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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Nowadays, customers are gaining a more powerful voice due to their increasing proactivity:
they want to share their opinions and demand to be heard (Johnston & Kong, 2011; Orcik et
al., 2013; Tierney et al., 2016). They are increasingly interested in interacting with
companies and providing feedback on their interactions (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014). Prahalad
& Ramaswamy (2000) emphasized that customers are no longer mere spectators, but active
players for companies. This means that “companies no longer control marketing, but rather
customers define what a company is (and what it is not)” (Leeflang, 2011, p. 78), since
customers wish to play a more significant role in the value creation process (Hoyer et al.,

2010; Johnston & Kong, 2011; Laud & Karpen, 2017; Tierney et al., 2016).

The growing interest of managers in promoting co-creation behaviour by customers is
attracting the attention of academics. Co-creation represents an advanced marketing
perspective that takes into account the contemporary evolution of value creation (Conduit &
Chen, 2017; Vargo & Lusch, 2017) through interactive experiences and iterative processes
that lead to mutually beneficial outcomes for customers and companies. Incentivizing
customers to become co-creators of value is considered the new frontier of competitive

effectiveness (Dong et al., 2008).

Co-creation is described as a process through which value is generated through the exchange
of knowledge and skills between customers and the company, aiming to build successful
experiences between them (Tynan et al., 2010). Customers actively engage in the interaction,
participating and offering suggestions to the company to improve its products or services
(Orcik et al., 2013). This feedback provided by customers can relate to various aspects, such
as the company’s product or service offerings, staff interaction, pricing policy, marketing

strategy, service quality, etc.

Furthermore, the concept of value co-creation has become increasingly central to service

research in recent years (Caru & Cova, 2015; Pinho et al., 2014).

Many studies have shown that active customer participation is mainly manifested in the area
of joint service, where there is direct collaboration and interaction between the company and
the customer (Gallan et al., 2013; Gronroos & Voima, 2013; Jaakkola & Alexander, 2014).
These interactions are essential to establishing positive and lasting relationships between the

parties involved, as well as ensuring mutually beneficial benefits (Kim et al., 2020). In this



way, the Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) suggests that consumers play an active role as co-
creators of value and that effective interactions between customers and companies are
fundamental to this process in order to generate benefits for both (Fiiller, 2010; Prebensen
& Xie, 2017). Hence, active customer participation is a key element in service delivery, as
employees who are in direct contact with the customer cannot guarantee the achievement of
service objectives without the active involvement of the customer in the value creation

process (Seiders et al., 2015).

Existing research on services has placed great emphasis on the consequences of customer
value co-creation. In particular, scholars have mainly focused on the analysis of customer
value co-creation behaviours that actually generate benefits for companies, improve their
profitability and contribute to their success (Bolton & Saxena-lyer, 2009; Gronroos &
Voima, 2013; Osei-Frimpong et al., 2015; Sweeney et al., 2015). However, while the study
of the determinants of customer value co-creation has recently received some attention
(Hoyer et al., 2010), and relationship quality has emerged as a key determinant in customer
value co-creation (Breidbach et al., 2013), there are areas of research that still remain
scarcely explored, such as the context of service recovery and the concept of customer-to-
customer co-creation of value are topics that require further investigation, as also revealed

by the SLNA - Systematic Literature Network Analysis (Colicchia et al., 2019).

Therefore, this study aims to understand and examine the effect of other customers' support
during service recovery, through the process of value co-creation, on the behavior of
customers. In particular, this research project examines how the involvement of other
customers influences satisfaction with service recovery, intention to return, and word-of-
mouth propagation among consumers. In addition, the concept of perceived consumer justice
is considered, which will have an impact on consumers’ evaluations and reactions regarding
the involvement of other customers in the service recovery process. To achieve these
objectives, this research adopts a mixed approach, combining qualitative and quantitative
methodologies. As the participation of other customers in the co-creation of service recovery
is a relatively new concept in the co-creation literature, Study 1 focuses on customer
perceptions through a qualitative analysis based on semi-structured interviews. Through
these interviews, the aim is to gain an in-depth understanding of customers’ experiences and
opinions regarding the co-creation of value during the service recovery process.

Subsequently, the proposed theoretical model was empirically tested by providing a



questionnaire to a target group of UK consumers and applying the Structural Equation

Modeling - SEM methodology.
The following thesis is structured in 10 chapters.

Chapter 1 “Introduction” presents a general overview of the entire thesis, briefly

summarizing the methodologies adopted and the main contributions.

Chapter 2 “The value co-creation between conceptualization and measurement”, after an
analysis of the background and precursors of value co-creation, proposes a review of the
literature in order, on the one hand, to understand the evolution of the phenomenon and the
main definitions proposed by both academia and practitioners and, on the other hand, to
outline the role that consumers take in a co-creation process, the different co-creation and

benefits to the consumer.

Chapter 3 “SLNA — Systematic Literature Network Analysis” contributes to enriching the
literature on the topic of customer value co-creation, which, although a widely studied topic,
the available literature on this topic is still widely unexplored and lacks a recent systematic
review. In this way, SLNA, through citation analysis, identification of the most frequent
keywords, and use of the overall citation score, aims to trace the evolution of the literature
on customer value co-creation. It seeks to identify the key articles that have influenced the
development of this knowledge area, examines the predominant research methodologies, and
seeks to identify emerging trends or promising research areas that have attracted attention in

recent years.

Based on the main topic areas that emerged from the SLNA conducted in the previous
chapter, Chapter 4 “Service recovery. To err is human” shows a general overview of the topic
of service failure and recovery that will assume the central role within the customer value

co-creation process that is addressed in the following study.

Chapter 5 “Conceptual Framework™ explores the purposes and innovative contribution of

this research in depth.

Chapter 6 “Study 1: qualitative research” focuses on interviews that were conducted using
the Critical Incident Technique (CIT) in order to adequately select constructs to include in
the model and to understand the views of customers who found themselves in a service

failure situation.

Based on the observations and opinions that emerged from the interviews, a research model

was created, which is illustrated in Chapter 7 “Study 2: an empirical investigation”. In detail,



this chapter shows the research model and research hypotheses in order to better

contextualize the empirical investigation carried out.

Chapter 8 “Methodology” explains the methods of data collection, characterization, and
significance of the respondent sample, and the data analysis methodology applied, i.e., it
delves into the objectives and advantages of structural equation models for analyzing cause-

effect relationships among the variables involved in the research.

Chapter 9 “Results” shows the results that emerged from the analysis of the measurement
model, reliability and validity of the measurement scales, and the structural model, goodness
of fit of the proposed structural equation model, and research hypotheses with specific

reference to the data collected during the survey phase.

Finally, Chapter 10 “Conclusion” closes this research paper by providing, on the one hand,
a critical discussion of the results that emerged from the analysis of the proposed mixed
methods and, on the other hand, an overview of the main implications that emerged from
both academic and managerial perspectives. In addition, the chapter highlights the main

limitations and future research.



CHAPTER 2: THE VALUE CO-CREATION BETWEEN
CONCEPTUALIZATION AND MEASUREMENT

In the traditional conception of the value creation process, consumers were located outside
the company. The creation of value instead took place in the companies and outside the
markets. The concept of “value chain” in fact embodied the unilateral role of the firm in the
creation of value (Porter, 1980) and the firm and the consumer had distinct roles, respectively

of production and consumption.

From this point of view, the market, seen both as a place of exchange and as an aggregation
of consumers (Kumar, 2013), was separated from the process of value creation (Kotler, 1994)
and its role was limited to the exchange and extraction of the latter. Furthermore, the market
seen as an aggregation of consumers was a mere target for the company’s offers. From this
point of view, therefore, the interactions between companies and customers were not seen as

a source of value creation (Normann, 1998).

In contrast, today consumers who are informed, connected, active, and increasingly aware
of their negotiating weight have learned that they too can extract value in the traditional
exchange point and are now trying to exert their influence in every part of the corporate

system.

Empowered with innovative tools and dissatisfied with available options, consumers want

to collaborate with companies to help create value (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).
Value will therefore have to be created jointly by both the firm and the consumer.

As a result, high interactions that allow each individual customer to collaborate with the
company to create unique experiences are a key element in leveraging new sources of

competitive advantage.

The interaction between business and consumer is therefore the site of the creation and
extraction of value and the market now represents a forum for conversation and interactions
between consumers, consumer communities, and companies (Stott et al., 2016). Therefore,
consumers no longer behave as mere passive recipients of brand information but can add
value to a brand by incorporating their own cognitive and emotional assets (Higgins &

Scholer, 2009).



2.1 Background and precursors of Value Co-Creation

Analyzing the literature on the subject, Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2000), at the beginning of
the century, presented the idea that customers take on active roles and their relationships
with companies are changing. They then continued along this path, publishing an article in
2004 in which the term “value co-creation” appears, describing the latter as an initiative by
the customer who, dissatisfied with the choices available, takes action. Furthermore, they
stated that a company cannot create anything of value without the efforts of individuals

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).

Indeed, Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2000) introduced co-creation, recognizing the roles
changeable in the market: customers and suppliers interact and collaborate extensively
beyond the price system that traditionally mediates supply-demand relationships. Such
scholars define co-creation as “a corporate strategy that emphasizes the creation and growing
recognition of the value of the customer’s organization”. According to them, the markets
represent a platform allowing the active consumers and organizations to interact,
incorporate, and extend each other’s resources and skills to create value in new forms of

interaction, service, and learning mechanisms (Knowles et al., 2021; Saarijarvi, 2012).

Additionally, Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2004) argued that value is embedded in
“personalized experiences” and that to generate a unique value for the customer it is therefore
necessary to focus on the experience itself lived by the customer, which is contextual to the
process of creating or using a product or service. In particular, they noted that “early
experimenters are moving away from the old industrial model that sees the value created by
goods and services towards a new model in which value is created from experiences”. They
also underlined how important it is to understand that when an environment of experience is
compelling enough, consumer communities can evolve outside the control of the company
and potentially without the knowledge of the company; suddenly entire communities of
individuals can directly co-create value (Shamim & Ghazali, 2014; Trainor, 2012; Wang et

al., 2020).

Extant literature states that the creation of an experience environment in which both service
providers and customers are involved and a possible and stimulated dialogue between the
two parties is essential for the experiences co-creation (Bolton et al., 2018; Eichentopf et al.,

2011). Thus, it is necessary for companies to embrace the concept of “co-creation experience
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customized”, favoring the development of interactions between the parties (Zine et al.,

2014).

Further views have been proposed by Gronroos (2012), who states that “value is perceived
and determined experientially and contextually by the client”, and by Gentile et al. (2007)
who stated that “light needs to be shed on how to create the right environment and setting to
deliver the desired customer experience, in order to contribute to the creation of value for

customers and the company itself”.

In summary, the purpose of experiential value is to “focus on customers’ perceptions of an
environment, a product or service based on their interactions on both direct use and indirect
observations of themselves” (Mathwick et al., 2001). These interactions influence the
creation of their preferences, based on your own involvement with service (Gallarza & Gil,

2008).

From the literature, it is clear that the analytical reason for proposing the experiential value
as the underlying factor of customer value co-creation behavior is based on the fact that
experiential value represents a significant predictor of the customer’s behavioral intentions
in the purchase of a brand’s offering (Keng et al., 2007). Since buying behavior is an action-
oriented phenomenon similar to the co-creation of value, experiential value is also expected
to be a significant predictor of customer behavior toward the co-creation of value (Shamim

& Ghazali, 2014).

Returning to the definition of co-creation, the Service-Dominant Logic (S-D logic) is one of
the most important theories that explain the co-creation of value between companies and
customers. In summary, the S-D logic defines “service” as the application of specialized
skills for the benefit of oneself or another actor. In this perspective, companies are described
as collaborators, not simply suppliers of products, to help the customers to achieve a goal,

solve a problem, or satisfy a need (Xie et al., 2016).

Following this logic, customers are seen as “operating resources”, i.e., they are able to

integrate skills and knowledge in co-creation processes.

The work of Vargo & Lusch (2004; 2008) has emphasized the co-creation of value in the
logical framework S-D as a mutual process where customers and companies are equally
involved in the creation of value. In addition, they argued that value is created equally and
mutually by customers and by the company during the interaction processes. One party alone

cannot create value for the other, value is co-created by both parties. In this regard, a previous
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view by Gummesson (1998) states that “value creation is possible only when a good or
service is consumed. Therefore, the unsold good has no value and a service provider without

customers cannot produce value”.

