s side throughout the customer’s

creation own actions and implicates less direct collaboration with the service provider

Entire service process Co-creating services takes place during the entire service process, denoting all

phases such as co-ideation, co-valuation, co-design, co-testing, co-launching,
co-production and co-consumption of a service
Selected phases of the The conceptualization specifically mentions co-creating services taking place in
service process a particular phase of the service process, for instance in the co-design or
co-consumption phase
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Table VL.
Explanation of the
seven emerging
themes in co-creation
of services
conceptualizations

Third, the prevalence of each theme, in terms of its absolute number of occurrences,
provides the basis for introducing an explicit definition of co-creating services grounded
in extant insights. The findings demonstrate a strong emphasis on customer—provider
mutual creation, which is not surprising, considering the selection criteria of the focused
review. However, the findings also reveal a growing focus on the influence of a multi-
actor context (Akesson et al, 2016; Pinho et al, 2014). This finding is in line with the
authors’ presentation of the first and second generation of customer—provider
collaboration. Initially, the customer—provider dyad was in the focus, which has
shifted toward including the influence of a multi-actor network. Some authors cite
resource integration (Pinho et al., 2014; Russo-Spena and Mele, 2012; Sweeney et al., 2015),
but most conceptualizations have not adopted this specific term, yet. According to the
S-D logic, when resources are integrated, value gets co-created (Vargo and Lusch, 2008),
which is an implication similar to the contribution of information by customers (Chang
et al., 2013; Witell et al., 2011) or support received from the physical labor of other actors
(Dong, 2015) in the co-creation of services. The analysis also reveals an emphasis on joint
creation, contrary to mere customer creation, which reflects the focus of the second
generation of customer—provider collaboration on the frequent, bidirectional and
transparent dialogue between the customer and provider in a joint interface (Chathoth
et al., 2013; Gustafsson et al., 2012; Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004a).

Many studies concentrate on co-creating services during selected phases of the service
process (Russo-Spena and Mele, 2012). This research labels these terms as specific forms of
co-creating services. Such specific forms of co-creating services, either as new, revised, repeated
services or even innovations, include the co-ideation phase (Moeller et al., 2013), co-valuation and
co-design phase (Hsieh et al, 2013), co-test and co-launch phase (Xia and Suri, 2014),
co-production phase (Chen et al, 2015) and co-consumption phase of a service (Quero and
Ventura, 2015). Because all phases are included, this analysis indicates that co-creating services
can, but does not have to, manifest itself in all phases of the service process. Based on this
thematic analysis, the authors identify an explicit definition of co-creating services, as follows:

The co-creation of services denotes collaborative activities in the customer-provider interface
associated with the service; it necessitates the involvement, engagement and participation of at least
one customer and one service provider and may lead to beneficial and/or counterproductive outcomes
through resource integration. In services, co-creation manifests itself in different forms depending on
the phases of the service process (co-ideation, co-valuation, co-design, co-test, co-launch, co-production
and co-consumption) and is influenced by a contextual, multi-actor network.
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Figure 2.

Themes of the
thematic analysis
represented across
the co-creation of
services terminology

During the thematic analysis, the authors further compared and contrasted the terms
associated with co-creating services. Figure 2 depicts the percentage scores for the identified
terminology across the seven themes discovered and Table VII summarizes these values as
low-, medium-, and high-emphasis categories.

The co-creation terms are associated with the theme of customer—provider emphasis, with
the exception of pro-sumption or, as Quero and Ventura (2015) named it,
co-consumption. The three studies on co-consumption focus on specific phases rather than
the whole service process, because co-consumption predominantly occurs during the use
phase. Co-consumption and pro-sumption refer to “collaboration for use and consumption”
(Quero and Ventura, 2015, p. 125). Literature covering specific phases of the service process
further emphasizes co-design and co-production terms, in addition to referring to co-
consumption (Chien and Chen, 2010; Quero and Ventura, 2015; Russo-Spena and Mele, 2012).
In contrast, the phases of the service process receive little mentioning by literature that uses
co-creation, involvement and engagement terms. This finding supports the authors’ reasoning
that co-design, co-production and co-consumption are specific forms of the co-creation of
services as they manifest themselves during particular phases of the service process.

Literature exploring the co-consumption term emphasizes the consumption and use phase and
pays less attention on customer—provider collaboration theme; instead, the studies addressing
co-consumption focus on customer creation. Witell ef al. (2011) suggested that the term focuses on
customers’ creation activities that lead to the production of offerings, which they finally consume;
hence, they focus on the customer’s side. The theme of customer creation also contains studies
using the terms engagement and participation, but unlike studies on co-consumption,
engagement and participation studies emphasize the customer—provider theme. The notion of
multiple actors in the collaborative act is mostly emphasized by studies using the terms co-design
and engagement, highlighting other actors beyond the dyadic customer—provider collaboration.
As Quero and Ventura (2015, p. 125) explained, co-design “encompasses a wide range of practices
based on the engagement of many actors linked by a shared context and interest.”

Customer—provider emphasis
100%

Phases of the service process Multi-actor emphasis

Entire service process Emphasis on resource integration

Empbhasis on customer creation E . . .
mphasis on joint creation

-s- Co-creation -#- Involvement -# Engagement -#- Participation Co-design -#- Co-production -m- Co-consumption
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Table VII.