Similarly, Vargo & Lusch (2008, p. 7) stated: “Value is always uniquely determined and
phenomenological by the beneficiary. It is always immaterial, heterogeneous, co-created and

potentially perishable” and “the customer is always a co-creator of value”.

Furthermore, according to S-D logic, co-production, and co-creation are interpreted as
phenomena associated with the generation and delivery of services, where organizations
engage their customers through partnership with them to create service value (Vargo &

Lusch, 2008).

Gustafsson et al. (2012) also state that co-creation is a process of frequent communication,
bidirectional and face-to-face which aids creative problem-solving, while Ind & Coates
(2013) propose the definition of co-creation as an active and creative collaborative process
between organizations and participants, generating benefits for all involved and creating
value for stakeholders. Also, the traditional perception of contracts characterized by a mutual
agreement between parties with interests has been modified by co-creation, as it implies an
ideal engagement between parties working towards a common goal (Huhtilainen &
Savitskaya, 2012; Peng et al., 2020). Huhtilainen & Savitskaya (2012) believe that this
implies that the parties enter into contracts to improve the product and work towards a

common goal with their own partners rather than for their selfish interests.

Hollebeek (2011) identifies the co-creation of brand value as a consequence of customer
brand engagement. Important is the key concept of brand engagement, which emerges as a
means of collaborating with the customer in creating value (Payne et al., 2008) and which
allows brand awareness and the value of emerging for the organization (Hatch & Schultz,
2010). In particular, Yang et al. (2016) define brand engagement as “the manifestation of
consumer behavior towards a brand - beyond the purchase - deriving from motivational

factors, that is captured through interactive behaviors between consumers and brands”.

Furthermore, such scholars offer two main types of engagement activities: conversational
and responsive. The conversation is a consumer-initiated, brand engagement business that
captures how consumers initially comment on a brand and share their content, user-generated
and about the brand, on social media. Responsiveness, on the other hand, is a business-
initiated activity and is about how consumers interact with the content generated by the

company (Garbarski et al., 2016; Hollebeek et al., 2016).
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Beyond the commitment, brand compatibility is further identified as a “driver of the process
of value creation” (Gyrd-Jones & Kornum, 2013). In fact, the possibility of self-expression
is an important motivator for people to co-create customer participation and contribution to

brand communities in order to express their personal identity (France et al., 2015).

Citing further definitions of co-creation, Roser et al. (2009) argue that co-creation includes
the “exchange of ideas, knowledge sharing, and collaboration”, and “blurs the boundaries of

the company” outsourcing “innovation and customer value creation”.

In addition, Roser et al. (2009) believe that it is an active, creative, and social process, based
on a partnership between producers and users, initiated by the organization to generate value
for customers and interpret the co-creation of value as a synergy between consumers,

consumers and products, or customers and organizations.

Roser et al. (2013) also provided a definition of co-creation, believing that it is a process of
active, creative, and social collaboration linking producers and consumers, helped by the
organization. Subsequently, Roser et al. (2013) provide a further definition of co-creation, it
is described as a collaborative and interactive process of engaging innovation among
stakeholders, initiated by the organization through different stages of the value creation

process.

Among the definitions provided by the literature, it is that of OHern & Rindfleisch (2010)
that is most useful for the analysis of the case considered in this: “a collaborative activity of
development of new products into which consumers actively contribute and select various

elements of a new product offered”.

The concept of co-creation revolves around the creation of value. In this regard, Ulaga &
Chacour (2001) discussed three consumer points of view on value. Among these, the point
of view of consumers, which is the value produced by services and products. The point of
view of the seller is the value of the possible income generated from the consumer purchase
and the point of view of the consumer-seller is the value created through the exploitation of
connections during the value creation process. It is the latest creation module of the value to

be useful for the purpose of this analysis.

In defining an abstract construct such as co-creation, it needs to be clearly distinguished from
constructs conceptually different, but closely related. Among these constructs, following the
studies of Mount & Martinez (2014), open innovation represents co-operative innovation

across company connections and environments with input from a network of collaborators
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ranging from suppliers, research organizations, and value-producing consumers. Such
expression characterizes a system in which innovation is not only carried out internally
within a company but in a cooperative way with other external actors (Piller et al., 2010).
Romero & Molina (2011) define open innovation as “the use of inflows and outflows of
knowledge aimed at accelerating internal innovation and respectively expanding markets for

use exterior of innovation”.

Romero & Molina (2011) also treat co-innovation and open innovation as creation practices
value based on the ongoing nature of collaboration between companies and consumer
groups. In particular, they argue that the new approach to open innovation is to incorporate
consumers, where they play active roles, in the various innovation activities, starting from
the idea creation phase to the test finals. The objective is “to produce effective and innovative

products and services”.

Another term associated with co-creation is crowdsourcing, defined by Huberman et al.
(2008) as the “online co-creation process”. They argue that companies use their consumers
to suggest new and developed versions of their products and services. With crowdsourcing,
a function that was once performed by the employees of a company or institution is
outsourced to an indefinite network of people in the form of an open call. Also, Djelassi &
Decoopman (2016) provide a definition of crowdsourcing, describing it as a method of co-
creation and a type of consumer-oriented innovation, which is not only a tool of promotion,
but rather a business approach that allows to obtain and absorb the innovative ideas of
consumers. The expression “open innovation” characterizes a system in which innovation is
not only carried out internally within a company but cooperatively with other external actors

(Roser et al., 2009).

Analyzing the literature, it emerges that since the fundamental goal of co-creation is to create
mutual value, this term goes beyond open innovation, crowdsourcing is in fact mass

customization and could include any collaborative activity.

Open innovation and crowdsourcing are an inclusive social approach to refine and improve
processes in order to produce mutual value through external and internal collaboration.
Furthermore, co-creation, unlike mass customization, benefits not only the individual

participants in the innovation process but also the other consumers (Hollebeek, 2011).

In general, two types of co-creation can be identified: consumer-initiated co-creation, such
as consumer participation in knowledge co-creation in blogs (Seraj, 2012), and co-creation

sponsored by a company, where co-creation is conducted on behalf of the latter.
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Furthermore, the co-creation of value can take place upstream and/or downstream of the
market launch of the new product/service. Upstream co-creation is about the innovative
potential of the consumer during the development of new products/services, while the
downstream focus is on the personal consumption/brand experience of the consumer

(Vernette & Kidar, 2013).

The level of co-creation depends on the scope and intensity of the activities. Hoyer et al.
(2010) argue that the scope implies the importance businesses attach to working with
consumers at all stages of the production of a new product, starting from the conception up
to the product launch. Large-scale companies, in fact, involve consumers in all phases of the
process. The intensity refers, instead, to the degree to which firms depend on consumers at
a specific stage of new product development. Therefore, intensive enterprises in a specific

stage depend solely on consumers in the product development stage (Frow et al., 2015).

In summary, the value co-creation is the result of involving customers in the ideation process
of the offer. Consumers, as holders of knowledge and experience, are involved in different
circumstances: they can, for example, generate new ideas, rework ideas created by
companies, and help to evaluate the feasibility of the new products suggested (Kim &

Slotegraaf, 2016).

In the literature, it is possible to identify different degrees of collaboration with consumers,
with whom they are associated in different co-creation settings. Co-creation of value takes
various forms such as ideation, product co-design, product testing and promotion, consumer

experience, self-selection, and self-service (Fernandes & Remelhe, 2016).

The conception of a new product as a form of co-creation is frequent in the literature.
Between these, Zwass (2010) states that consumers, as a whole and gathered in communities,
as “users of produced under the most diverse circumstances and collective holders of diverse
stocks of knowledge and experience, can generate new product ideas, process ideas
generated within organizations and help to evaluate the feasibility of the new products
proposed”. In creating a new product, companies, therefore, involve consumers in the
creation of new ideas and in the evaluation of ideas that existed before turning them into a

product or service (OHern & Rindfleisch, 2010).

Product co-design is a process in which a customer provides a company with greater content
of anew product or design, while many customers help select which content or design should
be adopted by the company. It also requires a high degree of collaboration with consumers

and is an example of co-creation where companies strongly involve the consumer in
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designing the specifications and features of products and services (Djelassi & Decoopman,

2016).

Product testing and promotion involve consumers obtaining information and sharing their
experiences about them through electronic word-of-mouth (Djelassi & Decoopman, 2016).
Consumer engagement in testing and promoting a product also requires a significant degree
of collaboration with consumers. Therefore, product ideation, co-design, and promotion are

considered to have a high degree of scope and intensity.

Payne et al. (2008) argue that one area where a high degree of collaboration is being adopted
is in the creation of corporate consumer experiences. Consumer engagement in experience
creation again implies a high degree of collaboration, which could result in a high level of
scope and intensity. However, Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2004) argue that experience
development is not co-creation, but rather a way for companies to engage consumers in

activities that can build and increase loyalty and engagement.

A further form that co-creation can take is self-selection, which is represented by the
customer choosing services using the vendor recommendation process to solve a specific
problem. However, Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2004) argue that providing good customer
service or “pampering” the consumer with excessive customer service is not co-creation, but

rather a way to bring consumers closer to the company’s offerings.

Finally, self-service implies a transfer of work to the consumer by companies. However,
even in this case, according to Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2004), the transfer of activities from
companies in the form of self-service is not a co-creation, but rather a way to connect

consumers to a company’s offerings.

Therefore, in summary, co-creation is defined as an active, creative, social, and collaborative
process, that can be initiated by the company, and which should, under “physiological”
conditions, generate value for all parts. By breaking down the definition, the main

connotations of co-creation can be highlighted:

— a “process”, which is represented by an interaction that takes place between a
company and consumers (or other interlocutors); interaction can be sustained in

physical environments as much as in virtual ones (online co-creation);

— ‘“active”, to indicate that the participants must be strongly involved (engaged) in the
process and have the will to interact and co-create. The engagement must be strong

on both sides. In the absence of perceived benefits, the consumer will not feel
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“involved” in the process and, in the event of a strong perceived asymmetry of these
benefits, will be able to “co-destroy” value (Cova et al., 2006; P1¢ & Chumpitaz

Caceres, 2010), instead of co-create it;

“creative”, in the sense that by enhancing the “energies” and mutual knowledge of
the parties involved, the process can lead to the discovery of new ideas or concepts
or new associations between existing ideas and concepts, co-generating new

knowledge;

“social”, involving the intentional and finalized interaction of (at least) two parties,
which can find expression not only in a dyadic way (in the interactions between
companies and the consumer) but also in a multipolar form, resulting particularly

“fertile” at the within consumer society (e.g., virtual communities);

“collaborative”, and, therefore, based on the recognition of consumer skills and on
the idea that the company and consumers are placed on the same level and that both

can, with their own resources, contribute to generating value;

“which can be initiated by the company” (sponsored co-creation) but can also be
initiated spontaneously by consumers; in any case, the sphere of production and that
of consumption must meet, it is not enough for consumers to engage in horizontal
forms of collaboration (mass collaboration) or that they autonomously generate

content relating to products and services (for example fueling word of mouth);

which, “under physiological conditions, leads to the creation of value for all parties”,
thanks to the integration/exchange of resources (which are both operant and operand
for both the consumer and the company). However, it must be remembered that, in
the context of co-creation, value is not created instrumentally, instead emerging from

the lived experience of the consumer (Gronroos, 2012; Ramaswamy & Gouillart,

2010);

in these terms, the ability to offer a valuable experience is essential to keep the
motivation for co-creation high (which must be encouraged, also to maintain the

essential “balance” in the distribution of benefits).
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2.2 Definitions of Value Co-Creation

In the marketing literature, the concept of co-creation is often misused and confused with
similar terms. As a result, there are different definitions of co-creation that reflect different

author perspectives. Some widely referenced definitions are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 — Definitions of Value Co-Creation.