Comparison of the
co-creation of

services terminology
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Finally, all themes share the following three observations. First, co-creation is the only term
that is frequently used in all seven themes, underlining both the versatility and the
overarching nature of the term. Second, although the idea of resource integration has been
advocated in some articles on co-creation, this theme draws only limited and sporadic
attention (cf. Akesson et al, 2016; Pinho et al, 2014) across the literature suggesting the
different co-creation terms. Th1rd the theme that emphasizes joint creation iS common across
the entire terminology; this expresses the frequent, bidirectional and collaborative nature of
co-creating services. Due to the recurrent emphasis of involvement, engagement and
participation terms on the joint customer—provider creation, the authors feel further supported
in their claim that these three terms are necessary prerequisites for co-creating services, as
without them no collaboration between service providers and customers is realizable.

5. A typology of outcomes from co-creating services

To address the third research questlon the study develops a typology of outcomes that
result for both customers and service providers from co-creation in service provision. This
typology synthesizes Verleye’s (2015) research on customer benefits that result from
co-creating the service experience with further observations rooted in the current focused
review. Analyzing expected benefits from co-creation, Verleye (2015) identified six
co-creation experience dimensions that influence the overall co-creation experience, defined
as follows: personal benefits: “gaining a better status and recognition”; social benefits:
“being able to connect with other people”; hedonic benefits: “having pleasurable
experiences”; cognitive benefits: “acquiring new knowledge/skills”; economic benefits:
“compensation in line with effort made”; and pragmatic benefits: “solutions better meeting
personal needs” (Verleye, 2015, pp. 323-324).

To construct the typology of co-creation outcomes for the current study, the authors used
these co-creation experience dimensions as a foundation for the thematic analysis that
categorizes the varying outcomes of co-creating services. Given the current focused review
approach, discussions on more generic types of service outcomes, common in the broader
service literature beyond the co-creation theme, are not included—naturally, all service
events should lead to the fulfillment of the value proposition and, subsequently, capture
some intended economic or non-monetary value for the provider.

First, in the 80 articles included, 171 individual observations capturing a broad range of
co-creation outcomes were identified. Second, the observations were sorted using Verleye’s
(2015) co-creation experience dimensions. Third, as the observations included both positive and
negative attributions, they were sorted to beneficial and counterproductive outcomes,
respectively. Fourth, each observation was sorted in terms of its beneficiary, ie., whether the
outcome addressed the customer or the service provider. Finally, Verleye’s (2015) dimensions
were further developed by clustering the observations within each dimension. For example, the
personal benefits for the customer include recognition, self-esteem, well-being, quality of life
perception and empowerment and ownership; all these concepts represent “gaining a better
status and recognition” (Verleye, 2015, p. 324). Illustrated with selected quotations from the
literature, Table VIII presents the typology of the beneficial and counterproductive outcomes of
co-creating services for the customer and the service provider.

Table VIl reveals that for customers, scholarly contributions emphasize personal, social and
pragmatic benefits. Hedonic, cognitive and economic benefits have received less attention, both
in terms of absolute number of references and outcome diversity. For personal benefits,
previous publications highlight customers’ well-being, especially in terms of financial well-being
(Guo et al,, 2013; Mende and van Doorn, 2015). Customers’ social benefits, such as the ability to
connect with other people, predominantly appear as loyalty with the service provider (Harwood
and Garry, 2015; O'Brien et al, 2015) and positive word-of-mouth (intentions) (Ferguson ef al,
2010; Tari Kasnakoglu, 2016). The hedonic benefits acknowledge enjoyment and fun as



% 9 v e
1 © Wa S £z
© P L2288
O M Qa7 o
= L & 58 &
SRR He g8
Q S g
& g5
o
(panunuoo)
9100) ™ 12
0S (G10g) v 12
(5002) U X uaLg,0 (2102)
pue yaIsy Zuny] pue uye(
‘(¥002) uonuaRpl  (GT0g) A1reD ‘(GT0g) A1Ten
D 12 YaISH OI[FUO0D A0Y (S10Q) 7 42 uopIng J0BIUO) pPUB POOMIBH  UOISIOAQNG  PUBR POOMIBH Aefo]
Jopraoxd (JusuIIItIod 9102)
(#002) 0} panqrpe (GT07) £1re pue isnn) v 72 0§ (0102) Kyrenb
D 19 US K S9IN[Ie] 30IAIS (£102) v 12 yotsy A310UAg pue poomiey diysuoreay D 12 JDAOY diysuone[oy [e100§
(S102)
BINJUD A\ pue Surye)-jaed
o1nd (G107 pue diysioumo
70 12 PN Yusuromoduur]
(S102) uondaotad
D Jo £oUdemMS  AJI[ JO Ajfenyd)
(T02) w100
UBA PUB SPUSJA
‘€100) W 12
(002) uoX uonoesnes ony (G10z) 31
pue yaIsy ssaqs qof (#002) 72 12 UOOX qof pue wonssuy 3uraq-[o M
(0102)
B[RI pue
usueyyne| uonoajoid (6002) udurwon ], ageul Jopiaoid
-BUUIPULINY  90IAIIS J0J PIDN PUB USUOAIO], pasoduy (S102) 70 12 ONX) WAA)SA-J[OS
(0102)
BRI pue (#102)
usueyyne| AyureyLoun 11oddns JI9pUBXI[Y
-~BUUI[QULIN paseau] (¥102) 77 12 oquig UOISIA(] pue ejoyyee( uonIuS0d9y [eu0SI9
uonedrqnd SOW0J)NO uonyedrqnd sowodno - uonedrqnd S9W0INO uonedrqnd S9UW0INO (ST0Q) 249110 A
90mog aanonpoxd 901mog [eyousg mog  aanonpoid 901mog [eyousg JO SUOISUSWIP
-19uno)) -19unon) Eapcisclbel

J1op1a01d 014G

Jawojsny)

Uuonea.n-0)




(panuuod)

(610¢) BAOYYZAY

2102) SN pue eusdg
-0ssny (1107) UeweImseIR]
PUE [UUEPI() (Z105)

17 12 3UaY) (GT02) 1 12 UaY)
(¢10g) 1 32 11PUOqIR) (E107)

Justdo[aAsp

(G107) 243[1A
‘0102) 12 12
3ureoy] ‘(7102)

SIS pue

SIATY (9T07) 7?0 12 UOSSAYY  9JIAIS MoN UOSSPLIJII0L)  9FPo[MOUY] MIN 9ATIUS0)
(v102)
ueLIRy3ef[07
pue
JUSUWIUOINAUD 3uays (9102) unjy
(F107) Jopuexs[y pue eloys[ee[ Junjiop 0 32 U3y  pue juswAofuy JIUOpPSY
(9102)
nsoyeusey|
e
‘§100) 92
£3uLamg (0102) (suoryusyur)
70 2 UOSNSIDY]  YINOW-JO-PIOA
JI0MUE) pUB
uoneIgajul
(0102) [euonouny (0102)
uay)) pue udy) (1107) Wwery -8S01) D 12 JDAOH JUSWSRS U]
Jopraoxd
(¥102) Ay M
70 2 3unj,  UOJBOYIIUSP]
uonesynuspl
Aueduwod (2102) Suays
(#102) 7v 72 Sung, —IoWNSU0)) pue Ieyjoyqe( Jsniy,
uonedrqnd SoUWI00INO uonedrqnd sowoono - uonedrqnd SOWI0INO uonedrqnd S9UW0INO (G107) 249119 A
0mog aanonpoxd 01mog [egousg 0mog  aanonpoid 901mog [egausg JO SUOTSUIWIP
pcililvel peiliilvel UALIAXD
UOI)BIID-0))
Jop1ao1d 01AI0G JouIoIsn))
- :
wn <t Al —_
-~ 6 M=l
28 o &




o0 N M i
g8 © S
B © 2

s 2

SR7] &=

Q
&

(panunuoo)
(#002) peopyion (£007) ye1n)  Joqey [eatsAyd
v 12 YaiSH paadRg (G10¢) Suoq (G10g) 7 2 duog JO Sijeuag
(@102) 1 12 (¥100) sguraes (710¢)  uonesusdwod
UoSSJRISNY)  $S900NSs SULBI() 72 2 oquid (010g) 72 f2 IAOH 1S0D pue swil], Lmg pue ery ATe)oUoN
oueurioyRd
(110g) wry pue Soes
Suemy (I10g) OBYD PUB USIY)  SULIRJO MIN
(1102) 17 12 IPRM €100) 17 72
uossyeisny (010z) °l°H Pue
SO0IUQIL) ‘(FT0Z) UOSSPLIIION)
0102) 7 12 NBARD (€102) 17 12
(Z102) 0 12 doueuLIofRd €10Q) v 12 uosspieApy  9dueuLIoLRd IB[[POIN (ST0Q)
[[PuoqIe) JON IRl {2102 v 12 TPUOQIR) JON IR D 2 ONL) SUTRS JIUOUOIY JIWOUOIF]
$901IN0SAT
pauLIOjsueI)
(¥10g) 1272 pue Sulres]
uduesny ‘(G10g) usureredde Chiiti el
pue ot[ey] (g102) 1 12 31 a3pajmoury]
(1102) 17 12 TPRM (6002)
UQUIION |, PUB USUOAIO],
(9007) 7 12 Surynely
“€007) v 12 uossnuse Seapt
‘#102) v 12 nomodouueir) pue AJALRIL)
S9OIAIDS
(2102) WUSno PN Sunsxo 0} (0100) Kureppoun
pue ny ‘(Z10g) 77 42 Suay)  syudRA0Idw] D 12 SUI[[903] SS9
uonedrqnd SOW0J)NO uonedrqnd sowodno - uonedrqnd S9W0INO uonedrqnd S9UW0INO (ST0Q) 249110 A
90mog aanonpoxd 901mog [eyousg mog  aanonpoid 901mog [eyousg JO SUOISUSWIP
pcilinlvel -I9)UN0)) UALIRAXd

J1op1a01d 014G

Jawojsny)