Authors Definitions

“Is company-consumer interaction (social
Wikstrom (1996, p. 362) exchange) and adaptation, for the purpose of
attaining added value”

“Value can only be reached by means of
blending the activities of two strategically
positioned yet highly dependent systems of
production and consumption”

Tzokas & Saren (1997, p. 114)

“Value, for both the firm and the customer, is
created in the combined, yet unique, effort of
systems of production and consumption
working synergistically”

Tzokas & Saren (1999, p. 60)

“Value for customer is created throughout the
relationship by the customer, partly in
interactions between the customer and the
supplier or service provider”

Gronroos (2000, p. 5)

“Co-create personalized experiences with
customers want to shape these experiences
themselves, both individually or with experts or
other customers”

Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2000, p. 83)

“There are multiple points of exchange where
Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2003, p. 13) the consumer and the company can co-create
value”

“Customers are active participants in relational

Vargo & Lusch (2004, p. 2) exchanges and coproduction”

“Consumers deploy their operand resources
Arnould et al. (2006, p. 4) and use of the firms’ operand and operant
resources to create value”
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Ballantyne & Varey (2006, p. 344)

“Spontaneous, collaborative and dialogical
interactions, where putting things together that
others do not think to go together achieve
something new and unique in the process
leading to competitive advantage”

Lusch & Vargo (2006, p. 284)

“The S-D logic notion of value co-creation
suggests that there is no value until an offering
is used experience and perception are essential
to value determination”

Auh et al. (2007, p. 361)

“Constructive customer participation in the
service creation and delivery process” and
clarify that it “requires meaningful, cooperative
contributions to the service process”

Lusch et al. (2007, p. 11)

“Value can only be determined by the user in
the consumption process. Thus, it occurs at the
intersection of the offerer, the customer, either
in direct interaction or mediated by a good, and
other value creation partner”

Cova & Salle (2008, p. 271)

“Value co-creation process involving actors
from both the supply network and the
(business) customer network”

Kristensson et al. (2008, p. 475)

“The involvement of the customer as an active
collaborator right from the beginning of the
innovation process”

Payne et al. (2008, p. 84)

“Process involves the supplier creating superior
value propositions, with customers determining
value when a good or service is consumed”

Rajah et al. (2008, pp. 367-368)

“A process requiring an active participation of
the customer and relevant actors in the
experience network™

Vargo et al. (2008, p. 150)

“Co-creation of value inherently requires the
participation of more than one service system,
and it is through integration and application of
resources made available through the exchange
that value is created”

Xie et al. (2008, p. 110)

“Presumption as value creation activities
undertaken by the consumer that result in the
production of products they eventually
consume and that become their consumption
experiences”
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Zwick et al. (2008, p. 184)

“As a set of organizational strategies and
discursive procedures aimed at reconfiguring
social relations of production, works through
the freedom of the consumer subject with the
objective of encouraging and capturing the
know-how of this creative common”

Roser et al. (2009, p. 9)

“An active, creative and social process, based
on collaboration between producers and users,
that is initiated by the firm to generate value for
customers”

Schau et al. (2009, p. 30)

“Consumer collectives are the site of much
value creation which emerges through
emergent participatory actions of multiple
members”

Banks & Potts (2010, p. 260)

“Consumer co-creation emerges as an evolved
process in respect of practices, identities, social
norms, business models and institutions of both
market-based extrinsically motivated exchange
relations and culturally shaped intrinsically
motivated production relations”

Finsterwalder & Tuzovic (2010, p. 111)

“The customer’s role as a part of the production
and delivery process of the service”

Gebauer et al. (2010, p. 514)

“The rudimentary precept that the involvement
of both the customer and the producer is
required to create value”

Gummesson et al. (2010, p. 190)

“Is enabled by Actor 2 Actor (A2A)
involvement and commitment. It is a time-
based process which simultaneously comprises
parallel and sequential phases”

Heinonen et al. (2010, p. 534)

“Firm provides service co-creation of value
opportunities, consumers only engage in value
creation as part of how consumption activities
become a part of their life goals”

Ng et al. (2010, p. 9)

“The customer realizing the value proposition
to obtain benefits (value-in-use)”

Ostrom et al. (2010, p. 25)

“Cocreation (of value) is conceptualized as
collaboration in the creation of value through
shared inventiveness, design, and other
discretionary behaviors”
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P1¢ & Chumpitaz Céceres (2010, p. 431)

“As an interactional process between service
systems that results in a decline in at least one
of the systems’ well-being (which, given the
nature of a service system, can be individual or
organizational). During this process, these
service systems interact either directly (person-
to-person) or indirectly (via appliances such as
goods) through the integration and application
of resources”

Cassinger & Bertilsson (2011, p. 412)

“The process where exchange value is co-
created between firm and consumers”

Edvardsson et al. (2011, p. 327)

“Is shaped by social forces, is reproduced in
social structures, and can be asymmetric for the
actors involved”

Gronroos (2011, p. 290)

“About joint creation of value by the company
and the customer”, “allowing the customer to
co-construct the service experience to suit her
context”, “Joint problem definition and
problem solving”, “Creating an experience”,
environment in which consumers can have
active dialogue and co-construct personalized
experiences; product may be the same (e.g.,
Lego Mind storms) but customers can construct
different experiences”, “Experience variety”,
“Experience of one”, “Experiencing the
business as consumers do in real time”,
“Continuous dialogue”, “Constructing
personalized experiences”, “Innovating
experience environments for new co-creation
experiences”

Ramaswamy (2011, p.5)

“The process by which mutual value is
expanded together, where the value to
participating individuals is a function of their
experiences, both their =~ engagement
experiences on the platform and productive and
meaningful human experiences that result”

Randall et al. (2011, p. 5)

“An evolutionary process that occurs not only
between the firm and the customer but also
among the community of customers”
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Witell et al. (2011, p. 143)

“Activities in which customers actively
participate in the early phases of the
development  process by  contributing
information about their own needs and/or
suggesting ideas for future services that they
would value being able to use”

Gronroos (2012, p. 1523)

“Joint collaborative activities by parties
involved in direct interactions, aiming to
contribute to the value that emerges for one or
both parties”

Hilton et al. (2012, p. 1504)

“As planned resource integration behaviour by
actors intended to realize a value proposition”

Lambert & Enz (2012, p. 1601)

“As a three-phase cycle comprised of (1) joint
crafting of value propositions, (2) value
actualization (3) value determination”

Park (2012, pp. 87-88)

“An equal evolving participatory process
between user and designer towards sharing of
values, knowledge, and needs, and building of
a sense of community. In this sense, cocreation
is a monistic system”

Syvertsen (2012, p. 16)

“Value and meaning are created together with
customers and other stakeholders, through a
process called co-creation among business
managers and academics”

Gronroos & Voima (2013, p. 134)

“Refers to customers’ creation of value-in-use
where co-creation is a function of interaction”

Ind & Coates (2013, p. 92)

“As a process that provides an opportunity for
on-going interaction, where the organization is
willing to share its world with external
stakeholders and can generate in return the
insight that can be derived from their
engagement”

Roser et al. (2013, p. 23)

“An interactive, creative and social process
between stakeholders that is initiated by the
firm at different stages of the value creation
process”

22




“Two types of customer value co-creation
behavior: customer participation behavior,
which refers to required (in-role) behavior
necessary for successful value co-creation, and
customer citizenship behavior, which is
voluntary (extra-role) behavior that provides
extraordinary value to the firm but is not
necessarily required for value cocreation”

Yi & Gong (2013, pp. 1-2)

“An interactive process involving at least two
willing resource integrating actors which are
Frow et al. (2015, p. 1) engaged in specific forms of mutually
beneficial collaboration, resulting in value
creation for those actors”

“Benefit realized from integration of resources
through activities and interactions with
collaborators in the customer’s service
McColl-Kennedy et al. (2015, p. 5) network.”” That is, a process including the focal
firm and potentially other market-facing and
public sources and private sources as well as
customer activities (personal sources)

Source: Personal elaboration

The concept of co-creation is often surrounded by confusion and different interpretations in
the marketing literature. It is associated with various terms such as co-production,
engagement, involvement, seduction, participation, presumption, and collaboration, among
others. In this thesis, the term co-creation refers to the process by which value is co-created.
This indicates that value is generated through collaborative efforts and interactions between

the company and the customer.

As aresult, co-creation can be defined as:

“a joint innovation of value and/or distinctive experiences through the

1

participation of customers and other stakeholders.’

(Foroudi et al., 2019)
2.3 Value Co-Creation models and strategies

Various value co-creation models have been developed in line with the co-creation vision

provided by S-D logic, which will be described below.
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To build a system for co-creation of value, it is first necessary to start with the building
blocks of the interactions between the company and consumers that facilitate co-creation
experiences. Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2004) introduced the four key components of the
DART model of value creation: Dialogue, Access, Risk, and Transparency (DART). These
elements emerge from the literature as foundations for the interaction between the consumer
and the company and are challenging the strong positions that managers have traditionally

taken on the matter.

Dialogue is based on a view of the markets as a set of conversations between the customer
and the company and implies interactivity, deep commitment, and the ability and willingness
to act on both sides (Ind & Schmidt, 2020; Melis et al., 2023; Romero & Molina, 2011). In
particular, it focuses on mutual learning and interaction between two problem-solving agents
rather than just one-way communication with consumers. Thus, it fosters knowledge
exchange and improved mutual understanding between companies and consumers. To build
an active dialogue and develop a shared solution, the business and the consumer must be
equals and solvers of common problems, as it is difficult to create a dialogue between two
unequal parties. Furthermore, this dialogue must focus on issues of interest to both parties
and the rules of interaction between the two parties must be clearly defined (Prahalad &

Ramaswamy, 2004).

For an effective and meaningful dialogue, it is necessary that consumers have the same
access to information and that its transparency is guaranteed. Transparency between
organizations and consumers is key to building trust between them. Previously, organizations
benefited from the information asymmetry between them and consumers. However, today,
with the increased accessibility of information to consumers, it has become more important
to create new levels of transparency. Thanks to the ubiquity of connectivity, it is possible for
the consumer to have access to all the information he needs, coming not only from the
company but also from other consumers. In fact, consumer communication and dialogue
offer them an alternative source of information and perspective, making them no longer

totally dependent on company communications (Kang & Hustvedt, 2014).

Furthermore, dialogue, access, and transparency can lead to a clear assessment by the

consumer of the risks and benefits of an action or decision.

In fact, instead of depending solely on the company, the consumer now has the tools and
support structures able to help him make a decision, through an assessment and

understanding that is no longer generic of the risks, but personalized, based on the subject
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himself. Risk assessment is a notion that believes that because consumers share
responsibility with businesses for value creation, not only will they ask for more details about
the likely risks of products and services, but they may also share responsibility for addressing

those risks (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).

To ensure an effective collaboration process, a company can combine the key components
of the DART model. Combining access with transparency improves the consumer’s ability
to make informed choices. Linking dialogue with risk assessment develops the ability to
discuss and co-create policies. Merging access to dialogue increases the ability to improve
and preserve thematic groups. Combining transparency with risk assessment enriches the

ability to co-develop trust (Payne et al., 2008).

In line with the Transparency component of the DART model, Nambisan & Nambisan (2008)
identify three different degrees of transparency. Among these is the transparency of the role,
1.e., the need to clearly and transparently define the role that consumers’ opinion plays in the
process. Process transparency, on the other hand, is linked to the precision and clarity of a
given innovation procedure and concerns the temporal order, who is involved, and how this
subject relates to other parts of the company’s processes. Finally, transparency of results
implies keeping consumers informed of the results of one’s suggestions (Lusch & Nambisan,

2015).

The building blocks of the DART model must be enabled by technical and social
infrastructures (e.g., electronic platforms and virtual communities) that enable consumers to

co-create experiences that enhance and represent business value to organizations.

According to the literature, the DART model is considered worthy of mention as it is
believed that it discusses all the fundamental and significant characteristics of the co-creation
of value and that its use allows to obtain a greater participation of customers as partners in

the creation of value.

As for Payne et al. (2008)’s model, it includes three processes: customer processes, meeting

processes, and supply processes.

This model in turn includes five other processes: the strategic development process, the value
creation process, the multi-channel integration process, the performance evaluation process,

and the information management process.

It also recognizes that customer goals are critical to the co-creation process, so it is crucial

to carefully identify relevant customers and understand them thoroughly. According to this
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perspective, customers have different experiences and desires, so it is essential to divide
them into homogeneous groups in order to develop targeted value offers. To implement this
strategy, it is crucial to constantly interact and communicate with customers, particularly by
engaging relevant ones and carefully evaluating their experiences. These interactions allow
insights to be gained that can be used to develop new and better services and release new
products. The concept of personalization is at the heart of this model of co-creation of value
and requires deep and scrupulous attention to customer expectations and experiences, to be

able to build and develop the right value propositions.

Payne et al. (2008) further proposed a five-step framework for executing a successful co-

creation strategy:
1. Identify stakeholders
2. Determine core values
3. Facilitate dialogue and knowledge sharing
4. lIdentify value co-creation opportunities
5. Co-create value propositions with stakeholders.