Uuonea.n-0)




(7002) v 72 LOOX

}I0JJ9 9IATG

(#102)
(0T0Z)  SSPUPAIDRJd UBLIBYSEJOZ SN JO ISEd (€002) v 12 an[eA
I 12 BAOY ‘(GT0Z) v 2 duoyg pue ADUSDJH pue Suayg PAAIIJ UOSSNUSE\  I9SN PIAISII]
(¥102)
17 12 0 9102)
nisoyeusey|
SUOIOR [BIIA Ayrenb ey,
(2102) PPN Pue BUSdG-0SSNy  PUEB UOISIIP (S102) 0IABS  (2107) SuayS suonuajul
(2102) uuSno A pue nyy IAIG D 12 Suo(] PRAIROIDJ  PUR IBN[OUqR(] aseyo.mday
(G107) eIua/ pue (S102) 1 12 (S102) 1 12
(€002) 1 12 Seapt 0190y ‘(F107) 70 12 usuesny 11oddns SuodwiLy]  uonoNISp  SuodwiLij-19S()
UOSSNUSeN g[qronpoid sso] 0T0g) duIpIey pue Uo)PIN youne| 1980 anfeA (1107 72 42 [[15)  Ajpenb 01A10G
(0102)
(6002) 1 32 1LOH
usurony, (2100) wySno o (S102) ‘(010z) 1014e],
pue aanjeu pue ny ‘(0107) usy) pue JoyIeW  JRWNYRAIS pue uosAig )J ISWOISND
USUOAIO],  9SIOAID PUB MO[S  USIYY) ‘(ZT0g) 7 72 [[Puoqie) 01 paadg pue Suo(| JlicimiiiG] (1102) wery —90IAIG onewseld
ouewIofd
(866T) UBd(] PUR IYSAOIZID], AJ[enb 301AIG
Ayiqelesrewt
(0T0Z) dwIey pue pue dSejuBApE
UOIPIN ‘(Z102) 72 12 [PU0qIR) NIAIS
uonedrqnd SOW0dINO uonedrqnd sowoono  uonedrqnd SOWI00IN0 uonedrqnd SOW00IN0 (ST0Z) Q491N
Enly aanonpod 90.IN0§ [enygauUag 2mog  danonpoid 901M0S [enyaudg JO suoIsuawIp
-19JUno)) -19)uno)) DuaLIRdXd
UOTIBI-07)
19p1a01d ARG J9W0ISN))
2 :
D Al 4 —
-~ 6 M=l
& S &




outcomes (Sheng and Zolfagharian, 2014), while the cognitive benefits include new knowledge
and skills as beneficial outcomes (Koelling ef al, 2010). The economic benefits consist of
improved economic gains for the customer (Moeller et al, 2013) and monetary compensation for
their efforts (Xia and Suri, 2014). Finally, because co-created services can meet personal needs
better, the pragmatic benefits include improved service-customer fit (Alam, 2011), service
quality (Gill ef al, 2011) and repurchase intentions (Tari Kasnakoglu, 2016).

The beneficial outcomes for customers have received more attention than the
counterproductive outcomes. As Table VIII demonstrates, the personal, hedonic, cognitive
and economic co-creation experience dimensions for customers contain no
counterproductive outcomes. This finding supports Mustak ef al (2013, 2016) who
observed a lack of research on counterproductive outcomes following co-creation.
An example of a counterproductive social outcome is that following a lack of positive
collaboration, customers’ trust and commitment may decline; customers’ frustrations may
increase if they perceive their loyalty to be exploited (Harwood and Garry, 2015).
Counterproductive pragmatic outcomes for customers may result from diminished
efficiency (Dong and Sivakumar, 2015), possibly due to decreased ease of use (Sheng and
Zolfagharian, 2014) or lower perceived service quality (Dong et al, 2015).

Table VIII also displays the outcomes following from the co-creation of services for service
providers. The cognitive, economic and pragmatic co-creation experience dimensions point
toward several beneficial outcomes. The cognitive benefits for service providers include the
knowledge and skills to develop new services and improve existing ones together with their
customers (Hu and McLoughlin, 2012; Ryzhkova, 2015). Furthermore, the collaborative act with
customers positively influences market performance (Carbonell et al, 2012), profit margins
(Witell ef al, 2011) and sales performance of the new offering (Chien and Chao, 2011)—all
important economic benefits. Pragmatic benefits can be realized through shorter time-to-market
when introducing new offerings (Chien and Chen, 2010), peer support for services (Melton and
Hartline, 2010) and improved efficiency and effectiveness in operations (Bone et al, 2015).
The literature rarely discusses hedonic benefits for service providers, although a case study of
customer engagement behavior (Jaakkola and Alexander, 2014) shows how co-creation leads to
an improved working environment. Previous research suggests that the co-creation of services
can lead to the personal benefits of improved decision support for the service provider
(Pinho et al, 2014) and a better provider image (Toivonen and Tuominen, 2009). Social benefits
identified include better synergy (Hsieh et al, 2013), contract retention with customers
(Burdon ef al, 2015) and cross-functional integration and teamwork within the service provider
(Alam, 2011; Chien and Chen, 2010).

A major counterproductive personal outcome for the service provider involves knowledge
sharing, which leads to increased uncertainty about who owns the service and calls for better
service protection against imitation (Hurmelinna-Laukkanen and Ritala, 2010). Possible
counterproductive economic outcomes for the service provider that can follow from co-creation
include declining market performance (Carbonell et al, 2012) and a negative effect on the
product success of radical innovations (Gustafsson et al, 2012). Additionally, employees’ job
stress, role conflict and perceived workload are interrelated counterproductive outcomes
associated with personal, social and economic outcome dimensions for providers (Hsieh et al,
2004; Hsieh and Yen, 2005). More specifically, Hsieh and Yen (2005) proposed that customer
participation increases job stress of employees, due to role conflicts between customers and
employees following changes in job characteristics.

To clarify the conceptual pluralism surrounding the concept of co-creation in services,
the authors further compared and contrasted the identified outcomes against the
terminology of co-creating services. Table VII summarizes this comparison and reports on
the occurrence of beneficial and counterproductive outcomes across the terminology for
customers and service providers.
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Cross-comparison of the identified outcomes against the terms used in the same study
reveals that literature using the co-creation term suggests a variety of beneficial outcomes
for nearly all customer and provider experience dimensions, except for the hedonic
dimension. However, the publications addressing co-creation do not identify many
counterproductive outcomes; Osei-Frimpong et al (2015), on the possibility of value
destruction, and Gustafsson et al. (2012), on diminished success of the offerings, are the only
contributions of co-creation terms to counterproductive outcomes. This finding
demonstrates the research gap between the investigation of beneficial and
counterproductive outcomes, supporting earlier reviews (Mustak et al,, 2013, 2016).

Interestingly, publications using the involvement term are predominantly suggesting
outcomes for service providers, with only two publications contributing to customer
outcomes—Chen ef al (2016) mentioned a positive effect on customers’ moods and
Magnusson et al. (2003) proposed improvements in perceived user value. Especially, for the
cognitive, economic and pragmatic experience dimensions, there is a broad body of
involvement literature proposing outcomes for service providers.

Contrary to involvement literature, publications on the engagement term indicate hardly
any outcomes for the service provider, with the exception of Jaakkola and Alexander (2014),
who reported on a positive working atmosphere. There are several outcomes mentioned by
engagement studies for customers, however, they are focused only on the personal and
social experience dimensions. This comprises another difference between the engagement
and involvement terms: while there are many outcomes from involvement publications for
the cognitive, economic and pragmatic experience dimensions, there are no outcomes from
engagement publications on these dimensions. Analogously, there are no outcomes from
involvement literature for the personal and social experience dimensions, but many
outcomes from engagement literature for these dimensions.

For publications highlighting the participation term, the authors find that the outcomes are
relatively evenly divided across the experience dimensions and the customer and service
provider perspectives. Notably though, participation literature identifies more counterproductive
outcomes than any other term. While counterproductive outcomes for the service provider are
mostly suggested for the personal, social and economic dimensions, counterproductive outcomes
for the customer are proposed for the pragmatic experience dimension.

Finally, there are only few outcomes suggested by co-production articles and no outcomes
specifically mentioned for co-design and co-consumption literature. One possible reason for this
finding is that the publications that cover outcomes for co-design, co-production and
co-consumption rarely suggest these outcomes for the respective term alone. Any publication that
named the same outcome for more than one term was not categorized by this research after a
specific term, but under the category “Not specified.” When scrutinizing the publications in this
category (Chien and Chen, 2010; Gebauer ef al, 2010; Hwang and Kim, 2011; Russo-Spena and
Mele, 2012; Quero and Ventura, 2015; Witell ef al, 2011), many articles appear to include one or
more terms of the co-design, co-production and co-consumption terms. Chien and Chen (2010)
reported on customer involvement, customer participation and co-production; Gebauer et al
(2010) proposed co-creation, engagement, co-design, co-production and co-consumption
(pro-sumption); Russo-Spena and Mele (2012) covered co-creation and co-design; and finally,
Quero and Ventura (2015) suggested co-creation, co-design and co-consumption. More
specifically, Quero and Ventura (2015) proposed co-design and co-consumption as certain
types of co-creation; Chien and Chen (2010) defined co-production as customers’ role in the early
phases of developing new offerings; Russo-Spena and Mele (2012) termed co-design as a phase of
the co-creative innovation process; and Witell ef al (2011) implicated that pro-sumption denotes
co-creation, but only during the consumption phase. Conclusively, these findings further support
the authors’ proposition that co-design, co-production and co-consumption can be considered
specific forms of co-creating services that occur in particular phases of the service process.



6. Conclusion: an integrative framework for co-creating services

This focused review set out to conceptually clarify the co-creation of services and name its
forms and outcomes. Grounded in the findings of the thematic analysis of forms, themes and
outcomes in the examined literature, the authors develop an integrative framework to
achieve comprehensive conceptualization of co-creation of services and the associated
terminology (Figure 3) and further suggest examples of industry practices for the specific
forms of co-creating services (Table IX).