This process is iterative and recursive with each step potentially affecting the other steps. In
addition, the steps involve tracking and monitoring feedback and integrating knowledge with
other resources. The resulting jointly created value propositions represent a tangible

mechanism for the joint creation of shared value among stakeholders (Tajvidi et al., 2021).

Hoyer et al. (2010) identify four phases of consumer engagement in co-creation activities:

ideation, product development, commercialization, and post-launch.

In addition, Fiiller (2010) uses three phases comparable to those of Hoyer et al. (2010): idea
generation, design and development phase, and test and relaunch phase. In the ideation or
idea generation stage, consumers can serve as a resource to generate new offerings. Useful
is the use of interactive multimedia tools, virtual brainstorming, or virtual focus groups to
support users in creating new ideas. Furthermore, a high degree of consumer co-creation in
the ideation and development phase can contribute significantly to new products and
continued performance (Roberts et al., 2022). The design and development phase refers to

the production of the core offering itself.
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In the testing and launch phase, you can get valuable product feedback from consumers.
Consumers can also be involved in product communication, generating conversations and

sharing impressions (Buhalis & Sinarta, 2019).

2.4 The role of the customer

In modern society, there is a growing awareness that companies should focus on customers’
willingness to collaborate (Markovic et al., 2021). Customers not only want to support
companies in producing innovative items but also contribute to the development of new
marketing ideas. This shift is due to the fact that consumers are now connected with each

other and actively provide feedback to companies (Kim et al., 2020).

The capability of consumers to communicate and co-create with companies can be attributed
to the advancements in global communication technologies. The emergence of new
technologies, the development of the internet, computers, and social media have transformed
the distribution of information and the production of commercial advertisements (Breidbach

etal., 2013).

The improvement in technologies has significantly increased communication among
consumers as well as between consumers and companies in recent years. This enhanced
connectivity enables consumers to easily engage with firms, express their opinions, and
share feedback (Xu et al., 2002). As a result, creative consumers are more inclined to support
cultural and collaborative brands, while criticizing companies that make marketing decisions

without involving people (Rokka, 2021).

In today’s business landscape, companies no longer have complete control over their brands.
They need to constantly compare their ideas with customer opinions. Collaborating with
customers has become a necessity for companies to derive the most value from their
marketing strategies. Failure to do so can potentially result in being left behind in the industry

(Kotler et al., 2019).

Collaborative marketing stands out due to its ability to leverage original and distinctive
customer-generated content. The concept of collaborative marketing stimulates consumers’
desire to interact with the brand and other consumers, allowing them to be actively involved
in marketing activities and create creative content themselves (Fernandes & Remelhe, 2016).
This trend reflects our creative society and the widespread use of social media, where

individuals express ideas, thoughts, and beliefs without geographical boundaries.
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According to Muiiiz & Schau (2011), the creation of customer-generated content is often
driven by personal brand attachment. Customers are highly capable of creating engaging
content that resonates strongly with their networks of contacts. Additionally, Baldus et al.
(2015) emphasize that members of brand communities are typically adept at creating
compelling brand content. Their strong sense of belonging and involvement within these

communities often results in the generation of high-quality content.

Customers’ content creation is seen as an expression of their willingness to actively
participate in the process of value creation. This phenomenon reflects the creative nature of
our society and the widespread use of social media as a platform for expressing ideas,
thoughts, and beliefs without being limited by geographical boundaries (Fernandes &
Remelhe, 2016).

Companies now have the opportunity to leverage customer-generated content in their
marketing strategies, which not only allows them to benefit from this content but also helps
in cultivating customer loyalty and fostering long-lasting relationships. This approach
recognizes the boundaryless nature of the world we live in, where companies operate in a
dynamic and interconnected environment. The opportunities and challenges of the 21st
century are closely tied to the emergence of creative consumers and the widespread use of

social media (Ind et al., 2013).

The development of creative consumers, who actively participate in content creation, and
the influence of social media have significantly shaped the business landscape. Companies
can tap into this creative consumer base and utilize the content they generate to enhance their
marketing efforts, strengthen customer relationships, and adapt to the evolving business

landscape (Berthon et al., 2007).

According to Berthon et al. (2012), the evolution of the web and the widespread use of social
media platforms can be seen as the technical infrastructure that enables the social
phenomenon of collective media and facilitates the generation of consumer-generated
content. This has led to a significant shift in the locus of value production from the firm to
the consumer. The web revolution has played a crucial role in facilitating content creation,
interaction, and interoperability. It has empowered lay users, placing them at the center stage
in terms of design, collaboration, and community on the World Wide Web. This shift in
power dynamics has transformed the way value is produced and has given consumers a

central role in the process.
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In today’s digital landscape, customers have access to user-friendly websites and interactive
interfaces that enable them to communicate with brands and share their opinions about
products or experiences. Companies consider these customers to be increasingly important
because their content is shared with other people, including potential customers who
consider these opinions when making purchasing decisions. These “creative customers” are
seen as a new source of value in the hyper-competitive business environment, as they

generate value-added content on social media (P1¢ & Lecocq, 2015).

“Creative customers” refer to those customers who actively contribute by creating valuable
content on social media platforms. Their network of contacts consists of friends and
associates with whom they engage on social media. Social media platforms act as the

medium through which this content is shared (Gong & Choi, 2016).

The value of social media in companies’ marketing strategies lies in the increasing number
of social networks available on the internet, which facilitates numerous and structured
dialogues between companies and customers. The focus has shifted from traditional “one-
to-many communications” to real “social media dialogues” where companies engage in

conversations and build relationships with their customers (Bajpai et al., 2012).

In the current business landscape, companies have the opportunity to leverage conversations
among customers that take place on Internet. By intervening in these dialogues, firms can
improve brand visibility and stimulate positive word-of-mouth effects. The content shared

on various online platforms is created by millions of users worldwide (He et al., 2021).

From a marketing perspective, companies can inspire users to create content that aligns with
the brand’s marketing strategy. According to Berthon et al. (2012), customer-generated
content can vary significantly and typically follows a specific cycle. It begins with informal
discussions among consumers about products and services. These discussions can then
evolve into organized reviews and evaluations in text or video format. Eventually, consumers
may even become personally involved in promoting or demoting brands through self-created
advertising videos. This cycle of customer-generated content creation showcases the active
participation of consumers in shaping the perception and promotion of brands (Sohail & Al-

Jabri, 2017).

As technology, web infrastructures, and customer needs continue to evolve, it has significant
marketing implications. These changes have led to the development of collaborative
marketing. Marketers must not only understand the workings of new technologies but also

anticipate their future evolution (Wang & Xiang, 2007).
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However, it is even more crucial for marketers to understand how customers’ needs will
change in the future (Rust, 2020). Customers are no longer traditionally passive consumers
but have emerged as a major source of creative talent. Their active participation and
contribution to content creation and innovation have reshaped the marketing landscape. To
effectively navigate this evolving landscape, marketers need to keep a pulse on customer
trends and adapt their strategies accordingly (Nohutlu et al., 2022; Yang et al., 2019; Ye &
Kankanbhalli, 2020).

2.5 Forms of co-creation and benefits for the consumer

The participation of the consumer in company processes, in real or virtual environments of
interaction, is not, conceptually, a new phenomenon. Since the 1950s, marketing literature
has known the development of a line of research on the themes of self-service, and,
subsequently, has been interested in the participation of the customer in studies on the co-

production of services (Yang et al., 2019).

Starting from these works, then passing through those dedicated to relational and experiential
marketing, to reach the Consumer Culture Theory (Gurova, 2019), there are many
contributions that have highlighted the blurring of the boundaries between the world of
production and that of consumption (Eden, 2017; Kim & Kwon, 2017). In this context, the
consumer can take on an increasingly active and participating role, managing to become an
integral part of the value creation system, also thanks to the expressive and connective

potential offered by new technologies (Nenonen et al., 2019).

The consumer’s participation in the process of value co-creation can take place in different

forms which can be distinguished based on the factors resumed in Table 2.

Table 2 — Factors influencing consumer participation in the value co-creation process.

Factor Definition
Intensity or degree of It can be weak or strong, depending on the lesser or greater
participation complexity of the activity carried out by the consumer and,

therefore, on the commitment that is required of him.
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Duration of participation

It leads to distinguishing “discreet”, punctual forms of co-
creation, which are exhausted in a limited period of time, from
lasting forms, which can potentially extend over time, such as
collaborative platforms. In this case, while not requiring the
consumer to be always “active”, the company tries to
establish and nurture a dialogue that goes beyond the
performance of individual initiatives, showing itself ready to
accept/listen to suggestions, ideas, and contributions that

come from the world of consumption.

Type of interaction

In this sense, a “reactive” form of collaboration can be
distinguished, if the consumer is activated in response to a
solicitation from the company (e.g., “Vote for the taste of a
new product”), or truly interactive, if the company tries to
establish and nurture dialogue, showing itself ready (even by
making specific investments) to accept the solicitations

proactively coming from the market;

Expressive freedom

It is the possibility for the consumer to express his or her
creativity with or without constraints imposed by the
company (for example, designing a commercial for a product

or creating it starting from a brief and from the “raw

materials made available by the company).

Number and type of

participants

If the interaction were to take place on an individual level or
through the activation of a community of creation and
generation of ideas, in this case, the community can be
“targeted” towards a specific audience (lead users or other
users identified on the basis of socio-demographic, cultural

characteristics, etc.) or open to all.

Type of expected benefit
or driver that can induce
the consumer to

participate

In line with social psychology studies, they can be
distinguished between intrinsic and extrinsic motivations; in
the light of the former, the collaborative behavior of the

consumer is determined by the interest, curiosity, and pleasure
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he feels in carrying out a certain activity (considered, in itself,
satisfying). On the other hand, this behavior is generated by
extrinsic motivations if the individual’s involvement in the
activity is instrumental with respect to the achievement of a
specific objective or a reward, which can be of a monetary
nature (a sum of money, a discount on the product, an
intellectual property right) or of another nature (e.g.

privileges, public recognition, increase in status, etc.).

Source: Personal elaboration

32




CHAPTER 3: SLNA - SYSTEMATIC LITERATURE NETWORK
ANALYSIS

As mentioned in the previous chapter, since the 1970s, the role of the customer within the
business environment has been of considerable importance. In particular, his involvement
has been crucial in identifying the determining factors for success in the development of

products or services (Rothwell et al., 1974).

Since then, customers have become active participants in various business innovation
processes and are involved in the development of new products or services (Piller et al.,
2011). This process of collaboration between manufacturers (or retailers) and customers (or

users) is known as “customer co-creation”.

Customer co-creation is described as the joint process of value generation by the company
and the customer. It consists of enabling the customer to actively participate in the
construction of the service experience, adapting it to his or her specific context (Prahalad &

Ramaswamy, 2004).

Through this practice, companies and their customers are able to identify and solve problems
together, creating an experiential environment where consumers can engage in active
dialogue and build customized experiences (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Hence, the
customer is not simply considered a passive recipient but becomes a collaborative partner

actively contributing to the creation of value with the company (Lusch & Vargo, 2006).

Another important finding concerning co-creation with customers for innovation was made
by Saarijérvi (2012), who argued that co-creation is an essential part of modern marketing
and implies “shared inventiveness”. Therefore, the potential of customers to contribute to
innovation and value creation has also been recognized in other studies (Corsaro, 2019;

Hatch & Schultz, 2010; Rashid et al., 2019; Saarijarvi et al., 2013).

Although customer co-creation represents an emerging phenomenon in the corporate
environment, the available literature on this topic is still largely unexplored and lacks a
recent systematic review. Thus, this chapter aims to fill this gap through a Systematic

Literature Network Analysis (SLNA) (Colicchia et al., 2019; Khitous et al., 2020).

By using citation analysis, identification of the most frequent keywords, and the overall
citation score obtained from Scopus, this study explores how the literature on customer co-

creation has evolved over time, which articles have played a key role in knowledge
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development, which methodological approaches have dominated, and the existence of

promising, under-explored, or attention-grabbing areas of research in recent years.

In detail, this study proceeds with a detailed description of the method used, including the
process of selecting the sample of documents to be analyzed and the evaluation of the data
collected. Subsequently, the results obtained are presented, dividing them into outputs of the
citation network analysis, keyword co-occurrence analysis, and global citation score
analysis. Finally, some conclusions are drawn, highlighting the promising research agenda

and emerging trends in customer co-creation.

3.1 Material and method

The methodology adopted for the selection and analysis of articles is based on the SLNA
approach, which combines Systematic Literature Review (SLR) with bibliographic network

analysis.