6.1 The framework

Figure 3 reflects the properties of the newly developed definition of co-creating services:
service providers and customers integrate their resources collaboratively when and if they
are involved, engaged and participate in the co-creation of services. This co-creation of
services may manifest itself in specific forms depending on the phases of the service
process; as co-ideation, co-valuation, co-design, co-testing, co-launching, co-production and
co-consumption. For customers and providers, the co-creation of services enables beneficial
and counterproductive outcomes, which can be classified into personal, social, hedonic,
cognitive, economic and pragmatic experience dimensions. Finally, beyond the customer—
provider dyad, the thematic analysis identified the theme of “multi-actor emphasis,” which
underlines the influence of a contextual, multi-actor network on all activities occurring as
part of co-creating services.

In conclusion, involvement, engagement and participation are necessary but not sufficient
conditions that must be fulfilled altogether for the co-creation of services to occur (Verleye,
2015; Voorberg et al, 2015; Yi and Gong, 2013); yet these prerequisites cannot ensure that
co-creation of services occurs. For beneficial co-creation to take place, both the customer and
the service provider must be involved, engaged and participating constructively and actively
(Auh et al, 2007; Dong and Sivakumar, 2017). The co-creation of services can manifest itself in
specific forms along the phases of the service process. More specifically, the authors use the
label “regenerative co-creation” to refer to co-creation forms in earlier phases of the service
process that point toward innovating the service—co-ideation, co-valuation, co-design, co-test
and co-launch. “Operative co-creation” captures co-production and co-consumption and
denotes a customer-specific service event or encounter that may occur again several times,
leading at most to incremental innovation.
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Table IX.

Examples of industry
practices for
co-creating services

Specific forms of

co-creating Industry

services practice Example Source

Co-ideation Idea E.ON launched an open idea submission contest Verrinder (2012)
crowdsourcing to find new services through its online

community
Lead user LEGO Mindstorm supplies software to members Chesbrough (2011),
involvement  to reprogram and develop programmable robots Gyrd-Jones and Kornum

(2013)
Co-valuation Commenting  Users submit and vote for designs presented by Ogawa and Piller (2006),
and voting Threadless Russo-Spena and Mele
(2012)
Co-design Solution Netflix Prize was a competition to find a solution Prpi¢ ef al (2015)
crowdsourcing to improving Netflix’s accuracy in predicting the
enjoyment level for a user for a given movie
based on extant movie preferences
Co-creation DHL fosters co-creation workshops with DHL Solutions &
workshops customers to co-design solutions that improve Innovations (2017)
the service experience
Co-test Open service  IBM and customers jointly develop and co-test Chesbrough (2011)
innovation solutions and share the resulting knowledge as
part of the First-of-a-Kind initiative
Co-launch Co-launch At Threadless, besides submitting and voting Ogawa and Piller (2006),

for designs, users share responsibility for the  Russo-Spena and Mele
launch of the design by advertising, shooting for (2012)
catalogues and wooing new customers
Co-production  Co-production IKEA co-produces improvements in family Normann and Ramirez
living with its customers by guiding them to ~ (1993)
assemble their own furniture
Co-consumption Brand The Harley Owners Group (HOG) by Fournier and Lee (2009)
communities ~ Harley-Davidson connects highly engaged
customers and interacts with them through
online and offline channels

6.2 Examples of industry practices

Table IX provides industry examples of the specific forms of co-creating services. As the
examples demonstrate, co-creation can be induced to enhance both the core service as well as
supporting and augmenting services (cf. Ozment and Morash, 1994). To collaboratively generate
ideas (co-ideation), service providers can host open contests and crowdsourcing events, as EON
did (Verrinder, 2012). Like LEGO, they could also limit participation to a selected user group
(Chesbrough, 2011; Gyrd-Jones and Kornum, 2013). Threadless invited customers to vote, appraise
and evaluate ideas for t-shirt designs (co-valuation; Ogawa and Piller, 2006; Russo-Spena and
Mele, 2012). Customers can be invited to co-design with the aim of bridging the gap between
identified needs and feasible solutions (Russo-Spena and Mele, 2012). For example, Netflix held a
competition inviting its audience to help develop recommendations (Prpié ef al, 2015) and DHL
invited selected stakeholder groups to participate in co-creative design workshops (DHL Solutions
& Innovations, 2017). Other specific forms of co-creating services include co-testing, where
customers and providers collaboratively prototype the service before its market introduction, and
co-launching by integrating the customer in launch activities (Chesbrough, 2011; Ogawa and
Piller, 2006; Russo-Spena and Mele, 2012). As an iconic example of co-production, IKEA redefined
the roles and relationships of the traditional furniture business beyond co-producing furniture
(Normann and Ramirez, 1993). Finally, how Harley-Davidson interacts with its customers through
the brand community HOG illustrates the co-consumption form (Fournier and Lee, 2009).



7. Discussion

7.1 Research implications

Reacting to the conceptual pluralism around the concept of co-creating services (Dong and
Sivakumar, 2017; Galvagno and Dalli, 2014; Voorberg et al, 2015), this paper clarifies,
synthesizes and develops knowledge about co-creating services by investigating the
existing body of knowledge in five scholarly service journals. First, the terminology for
co-creating services emerged from the articles based on the workflow of inductive analysis.
Further systematic analyses of the articles investigated the conceptualizations of the
terminology; identified themes that illustrate how different aspects of co-creation are
emphasized across the service literature set; developed a typology of co-creation outcomes;
and synthesized an integrative conceptual framework for co-creating services to support the
research streams investigating co-creation and the customer—provider interface in services.

The paper extends the analyses on co-creation and related terminology (Chathoth ef al,
2013; Lusch and Vargo, 2006; O'Hern and Rindfleisch, 2010) by providing several new
theoretical contributions: first, the study reduces conceptual pluralism around co-creating
services by clearly disentangling its relationship to related terminology, such as
involvement, engagement, participation, co-design, co-production and co-consumption.
Second, the study develops an explicit definition of co-creating services based on conceptual
analysis of the identified terminology and the thematic analysis of the literature. Third, the
study develops a typology of co-creation outcomes by extending the co-creation experience
dimensions of Verleye (2015) by adding the beneficial and counterproductive outcome
dimensions, and comparing the outcomes reported for customers and for service providers.
Fourth, the study develops an integrative framework of co-creation of services to connect
the terminology and to visualize the conceptual dynamics.

The findings of the review encourage using “co-creation of services” as an encompassing
concept to integrate the other terms. The thematic analysis shows that the co-creation term
as such is the only term that is utilized across all seven themes identified. Furthermore,
co-creation has the broadest presence in the experience-centric outcome types identified for
both service providers and customers.

Involvement, engagement and participation are identified as necessary prerequisites to
co-create, while co-design, co-production and co-consumption are considered specific forms
of co-creating services that range from regenerative to operative in nature, depending on the
phase of the service process. Comparing the terminology across the associated themes
shows that literature using involvement, engagement and participation terms recurrently
highlights customer—provider collaboration, which underlines the importance of these terms
for the co-creation of services. Literature exploring co-design, co-production and
co-consumption usually emphasizes the respective phases of the service process, which
further supports the proposition that co-design, co-production and co-consumption can be
considered specific forms of co-creating services.

In response to calls for a less abstract and shared understanding of co-creation
(Galvagno and Dalli, 2014; Saarijirvi ef al., 2013), this paper examines the conceptualizations
of co-creating services and shows that no definition appears more than four times across the
80 articles. To introduce conceptual coherence, a thematic analysis revealed emergent
concepts associated with different conceptualizations of co-creating services, recognized
similar themes that have been expressed using various wordings and synthesized these
patterns into an explicit definition of co-creating services (Fereday and Muir-Cochrane,
2006; Green et al., 2017; Thomas and Harden, 2008). The developed definition of co-creating
services should increase consistency and support the comparison and synthesis of findings
from studies using different terms.

By responding to calls for more research on co-creation outcomes (e.g. Voorberg et al.,
2015), this research also differentiates, synthesizes and strengthens the body of knowledge
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discussing the outcomes that follow from co-creation. The authors extend existing reviews
that cite the shortage of quantitative co-creation studies to consolidate the subsequent
outcomes (Voorberg et al., 2015), by grounding the findings in 38 quantitative and 15 mixed
methods articles. The typology of outcomes shows that there are beneficial outcomes for
service providers and customers across all six co-creation experience dimensions. It further
confirms the lack of counterproductive outcomes of co-creation and extends prior reviews
that only suggest counterproductive outcomes for service providers, by noting some
counterproductive outcomes for customers too (Mustak et al, 2013, 2016). Comparing the
terminology across the typology of outcomes suggests that the involvement term is
predominantly used to convey outcomes for service providers and focuses on the cognitive,
economic and pragmatic experience dimensions. On the contrary, the engagement term
mostly relates to outcomes for customers and focuses on the personal and social experience
dimensions. Finally, the participation term is associated with outcomes that are relatively
evenly divided across the experience dimensions for service providers and customers.
Interestingly, this finding shows that the involvement term is used more frequently to
denote outcomes for the service provider’s side, the engagement term to convey outcomes
for the customer’s side and the participation term to refer to outcomes for both sides.

Finally, this research nurtures inquiries into the dynamics and content of co-creation
(Payne et al, 2008, Pinho et al, 2014) by providing an integrative framework for the
co-creation of services. The framework illustrates the newly developed definition of
co-creating services, including its forms and outcomes. It further depicts the influence of the
contextual multi-actor network, which has been emphasized in the literature using
engagement and co-design terms. Overall, the integrated framework of co-creating services
contributes to service management research by reducing the confusion around co-creation
(Dong and Sivakumar, 2017; Saarijarvi et al., 2013; Voorberg et al., 2015) through the visual
representation of its conceptual nature, forms and outcomes.