The use of SLNA allows a systematic literature review to be conducted, which allows the
scope of the research to be delineated and can be useful for understanding current trends,
identifying gaps in the scientific literature, and consolidating emerging topics in other areas

(Lagorio et al., 2016).

The selection of documents obtained in this phase is subsequently used for bibliographic
analysis and visualization. The purpose of this analysis is to outline the evolution of the main
topics covered and emerging trends in research using Citation Network Analysis (CNA),

Keywords Co-Occurrence Network, and Global Citations Score (GCS).

The first step of a Systematic Literature Network Analysis is to collect data on academic
publications through a Systematic Literature Review. Currently, there are several citation
databases that can be used to collect data for SLNA, such as Web of Science and Scopus.
Scopus, produced by Elsevier, is considered one of the largest citation databases (Colicchia
et al., 2019; Falagas et al., 2008; Zhang & Merunka, 2015). It provides access to papers

published in a wide range of journals covering numerous scientific fields.

Therefore, Scopus was selected as the optimal solution to conduct this analysis. The search
was performed in December 2022. In order to map the existing literature on the value of
customer co-creation, the following search string was used, limiting the search by keyword

and title in order to retrieve only relevant materials:
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“customer co-creation value” OR “customer value co-creation”
OR “CCCV?” OR “customer co-creation”

The search was further limited to papers in the categories “Business, Management and
Accounting” and “Economics, Econometrics and Finance”. Furthermore, the results were

limited to papers published in the English language.

The final sample consists of 237 articles with the value of customer co-creation as a central
topic (Figure 1). This represents the starting point for the next phase of the analysis. Through
these steps, it is possible to isolate the most relevant documents that will be analyzed in the

next steps.

Figure 1 — Papers selection procedure and results.
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The second phase of the SLNA includes the exploration of existing topics and emerging
trends through a three-stage analysis of the bibliographic network. Specifically, the 237
articles collected constitute the input for the subsequent Citation Network, Keywords Co-

Occurrence Network, and Global Citation Score analyses (Colicchia et al., 2019).

CNA is an approach that represents documents as nodes within a network, while citations
are represented as links (arrows) between the nodes. In the network, this structure enables
the tracing of citation chronology, providing a clearer insight into the impact of earlier

research on subsequent studies. According to this approach, nodes that are not linked
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correspond to papers that have neither been cited nor have cited other papers and are

excluded from the analysis, as the CNA is based on citations (Khitous et al., 2020).

In this study, CNA is conducted using Pajek software, which is based on three main

analytical techniques. These techniques are:

— Community Analysis: is used to identify and analyze large communities of
connected nodes in the citation network. This makes it possible to identify groups of
documents that are closely connected, revealing sub-fields or specific topics within

the search domain.

— Vector Analysis: this technique is used to consider specific properties of clusters in
the network. It allows the identification of common characteristics or trends of
documents within a given community, contributing to a greater understanding of the

dynamics and patterns present in the citation network.

— Main Path Analysis: this technique is used to identify the so-called “main paths”,
1.e., the citation sequences that represent the cornerstones of knowledge in the field
of study. Through this analysis, it is possible to identify articles that have played a
fundamental role in the development of the field and have been widely cited by other

papers.

The combined use of these techniques makes it possible to obtain a comprehensive overview
of the structure and evolution of the citation network, identifying communities, specific

properties of clusters, and the main paths of development in the reference literature.

The CNA may disregard papers with few citations due to their chronological proximity or
subjective author-related factors. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct both a keywords co-
occurrence network analysis and a global citation score analysis, as these methodologies

consider the literature in its broadest scope, including isolated nodes.

Keyword co-occurrence analysis is based on the keywords of the documents and is
performed using the VOSViewer software. This tool enables the creation of clusters in the
visualization of similarities between keywords used in the documents. The 237 articles
selected from Scopus, including unconnected nodes, constitute the input data for

VOSViewer.

Through keyword co-occurrence analysis, it is possible to identify themes and concepts that
are frequently mentioned in the literature, creating clusters representing related areas of

interest.
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Using a thesaurus file, the keywords were standardized to represent a unified form for
singular and plural terms, abbreviations, and synonyms. As a result, VOSViewer generates
a network of keywords in which each node represents a keyword, and its size indicates the
number of documents in which that keyword appears. The nodes are linked together, and the
thickness of the links reflects the frequency with which two keywords appear together in
documents. The software automatically creates non-overlapping clusters of keywords of
different colors, representing sub-areas of search focused on a specific facet of the analyzed
topic. In this way, clusters of keywords can be identified that are closely related and represent

specific topics within the search domain.

The Global Citation Score Analysis method evaluates the total number of citations an article
has received in the entire database (such as Scopus). This analysis considers both articles
that are part of a connected citation network and those in the Main Path. The aim of this
analysis is to identify the most influential and relevant publications, taking into account the
global normalized citation score. This score represents the ratio between the number of
recent citations (e.g., in the year 2022) and the number of years since the article was
published. Using this metric, it is possible to identify the most recent and ground-breaking

studies that have received a high number of citations relative to the period considered.

3.2 Results

Before proceeding with the analysis of the bibliographic network, it is useful to provide some
information on the database of 237 articles retrieved from Scopus. I begin by illustrating the
distribution by years of newspaper publications dealing with customer co-creation of value,
as summarized in Figure 2. The graph shows that the first article introducing the concept of
co-creation of value by the customer in a business context dates to 2004. It also shows that
this is a relatively recent area of research, with a steady increase in academic studies since
2014. In particular, three significant peaks have been recorded: in 2019 with 30 publications,
in 2021 with 34 publications, and in 2022 with 32 publications.

This evidence suggests that the topic of customer value co-creation is becoming increasingly
present in academic debates in the field of business and management. The increase in
publications in recent years indicates a growing interest and focus on value co-creation as a

relevant research topic.

37



Figure 2 — Distribution of the papers by years.

> @ O
" N NN
A AY AY AD

Source: Personal elaboration

> Q\ﬂ’ Q\b‘ Q\% Q\b Q

WQ

vy

% Q
Q> Q\q N2 Q’”\W@W

Following this, Table 3 lists the main journals in which at least 3 articles dealing with the

topic of co-creation of value by the customer have been published. The top journals, both in

terms of number of published articles and citations, include the Journal of Business

Research, the Journal of Service Management, and the Journal of Service Theory and

Practice. Interestingly, despite having only 4 published articles, the Journal of the Academy

of Marketing Science garnered over 800 citations, which denotes a significant recognition of

the importance of the journal in this specific field of research. This confirms the relevance

and authority of the journal in the academic community dealing with customer value co-

creation.

Table 3 — Main journals on the topic with at least 3 papers published.

N of N of
Journal o gs

papers | citations
Journal of Business Research 10 858
Journal of Service Management 7 623
Journal of Service Theory and Practice 7 134
International Journal of Hospitality Management 5 122
International Journal of Industrial Engineering and Management 5 36
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 4 849
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 4 296
Marketing Intelligence and Planning 4 159




European Journal of Marketing 4 62
Journal of Services Marketing 4 28
Journal of Product Innovation Management 3 572
Tourism Management 3 511
Service Industries Journal 3 39
Journal of Strategic Marketing 3 36
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management 3 31
International Journal of Production Economics 3 18
Service Business 3 5
International Journal of Tourism Research 2 180
Information and Management 2 127
Current Issues in Tourism 2 78
Industrial Marketing Management 2 66
Business Horizons 2 47
Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing 2 40
Journal of Business Ethics 2 30
Management Decision 2 30
European Business Review 2 26
Benchmarking 2 23
R&D Management 2 22
Service Industries Journal 2 22
Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing 2 21
Journal of Marketing Management 2 17
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research 2 16
Journal of Islamic Marketing 2 14
Management Research Review 2 13
International Journal of Bank Marketing 2 9
Service Business, 2 6
International Journal of Service Industry Management 1 357
Review of Marketing Research 1 246
Journal of Personal Selling and Sales Management 1 158
Research Technology Management 1 137
California Management Review 1 115
International Journal of Quality and Service Sciences 1 86
Journal of Retailing 1 55
International Journal of Market Research 1 51
Technological Forecasting and Social Change 1 47
International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management 1 40
Long Range Planning 1 35
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services 1 34
Journal of Interactive Marketing 1 26
Journal of Relationship Marketing 1 26
TQM Journal 1 26
Journal of Consumer Marketing 1 24
Journal of Innovation and Knowledge 1 24
Business Process Management Journal 1 23
Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management 1 22
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Strategy and Leadership 1 22
International Journal of Engineering Business Management 1 21
International Journal of Culture, Tourism, and Hospitality Research 1 20
Electronic Commerce Research 1 17
Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing 1 17
Journal of Direct, Data and Digital Marketing Practice 1 17
Managing Service Quality 1 16
International Journal of Logistics Management 1 15
Journal of Vacation Marketing, 1 15
Managing Sport and Leisure 1 14
International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 1 13
Journal of Cleaner Production 1 12
Journal of Self-Governance and Management Economics 1 12
Information and Management, 1 11
Journal of Brand Management 1 10
Journal of Global Marketing 1 9
Journal of Business Ethics, 1 8
Australasian Marketing Journal 1 7
Qualitative Market Research 1 7
Tourism Management Perspectives 1 7
Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics 1 6
Journal of Business Research, 1 6
Journal of Destination Marketing and Management 1 6
Global Business Review 1 S5
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research 1 5
Journal of Promotion Management 1 S5
Technological Forecasting and Social Change 1 5
Asia Pacific Business Review 1 4
Engineering Management in Production and Services 1 4
International Journal of Bank Marketing 1 4
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services 1 4

Source: Personal elaboration

3.2.1 Paper citation networks

The first step in conducting a CNA is to resize the database by considering only those papers
with a minimum level of connections with the rest of the sample. As a result, I obtain a
database of 175 articles, representing 74% of the initial list. These articles are interconnected
through citations and represent the relevant knowledge on the value of co-creation of the

customer.

Using Pajek’s first two techniques, namely community analysis and vector analysis, it is
possible to investigate the process of knowledge creation, transfer, and development within

the citation network.
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Furthermore, by using the Louvain method with specific parameters (maximum number of
levels in each iteration: 20, maximum number of repetitions in each level: 50), the software
identifies 14 well-differentiated communities in terms of size. Table 4 summarizes these
different clusters and provides information on the main references, such as main topics,

articles, publication dates, size in the largest component, and citations.

From another perspective, one can observe research trajectories that have consolidated over
time, others that have emerged and experienced significant growth, while still others have
died out over time. These findings provide an overview of the different research communities

and trajectories within the literature on customer value co-creation.

Table 4 — Clusters in the biggest connected component.

Size in the
Resea‘rch Main Subjects Examples of most | Publication biggest
Topic relevant papers dates connected
component
(Bengtsson &
Cluster 1: .Custorn.er co-creation in service | Ryzhkova, 2015; 2012-2022 3%
innovation Gustafsson et al.,
2012)
Customer co-creation under
service failure-recovery (Dong et al., 2008;
Cluster 2: |situation; impact of initiation on | Xu, Marshall, et 2008-2022 5%
customer post-recovery al., 2014)
evaluations
. (Anning-Dorson et
Cluster 3: S;Sx:tllfnk“ﬁzz;lf: n al, 2018; Cui & | 2009-2022 6%
p Wu, 2016)
(Khanagha et al.,

Cluster 4: | Customer involvement in 2017: Trischler et | 2010-2020 6%
innovation processes

al., 2017)
(Balau et al., 2020;

Clauss et al., 2019;

Customer value co-creation

Cluster 5: lgf:azzll(i)tr and SMEs radical Tran, T. B. I, & 2013-2022 3%
vy Vu, 2021)
(Edvardsson &

Cluster 6; | CUSIOMETS a8 CO-Creators in new |, o 1y 913, 2013-2020 3%
service innovation

Shah, 2018)
.| Customer value co-creation (Sfeir C.J., 2018;
Cluster 7: behavior Yi & Gong, 2013) 2013-2022 18%
Cluster 8: Customers’ co-creation of value | (Rihova et al., 2013-2022 10%

with other customers 2013, 2015)
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Customer co-creation in service (Heidenreich ctal,
Cluster 9: failure episodes 2015; Sugathan & | 2014-2022 7%
P Ranjan, 2019)
Customers’ online value co- (Frasquet-Deltoro
Cluster 10: | creation activities; customer co- |et al., 2019;J. Y. 2014-2022 15%
creation behavior M. Kang, 2014)
Customer value co-creation (Shamim et al.,
Cluster 11: | attitude and behaviour; 2016; Yen et al., 2015-2020 8%
customer engagement 2020)
Co-creation value behaviour on .
customer satisfaction and (Foroudi et al.,
Cluster 12: o 2019; Hidayanti et | 2016-2022 5%
loyalty within the context of
. al., 2018)
digital channels
e | (L2015
Cluster 13: | '*°P y ; Mubushar etal., | 2017-2022 3%
on customer value co-creation
i 2020)
behavior
i . . (Pera, 2017,
Cluster 14; | E1fects of co-creative behaviour | . \rionde e | 2017-2022 3%
to satisfy tourists al.. 2018)

Source: Personal elaboration

Clusters 5, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14 include articles written since 2013 and represent
the largest clusters in the broader linked component, constituting 55% of its overall
size. The main topic addressed by these clusters concerns the impact of customer
value co-creation behaviour, which is also the third most cited topic with

approximately 651 citations.

In the literature, these clusters initially focus on the different types and main drivers
of customer value co-creation behaviour. Subsequently, the topic is explored in
different research areas. First, the impact of corporate social responsibility (CSR)
activities on customer value co-creation behaviour is analyzed. Second, storytelling
is used as a powerful co-creation tool in the tourism sector. Third, it is studied how
customer value co-creation behaviour can positively influence the image and
reputation of universities. Finally, since customer co-creation behaviour is easier to
express online than offline, recent research has focused on virtual co-creation

behaviour.

These clusters represent important research areas within the field of customer value
co-creation and reflect the interest and attention devoted to the impact of co-creation

behaviour on corporate value and customer outcomes.
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Clusters 1, 3, 4 and 6 represent the articles with the highest number of citations on
the topic of the value of customer co-creation, totaling some 787 citations. These

clusters make up 23% of the largest component of the citation network.

The articles within these clusters focus on the exploration of customer involvement
as co-creators in the innovation of new services. This topic reflects the interest and
importance of understanding the active role of customers in the innovation process
of companies. They highlight how customers can contribute significantly to the
development and creation of new services, leading to added value for the company

and the customers themselves.

The analysis of these clusters provides an in-depth view of the most cited
perspectives and research on the co-creation of customer value in service innovation.
These articles represent important contributions to the academic literature and
demonstrate the focus and importance of interaction and collaboration between

companies and customers in the creation of successful new services.

Clusters 2 and 9 represent 12% of the largest connected component in the citation
network and are characterized by a significant number of citations, about 553 in total.
These clusters include older papers, dating back to 2008, and focus on the mechanism
of customer co-creation in service recovery, known as co-recovery, when errors or

problems with the service occur.

The articles within these clusters explore how to involve customers in the process of
troubleshooting and restoring service after an error or disruption. This type of
customer co-creation in co-recovery focuses on the active participation of customers
in providing feedback, suggestions, or solutions to address problematic situations and

improve the overall service experience.

The analysis of these clusters provides an important perspective on the co-creation
of customer value in the context of service recovery. These articles highlight the
importance of involving customers not only in the service development and delivery
phase but also in the problem-solving process, recognizing their active role in the

continuous improvement of service quality and customer satisfaction.

Cluster 8 represents the smallest connected component in the citation network,
constituting only 10% of its overall size. However, it is one of the most cited clusters,

with approximately 725 total citations.
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Research within this cluster focuses on the co-creation of value by customers with
other customers, with a particular focus on tourism and festival contexts. The articles
in this cluster explore how customers can interact and collaborate with each other to

create value for both themselves and other customers.

This cluster represents an important contribution to the literature on customer value
co-creation, highlighting how customer interaction and collaboration can influence

customer experience and value creation within specific tourism and festival contexts.

By using the Main Path tool in Pajek, it was possible to identify the most relevant documents
that form the backbone of knowledge on the co-creation of customer value. This tool is based
on the implementation of the key route algorithm on the connected main component of the

citation network.

The final aim was to identify the nodes that were most frequently cited or that cite other
papers, thus representing the most established and influential research in the field of

customer value co-creation.

Through this analysis, 21 related nodes were recognized, representing the pillars of research
in the field of customer value co-creation. These nodes were identified as the most important

and influential papers within the citation network.

Figure 3 shows the visualization of these 21 connected nodes, which form the main

knowledge pathway in the field of customer value co-creation.

Subsequently, each article was analyzed in detail, taking into consideration the topics
covered, the publisher and year of publication, the country of origin of the authors, and the
methodologies used. In the case of empirical studies, the country in which the research was

conducted was also identified.

This approach allowed for an accurate identification of key documents and a more detailed
view of the topics, sources, and methodologies used in the research on the co-creation of

customer value.
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Figure 3 — The Main Path.
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According to the Main Path analysis, in order to understand the development of the topic of
co-creation with customers, it is important to start with older articles that have contributed

to its evolution over time.

The first relevant article identified is that of Matthing et al. (2004), which emphasizes that
the development of new services requires understanding and anticipating the latent needs of
customers. The author argues that in order to facilitate proactive customer learning, it is
necessary to involve customers in the development process and observe their behaviour in

real-life situations.

The second significant article is by OHern & Rindfleisch (2010), which highlights the
importance of customer involvement as co-creators of value. This article highlights the
active role of customers in the value creation process and how customer involvement can

lead to positive results for companies.

Based on these two initial articles, Mahr et al. (2014) state that customer co-creation during
the innovation process has become a major source of competitive advantage for companies.
Customers actively engage in the innovation process and take on a role that was traditionally

played by company employees in the past.
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In addition, customer engagement in a co-creation process has also been studied by Zhang
& Merunka (2015) and Omar et al. (2018), who have contributed to the understanding and
deepening of this topic.

These articles represent important contributions to the literature on customer value co-
creation and highlight how customer involvement in the innovation process and value

creation is a relevant and strategic aspect for companies.

The article by Cambra-Fierro et al. (2018) analyzes how the relationship life cycle influences
the link between relationship quality and customer value co-creation. The results show that
the effect of relationship quality on customer value co-creation is more significant during
the growth phase than during the decline phase. This study provides companies with
interesting tools for customizing business strategies and adapting marketing investments to

the specific situation of customers.

From this article, two further articles were developed. Tuan et al. (2019) focus on the co-
creation of customer value in the context of business-to-business (B2B) tourism services and
investigate the mechanisms underlying this relationship, focusing in particular on corporate
social responsibility (CSR). This study was followed by two further articles. The first,
conducted by Hur et al. (2020), explores the role of emotional brand attachment as a mediator
in the relationship between customers’ perception of corporate social responsibility and two
extra-role customer behaviours: customer participation behaviour and customer citizenship
behaviour. The second paper, conducted by Teng & Tsai (2020), investigates tourism value

co-creation behaviors that play an essential role in creating a memorable tourism experience.

On the other hand, the article by Grott et al. (2019) analyses the outcomes of customer value
co-creation using well-recognized customer management variables such as customer
satisfaction, loyalty, and word of mouth (WOM). Subsequently, the topic of loyalty was
further explored by Sleilati & Sfeir (2021), who investigated the impact of value co-creation
behaviour on customer loyalty in the context of social media. This topic was also explored
by Cheung & To (2021), who studied the role of customer engagement as a mediator in the

relationship between service co-creation and customer loyalty.

These articles contribute to the understanding of customer value co-creation in different
contexts and deepen the link between value co-creation and various outcomes, such as
customer loyalty and customer experience. They highlight the importance of active customer
involvement in the value creation process and how this can influence customers' behaviour

and relationships with companies.
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Finally, another main path identified through the Main Path analysis highlights the

incremental development of knowledge on customer value co-creation over time.

One of the authors who appears most often in this path is Rihova, whose work focused on
customer-to-customer co-creation (C2C) in 2013 (Rihova et al., 2013). Subsequently, his
research focused on the tourism context with articles by Reichenberger (2017) and Rihova
et al. (2015, 2018). Some scholars, such as Hau & Thuy (2021) and Hong et al. (2021), used
the work of Rihova et al. (2015) as a starting point to explore the topic of customer co-

creation behaviour.

These papers represent significant contributions to customer value co-creation research and
have played a key role in the advancement of this field of study. Identifying the key papers
and their role in the main path enables a better understanding of the direction of research and

the evolution of the topics over time.

This approach of analysis allows the identification of key articles that have influenced
subsequent research and continue to be relevant for the development of the field. These
findings offer a clear overview of the evolution of research on customer value co-creation
and provide insights into the topics that have been most deeply explored and could be the

subject of further study in the future. The results also reveal the following aspects:

— inthe research field of customer value co-creation, the majority of authors come from
Asia, accounting for 47% of the articles in the main track. Similarly, it is also
important to consider the significant contribution from Europe, accounting for 43%
of the articles. Academics from countries such as the UK, Austria, Sweden, Spain,
and the Netherlands played an important role in advancing knowledge regarding the
value of customer co-creation. This highlights the international interest and

collaboration in the field of customer value co-creation.

— The most prevalent methodological approach in the research on customer value co-
creation was mainly empirical in nature, accounting for 86% of the articles. Within
this approach, statistical analysis was the most widely used methodology. However,
it is important to note that two studies took a qualitative approach using interviews
as the data collection method (Reichenberger, 2017; Rihova et al., 2018), while only
one study conducted an experiment (Matthing et al., 2004). In addition, only three
articles in the main track followed a predominantly theoretical approach (OHern &

Rindfleisch, 2010; Rihova et al., 2013, 2015). These results indicate a strong
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preference for the empirical approach based on data analysis and evaluation of

phenomena related to customer value co-creation through quantitative methods.

— Empirical research in the field of customer value co-creation has been conducted in
different geographical regions. Empirical studies conducted in North America,
Europe (particularly Sweden, the United Kingdom, and Spain), Asia (including
Lebanon, Vietnam, South Korea, Taiwan, and China), and Oceania (such as New
Zealand) were identified. This diverse geographic coverage highlights the global
interest and spread of research on customer value co-creation, with academics from

different parts of the world contributing to this field of study.
3.2.2 Co-word network analysis

The keyword analysis of the entire dataset retrieved from Scopus using the VOSViewer
software provides an opportunity to delve into emerging research themes in the field of
customer value co-creation. The two-dimensional keyword map, displayed in Figure 4, has
19 connected items and highlights the existence of 4 distinct clusters reflecting different
micro-areas of research. These clusters represent specific and interconnected topics that have
been recognized as emerging themes in the field of customer value co-creation. Keyword
analysis can provide a visual overview of the structure and conceptual links between
different research topics, thus facilitating understanding of trends and future research

directions in customer value co-creation.
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Figure 4 — Keyword network.
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The main topics for each area of research are as follows clusters:

Cluster 1 represents the largest cluster with several keywords, including “customer
value co-creation”, “customer engagement”, ‘“customer loyalty”, “customer
satisfaction”, “service quality”, and “corporate social responsibility”. This cluster
represents a relatively recent area of research in the field of customer value co-
creation. The central theme of this cluster concerns the importance and value of
customer co-creation, exploring the concept in relation to corporate social
responsibility (CSR) and customer engagement. For instance, some studies analyze
how CSR activities positively influence customer value co-creation behavior
(Mubushar et al., 2020). At the same time, it is observed that the academic debate on
the value of customer co-creation is gradually shifting to the topic of customer
involvement. Customer engagement refers to the emotional connection that
customers develop with a brand or product, leading to a higher level of interaction
and involvement. For instance, Abror et al. (2020) argue that high-quality service
offerings can generate higher customer engagement, customer satisfaction, and brand
loyalty. These studies highlight the importance of emotional interaction and customer

experience in the value co-creation.
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— Cluster 2 focuses on the important topic of innovation and customer co-creation. It
is the largest cluster in the entire network, with 43 occurrences of related keywords.
Articles in this cluster delve into how to engage customers as co-creators in new
service innovation. This strategy is increasingly seen as an effective way to improve
the success rate of introducing new services to the market. For instance, Shah (2018)
points out that involving customers as co-creators in service innovation is a
successful strategy that can increase the chances of success of such services. In
addition, customer innovation and co-creation are also associated with the use of
social media. Martini et al. (2014) point out that the use of social media in customer
co-creation represents a significant opportunity for companies. Social media offer a
new communication channel that allows companies to interact directly and in a
timely manner with end customers at relatively low cost, providing a higher level of

efficiency than traditional communication tools.

— Cluster 3 focuses on value co-creation and service-dominant logic. One of the main
theoretical concepts in this field of research is service-dominant logic (SDL), which

is notable for its clarity and managerial implications.