7.2 Managerial implications
Saarijirvi et al (2013) argued that the emphasis on theorizing around the concept of
co-creation leaves practitioners wondering about its practical relevance. Much of this
confusion arises from the conceptual pluralism and lack of integrative work. This paper
clarifies the dynamics of the terminology and arranges it in the form of an integrative
framework, as visualized in Figure 3. Co-creation is connected to topics that are more
familiar than “value,” in essence the phases of the service process and the experience-centric
typology of outcomes. The study also takes a step toward practice by connecting the
various forms of co-creation with identified beneficial and counterproductive outcomes.
Service providers must understand these outcomes in order to be able to mitigate
counterproductive outcomes of co-creation and to assess the usefulness of their ideas to involve
and engage their customers, and then incentivize them accordingly. Furthermore, knowledge of
these outcomes may be leveraged to generate internal firm buy-in and motivate employees.
The typology of outcomes (Table VIII) points to several ways to stimulate fruitful
collaboration. Participating customers should be actively involved and engaged. Service
managers can device different tactics to motivate customers to co-create, highlighting either the
recognition customers can get from co-creating (personal dimension), the identification and
improved relationship with the provider (social), the enjoyment experienced during collaborative
activities (hedonic), the new knowledge and skills gained (cognitive), the monetary compensation
offered (economic) or the improved service quality and service-customer fit (pragmatic).
There are also different tactics to motivate employees and garner top-level management
support. To incentivize co-creating services in their organization, service managers could
emphasize the improved provider image and job satisfaction following co-creation (personal
dimension), the potential for contract retention and synergy with customers (social), the



improved working environment for employees (hedonic), the beneficial effect on new
service development and creativity (cognitive), the accelerated market performance and
service quality performance (economic) or the improved speed to market and support for
novel services (pragmatic).

The suggested typology of outcomes raises awareness of counterproductive outcomes
following the co-creation of services. Service organizations may avert counterproductive
outcomes by developing strategies to foster trust and commitment to prevent customers feeling
that their loyalty is exploited. Appropriate strategies are also needed to counter declining
efficiency due to customers’ perceptions of diminishing service quality and ease of use. In
addition, service managers need to prevent uncertainty about service ownership through service
protection. The success of co-creating services may further be improved by developing strategies
to reduce role conflict with customers, which causes an increase in employees’ work stress.

Finally, the findings of this review support service managers by exemplifying industry
practices for the specific forms of co-creating services in Table IX. Service managers seeking
to collaborate with customers must first decide in which service phase this co-creation
should take place. Different forms of co-creating services may lead to different outcomes,
which have to be assessed in order to determine the usefulness of the collaboration idea and
effective incentives for participating customers and employees.

7.3 Limitations

As with all studies, there are limitations that set boundaries for the generalization of the current
findings. First, the study focused on five service research journals to keep the scope of the
inductive analysis step manageable. The set of articles thus is a representative and carefully
chosen sample, not the entire population of articles on the subject, and hence literature beyond
the studied journals could potentially contribute with further analytical content categories. The
inductive aspects of the review process would have not been possible with more sources,
considering that this study examined the abstracts of 2,466 service journal articles and fully
analyzed 80 articles. However, as the current number of articles analyzed is sufficient, the
literature analyzed broadly cites studies beyond the journals examined, and most categories
saturated strongly in the data set, it is reasonable to consider that the findings are robust.

Second, to keep the conceptual complexity manageable during the analysis, this paper
analyzed publications exploring the collaborative act in the customer—provider interface. Of
course, while the vast majority of the literature focuses on customer—provider collaboration,
other stakeholders exist in collaboration networks.

Finally, the outcomes from co-creation may vary depending on the emotional intensity of
the contexts and between commodity vs non-commodity services. The 80 articles spread
across 11 different service industries, whereas 27 studies did not specify one particular
industry. Finance, healthcare and telecommunications services lead with their 9-13 percent
representations, which indicates that industry groups are too small for cross-comparison.

7.4 Further research

The study discovers several avenues for further research. While the review concentrated on
customer—provider co-creation, the thematic analysis reveals an emerging focus on
co-creation in actor networks (e.g. Akesson et al, 2016; Pinho et al., 2014), indicating that
further research beyond the dyadic view is needed. The focused design of the current
literature review invites a more exhaustive analysis to cover relevant research across a
wider range of disciplines.

Research is needed on the specific forms of co-creating services and subsequent
outcomes. Aligning customers’ co-creation efforts with requirements, providers need to
anticipate which outcomes are most likely to accrue as a result of a specific co-creation form
and whether outcomes differ between the forms of co-creation.
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The current analysis further identified a gap regarding the counterproductive or
“negative” outcomes of co-creating services for the service provider or the customer, which
should be more diligently investigated from the perspectives of all parties involved.

Regarding the drivers of co-creating services, what stimulates involvement, engagement
and participation needs to be further specified. Service managers can use the typology of
outcomes of this paper to develop motivational strategies for customer—provider collaboration,
but more research is needed on the relative importance of the outcome dimensions.

Further empirical research should explore the dynamics of co-creating services in
practice: how customers become involved, engaged and participate in co-creating services.
Also, moderating influences on the relationship between co-creating services and
subsequent outcomes need to be explored, as disparities arise even in this rather narrow
focus on customer—provider co-creation. For example, Carbonell et al. (2012) found that lead
users have a positive effect on service newness, but relationally close customers beyond lead
users do not. These outcomes of co-creating services are likely to vary between different
contexts, especially due to their different emotional loadings. The dynamics of co-creation
need empirical exploration comparing different service settings in order to formulate
suitable strategies and approaches for different service contexts.
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