Articles in this cluster explore how service-dominant logic promotes value co-
creation. For instance, Botti et al. (2018) highlight that in the service dominant logic,
involving customers in all business processes encourages value co-creation. This
involvement enables stakeholders to create combined value that not only generates
innovative solutions but also generates customer satisfaction in the short term and

customer loyalty in the long term.

— Cluster 4 focuses on the theme of customer participation, service recovery, value,
and co-creation. It is the second-largest cluster in the entire network, with a total of
42 occurrences. This cluster explores the topic of co-creation in the context of service
recovery. For instance, Xu et al. (2014) offer a better understanding of the
mechanisms behind co-creation in service recovery. In addition, Heidenreich et al.
(2015) showed that customers tend to be more satisfied when they actively

participate in the service recovery process.
3.2.3 Global Citation Score Analysis

The Global Citation Score (GCS) analysis was conducted in order to identify the most recent

studies that are influencing academic debate and can be considered groundbreaking. To
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obtain the GCS, data on the citations of each article were downloaded from the Scopus
database and ranked according to the ratio of the number of citations in 2021 to the number
of years since publication (normalized GCS). The top 10 studies with a relevant GCS are

shown in Table 5.

Table 5 shows that only two of the ten articles belong to the main path, confirming the recent
trend of scholars in consolidating consumer-firm co-creation, especially in the tourism
sector. Interestingly, the other eight articles are not part of the main path but reflect some of
the major recent research trends on customer value co-creation behaviors and innovation.
These articles highlight topics such as the effect of customer co-creation on operational
agility through the use of social media and the impact of customer value co-creation on

corporate reputation.

The GCS analysis thus provides an indication of recent developments and emerging trends
in customer value co-creation research. The articles identified can be considered relevant to
the advancement of knowledge in this field and offer insights for further exploration and

future studies.

Table 5 — Top 10 papers in Scopus based on the normalized GCS.

Publicati Mai Citations
Authors |- "ocnOn Journal M <2017 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | >2021 | GCS | 2021/Years since
Year Path L.
Publication
Randhawa 2016 Journal of Product Innovation No 4 21 39 56 7 122 0 314 2
et al. Management
Yen et al. 2020 International Journal of Hospitality No 0 0 0 0 2 o 1 27 2
Management
Kim et al. 2020 Service Industries Journal No 0 0 0 1 5 24 0 30 24
Chiarini 2020 TQM Journal No 0 0 0 0 3 22 2 27 22
Chuang 2020 Industrial Marketing Management No 0 0 0 1 9 18 1 29 18
Yi & Gong 2013 Journal of Business Research No 95 66 83 81 127 139 2 593 17
Foroudi et 2019 Technologlc_al Forecasting and No 0 0 0 4 13 29 1 47 15
al. Social Change
Merz et al. 2018 Journal of Business Research No 0 0 4 14 40 42 2 102 14
Sugathan & |5 Journal of Business Research Si 0 0 0 | 14 27 | 43 14
Ranjan
Rihova et al. 2018 Tourism Management Si 0 0 3 15 24 40 0 82 13

Source: Personal elaboration
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3.3 Conclusions

This analysis aims to trace the evolution of academic research on customer value co-creation
and analyze new trends using an approach called SLNA. The work was divided into two
phases: a systematic review of publications using the Scopus database to generate a corpus
of 237 articles and a literature network analysis using bibliometric tools and software such

as Pajek and VOSViewer.

The research findings provide insight into the evolution of customer value co-creation,
scholarly trends, and emerging themes, offering directions for further study of promising
topics. It emerged that the value of customer co-creation is an emerging topic as of 2014,
with the increasing involvement of scholars from different disciplines and geographic areas.
While North American and European scholars initially drew attention to the concept of the
value of customer co-creation, Asian scholars have played a predominant role in research in

this area in recent years.

An interesting result is that no paper in the main track or identified by the GCS analysis has
conducted an SLR on customer value co-creation. Therefore, this research fills that gap by

streamlining and systematizing the body of scholarly literature on this topic.

Moreover, over the years, scholars have begun to explore customer co-creation behavior in
greater depth, focusing on its relationship with customer loyalty and CSR. As a result,

customer engagement emerged as a variable of interest.

The bibliometric analysis found and also confirmed with the existing literature that there are
areas of research that have been little discussed and need more investigation; these are the

context of service recovery and customer-to-customer value co-creation.

Concerning the context of customer-to-customer value co-creation, until the 1980s, research
on customer relationships was mainly focused on the relationships between service
organizations and customers. However, scholars' growing interest in customer interactions
and encounters began to gain importance. It has been recognized that customer bonding,
known as C2C linkage, plays a significant role in the literature on relationship marketing
and service environments (Martin, 2016). Empirical evidences suggest that the role of verbal
interaction between consumers, who had no prior connection and who are interacting in a
service delivery context, is often underestimated by scholars, practitioners, and academics

(Harris & Baron, 2004).
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Regarding research on service recovery, the Service-Dominant Logic suggests that customer
co-creation and value creation can occur at any stage of the service process and significantly
influence the service experience (Bendapudi & Leone, 2003; Claycomb et al., 2001; Payne
et al., 2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). However, the role of customers as value co-creators in

service recovery has been an understudied topic in previous research (Xu et al., 2014).

Therefore, based on these thoughts, this paper, in the following chapters, intends to explore
the issue of value co-creation in a service recovery context, taking into account the consumer

relationship.
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CHAPTER 4: SERVICE RECOVERY. TO ERR IS HUMAN

Errors are an essential part of the world of services. No matter how hard companies try to
provide perfect services, sooner or later some delay, some breakage, or some defect will
happen. Thus, it can be said that mistakes are inevitable (McCollough et al., 2000). Although
the problems that arise during a service delivery may seem like a catastrophe, in reality, they
offer companies the opportunity to solve them, going beyond their duties and thus winning
the trust of customers. In other words, effective complaint and complaint management can
turn angry and dissatisfied customers into loyal customers (Dahlin et al., 2018). Such loyalty
carries with it considerable economic benefits since it is significantly more expensive to
attract new customers than to maintain existing ones. The advantages obtainable through an
effective recovery obviously apply to both the manufacturing and services sectors but are
amplified in the second case (Koc, 2019; Pengman et al., 2022). The main reason is rooted
in the highly intangible nature of services, for which they are perceived as a riskier purchase
than, for example, simple physical products. Much of this risk is associated with how the

service will be “performed” by the service provider (Boshoft, 2003).

The purpose of an effective service recovery is therefore to project an image of guarantee
into the minds of consumers, which reassures them, thus decreasing the risk they perceive

(Wirtz, 2018).

Service recovery is particularly important since in most cases dissatisfied customers decide
not to express their dissatisfaction with the service provider, simply changing suppliers and
damaging the previous one through bad word of mouth (telling their acquaintances about the
bad experience personally) (Wong et al., 2016). Those few who decide to complain instead
provide the company with important information that can be used to improve customer
satisfaction. Companies that do not take advantage of this type of feedback lose an important
opportunity and face a series of consequences such as a worsening of service quality and
customer satisfaction, lower customer loyalty, a decrease in market share, the use of
marketing costs, the inability to correct and improve their processes according to customer
suggestions and many others (Bijmolt et al., 2014). Therefore, to avoid this series of
consequences, companies must encourage customers to complain, providing them with the
means to do so, and act accordingly so that these suggestions are not lost (Jin et al., 2023;

Komunda & Osarenkhoe, 2012).
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Having made this brief premise, I will analyze the phenomenon of service recovery in more

detail. In particular, this chapter is structured into 5 main parts:
1. The concept and evolution of service recovery.

2. Description of the characteristics that a company must possess to carry out effective

recoveries.
3. The obstacles to service recovery, implementation, and possible solutions.
4. Short-term vs long-term: strategic use of service recovery.

5. Description and discussion of the recovery paradox.
4.1 The concept and evolution of service recovery

To trace the origins of the term service recovery I need to go back in time to 1990 when
Zemke & Bell (1990) published their article “Service recovery: doing it right the second
time” in Training magazine. Within this publication, they gave for the first time the name to
a phenomenon that had already been identified in previous years but that had not yet been
defined describing it as “a process to bring damaged customers back to a state of satisfaction
with the company after a service has failed to meet expectations”. They were, therefore,
pioneers, as had been Vandermerwe & Rada (1998) in the field of servitization, but their
work was immediately overshadowed by a truly revolutionary article published by Hart et
al. (1990) and considered by all to be the cornerstone of the subject: “The Profitable Art of
Service Recovery”. Within this publication, the author described the so-called road to service
recovery or the seven fundamental capabilities that a company must develop to excel in the

management of service failures.

According to Zemke & Bell (1990), service recovery can be seen as an integral part of quality
management and its aim is to maintain customer relationships. This statement is based on
the premise that customer satisfaction ensures customer loyalty, their intention to buy from
the same service provider again and to provide positive word of mouth. Furthermore, an
effective service recovery leads to a better perception of the quality of the products and
services already purchased, an improvement in the company’s skills perceived by the

customer, and a positive image in terms of perceived quality and value.

Failing to ensure customer satisfaction through service recovery can instead lead to a
decrease in customer confidence, the loss of customers, negative word of mouth, possible

negative publicity but also the direct costs associated with the new execution of the service.
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In a few words, the true test of attachment to service quality and customer satisfaction for a
company depends on how it reacts to customers’ failure to meet expectations (Zemke & Bell,

1990).

However, it is important to underline that some characteristics of service recovery go against
the very principles of quality management. Indeed, as Hart et al. (1990) point out, companies
that have decided to adopt philosophies such as total quality management may encounter
difficulties in implementing an effective service recovery. In fact, they have focused on the
continuous improvement of their processes and management systems, pursuing the

achievement of an error-free service delivery as the ultimate goal.

To achieve all this, sophisticated technologies have been introduced and strict policies have
been implemented with the aim of controlling the behavior of workers. The idea was to
ensure that even an unmotivated employee was able to provide high-quality services. As a
result, these companies developed and improved their processes to near perfection, which of
course was never achieved. As previously mentioned, in fact, in the world of services it
doesn’t matter how rigorous the procedures are, how experienced and trained the staff is and
how advanced the technology is, perfection is unattainable. There will always be variables
out of the company’s control that will generate errors in service delivery. When these
problems arise, customers are disappointed, and often the delivery system is not ready to
react quickly to these exceptions. In fact, most companies are not able to handle failures and
their meager attempts to respond to customer complaints only make the situation worse. The
surest way to ensure effective recovery is to empower front office employees to identify
problems and find solutions in the shortest amount of time: exactly what quality control

prevented them from doing (Hart et al., 1990).

In fact, employees have been taught that they must not try to alter the routine. Even if they
have the desire to accommodate the customer, they are frustrated that they are not allowed
to do so. Even worse is the case in which they are not able to do it anyway. Too often excuses
are heard, such as: “It’s not my fault”, “It’s not in the computer”, or “I have to ask my
superior”’. While these excuses are being made, customers give up their complaints and go

home carrying all the negativity aroused by this experience (Susskind, 2005).

Obviously, the solution is not to completely abandon customers give up their complaints,
and go home carrying all the negativity aroused by this experience this philosophy aims at
the perfection of processes through the drafting of rigid procedures, but to integrate it

through the principles of service recovery. Companies should therefore be comfortable with
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both the rules and the exceptions and should develop the ability to recognize the

opportunities offered by service recovery and the skills necessary to manage it (Wang et al.,

2020).

In summary, the concept of service recovery includes the actions adopted by a company in
response to a service failure. Managing these problems effectively radically affects a service
provider’s reputation. The reasons that have led to a strong interest in this discipline are

rooted in the consequences and benefits that it can bring.

As for the consequences, customer dissatisfaction can lead to a change of service provider
and therefore to a loss of customer lifetime value. Instead, the benefits that can be obtained
are an increase in customer satisfaction, word of mouth, customer loyalty, and customer

profitability (Hewagama et al., 2019).

4.2 Description of the characteristics that a company must possess to carry

out effective recoveries

Up to now, I have only mentioned what it is and the advantages it can bring. At this point, it
is interesting to try to understand what are the skills that a company must develop in order
to excel in this field. These necessary characteristics were first identified by Hart et al. (1990)
and have since been unanimously accepted by the literary community. Only through the
development them will a company be able to obtain a real competitive advantage through

Service Recovery. These characteristics are the following:
— Measure costs;
— Facilitate the collection of complaints;
— Anticipate recovery needs;
— Act as soon as possible;
— Train employees well;
— Close the loop.

The next paragraphs will analyze each of these capabilities, explaining their meaning and

highlighting the contribution that they can bring to the management of failures.
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4.2.1 Measure costs

At the basis of any effective management, there is a measurement system. This is especially
true in the case of service recovery since very often the economic loss caused by a
dissatisfied customer is underestimated and consequently the appropriate managerial
precautions are not taken to avoid these situations. Managers usually focus only on attracting
new customers who, however, could bring little profit to the company, rather than meeting

existing customers who are instead economically much more convenient (Zeithaml, 2000).

Measurements are therefore necessary in order for managers to notice this situation and bring
it to their attention. In fact, what is measured often corresponds to what is actually managed
by them. Every single mistake that the company encounters entails costs. Some take the form
of refunds, some repairs, some replacements. Regardless of the form taken, this type of cost
weighs solely on the shoulders of the company. However, it is important to note that they are
not the only costs generated by failures. There are additional costs that are incurred by
dissatisfied customers, such as telephone costs caused by calls made to try to resolve the
problem or the time, they spent on it. Another type of costs incurred by the customer are
those that have been generated indirectly by errors in service delivery (Tsai, 1998; Wang et

al., 2011).

In general, however, companies tend not to see these hidden costs and therefore not to
consider them. Nonetheless, customers notice them and the way they are handled by the
service provider has a strong impact on their ultimate satisfaction. A company that therefore
wants to excel in the world of services will have to go slightly beyond the classic
reimbursements and try to cover all the costs associated with a service failure (Dwesar &

Sahoo, 2022).
4.2.2 Facilitate the collection of complaints

Hart et al. (1990) state: “Every problem encountered by a customer is an opportunity for the
service provider”. A complaint is not a drama, it is not something negative, but rather it is
something that can help the company improve and demonstrate its loyalty to its customers.
Even when the problem is not attributable to the responsibility of the company, if it still tries

to solve it, it will earn the most complete loyalty from customers.

Obviously, in order to solve a problem, it must first be identified. This absolutely must not

be taken for granted, in fact, according to Tax & Brown (1998) a percentage of dissatisfied
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customers between 5% and 10% decides to complain following a service failure. The
remaining part of the customers decide to silently change service providers or simply choose
to take revenge against the company by giving it bad publicity. It must also be said that many
customers decide not to complain for various reasons, such as they do not want to have to
deal with the person responsible for the disservice; are uncertain about their rights and the
duties of the company, or are aware of the high costs involved in complaining and the time

it takes to do so.

Nevertheless, it is clear that companies should try to provide all possible support and

assistance to customers to convince them to express their opinions.

Customers who decide to complain on their own initiative are only a small exception among
the huge number of dissatisfied but silent customers. There are several ways in which
companies can encourage the free expression of their customers: by establishing
performance standards, communicating the importance of service recovery, urging
customers to complain, and explaining how to do it, using technological support (Priluck,

2003).

Most customers do not have clear expectations regarding the services they are purchasing,
and this is one of the reasons why they decide not to complain. For this reason, it is important
to establish performance standards and communicate them externally through, for example,
service guarantees. By doing so, you not only better control the expectations that customers
should have, but you could authorize a service recovery process even before the customer

has had a chance to complain (Mazhar et al., 2022; Stephens & Gwinner, 1998).

Furthermore, it is also of fundamental importance to spread a culture within the company
that supports service recovery. To do this, it is necessary to communicate the corporate values
and explain to the employees their role within this process, convincing them of its
importance for the company’s success. The work done by the workers is essential because
they are the ones who are really in contact with customers in daily reality and therefore must

be able to recognize and solve any type of problem (Luo et al., 2019).

Customers often don’t complain because it’s not entirely clear to them how this should be
done. For this reason, some companies explicitly explain the steps to follow to ensure that
their voice reaches the recipient correctly. It also explains what they should expect from
service recovery. This not only encourages customers to freely express their dissatisfaction
but also defines clearly the process of responding to their complaints, improving them, and

making them more responsive (Vazquez-Casielles et al., 2012).
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4.2.3 Anticipate recovery needs

Companies can reduce the search range for problems (opportunities) by monitoring some
particular areas of the company and addressing them in their service-recovery strategies.
This means that some areas are certainly more prone to being exposed to possible problems.
For instance, all areas where it is necessary to coordinate and plan interactions between
people, technology, and materials are usually more subject to errors. In this case, in fact, a
small mistake could trigger a series of chain errors making it more and more serious. It is
therefore very important to clearly identify the processes and activities most susceptible to

error and carefully analyze them in trying to prevent failures (Hoffman et al., 2016).

Another situation that companies need to pay particular attention to is the introduction of
new products/services. During the launch phase, in fact, there is a lack of in-depth knowledge
both on the part of the personnel and on the part of the users which can lead to confusion

(Lynn & Akgiin, 2003).

Finally, there are also sectors that are particularly prone to generating errors. This is the case
where employee turnover is particularly high and consequently, they have little experience.
It is therefore necessary to carefully monitor this situation to avoid possible disruptions

(Holtom & Burch, 2016).

Thus, it is certainly important for a company to be able to solve problems when they occur,
but I must not stop doing this little task, I must carefully study the various errors taken as a
whole and thus try to extrapolate useful information such as where and when they occur
most frequently. Service recovery shouldn’t just fix things once they happen, it should also
try to prevent them or at least identify situations where mistakes are more likely to be made,

to be reactive in response (Hewagama et al., 2019).
4.2.4 Act as soon as possible

In the previous paragraph, I underlined how essential it is to quickly identify possible
disservices, perhaps even before they occur. However, this is only useful if the company can

react just as quickly, otherwise, it would have been for nothing.

Hence, the severity of problems that occur during a service delivery increases very rapidly
over time. As a result, the opportunity to show your displeasure about what happened and to
fix it is fleeting, especially when the problem is attributable to a mistake by the company.

There is only a small window of time within which action must be taken. In general, the

60



company must try to focus on the immediate completion of the service. If you can react
quickly, the chances that the service recovery will be accepted by the customer increase
considerably. In most cases, therefore, only the resumption of service and a sincere apology
will be enough to regain customer satisfaction, other times the damage caused will be such
as to force the service provider to go further, for example through refunds or gifts (Manu &

Sreejesh, 2020; Kussusanti et al., 2019).
4.2.5 Train employees well

In the entire service sector, a role of primary importance is that of workers. Even in the case
of service recovery, they play a role of considerable importance. According to Tax & Brown
(1998), the success of a service recovery largely depends on the front office employees. This
is not a big surprise, given that 65% of complaints are collected by staff who interact directly
with customers. This means that the design of a recovery system must focus precisely on the
contact personnel and on the development of company policies that allow them to solve
problems effectively. Therefore, it is clear how important are the people who interact with
the customer. Consequently, it is essential to be able to understand immediately whether or

not a person is predisposed to work in a sector of this type.

After hiring the right people, the company must train them and finally increase their degree
of discretion by delegating more powers to them. In fact, they must have the authority,
responsibility, and incentives necessary to recognize and satisfy the needs of customers. The
company must therefore organize training to improve the skills of its workers. Within these
events, the communication and creativity skills needed to deal with angry customers will be
developed. It is especially important to teach how to make your own decisions and provide
an awareness of what really matters to customers (Elnaga & Imran, 2013). According to Hart
et al. (1990), the best way to obtain these skills is through the organization of simulations
and role-playing games. Employees are presented with a potentially achievable situation and
asked to act accordingly. Their work is then evaluated, discussed, and finally, guidelines are

provided on what should have been the “perfect” reaction.
4.2.6 Close the loop

With “closing the loop” Hart et al. (1990) wanted to underline how important it is, at the end
of the cycle of actions generated by a customer’s complaint, to close this cycle by letting the

latter know how the company has treated his case. He will be exposed to the corrective
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actions that have been decided, thus allowing him to understand how his help has been
appreciated, considered, and used to improve processes. In this way a further benefit is
obtained, the customer feels part of the system and increases his loyalty. There are numerous
ways in which the loop can be closed. For instance, communicating by telephone with the
customer, asking him for further feedback, and explaining how the company has changed
following his observation. The important thing is to make him understand that his voice has
been heard and that he has brought about changes to ensure that this situation does not

happen again (Liu et al., 2019; Mubiru & Nyamache, 2023).
4.3 The obstacles to service recovery

Hart et al. (1990)’s publication effectively communicated the advantages of implementing
efficient recovery management within the literary community, emphasizing the necessary
competencies that companies must cultivate to capitalize on these opportunities. If it were
as simple as it sounds, it is evident that every company would strive to enhance the aspects
described in the previous paragraphs, to achieve desired benefits such as customer
satisfaction, positive word-of-mouth, customer loyalty, and increased customer profitability.
However, not all businesses adopt this strategy, and even among those that do, not all are
successful in implementing it proficiently, resulting in the failure to attain the desired
outcomes (Liu et al., 2019). This section is dedicated to understanding the obstacles that
hinder the effective management of service recovery. In fact, it was only in 1998 that an
article came out that definitively tackled the subject, attempting to give an explanation to the
numerous failed attempts of this kind of strategy. The article in question was written by
Michel et al. (2009) and is entitled: “Why service recovery fails: tension among customer,
employees and process perspectives”. Reading the article, it is easy to notice the influence
that Hart had on the authors, who summarize the aspects described above and group them

into three different perspectives:

— Customer perspective;

— Employee perspective;

— Process perspective.
The authors identify three different perspectives within the management of service recovery.
In detail, customer recovery focuses on the experience lived by the customer and on his

satisfaction following a failure. Process recovery, on the other hand, refers to business

processes and the ways in which mistakes must be learned in order to avoid them in the
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future. Finally, employee recovery focuses on employees and how they should be prepared

in order to deal with problems that have arisen. Given this brief overview, Table 6

summarizes the Service Recovery Management.

Table 6 - The three perspectives of Service Recovery Management.

. . . Foundation for effective
Perspective  Orientation
recovery
. — Honest treatment towards the
Focus on customer experience
customer
The goal is to satisfy the customer , .
Customer after a failure — Don't be wrong twice
Recovery External and personal factors in
orientation
The referral function is marketing
Focus on production and delivery —  Collect process data to learn
processes and corrective actions about errors
Operations Internal, procedural, and — Analyze errors to improve
Recovery technological factors in orientation processes
The reference function is the
operations
F helpi 1 li .
Ocus ON NEIpIng CMmployces deliver — Internal Recovery Practices
effective recoveries
Employee Internal and personal factors in — Limit negative spillover from
Recovery orientation employees to customers
The reference function is Human
Resources

Source: Personal elaboration

4.3.1 Customer recovery

Customer recovery is based on two fundamental principles that summarize its essence. First,

the honesty perceived by the customer is a fundamental driver of customer satisfaction (B.

Choi & La, 2013). It, therefore, has a very strong influence on it. The second principle

instead establishes that a company can recover the loyalty of a customer after a failure, but

this would be impossible if a second problem arises (Zaid et al., 2021).
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As just mentioned, the fairness with which the company relates to the customer is an

important factor in assessing service recovery. The basis of this principle is the fact that an

error causes a condition of unfair treatment of the customer by the company and the recovery

has the purpose of re-establishing the justice that has been missing. Justice can be seen in

three different dimensions: distributive, procedural, and interactional (La & Choi, 2019). All

three of these dimensions influence customer satisfaction. Let us now analyze them one by

one:

Distributive justice refers to the outcome of recovery, i.e., what the company
decides to give to the customer to resolve his uncomfortable situation. In the mind of
the latter, this dimension brings us back to the condition of balance. By this, I mean
that everything that is given to him is considered a fair refund necessary to rebalance
the bad experience endured. In certain situations, however, a simple material
repayment will not be sufficient to restore the condition of equity. The customer may

in fact expect an apology from the company (Wu et al., 2020).

Procedural justice refers to the honesty of the process and the evaluation of the
procedures and systems that were used to determine the recovery outcome. The
evaluation could be done, for example, by measuring the speed of the entire process
or the quality of the information communicated to the customer about it. Companies
need to be able to describe what they are doing to fix the problem so customers
understand the circumstances and don’t immediately blame the company when it

may not be responsible for the problem (Msosa & Govender, 2020).

Interactional justice is also known as interpersonal justice. During the recovery
processes, it is necessary to be able to manage first of all the negative emotions that
have been felt by the customer following the service failure. If this were not the case,
he would not be in the right frame of mind to accept the solution proposed by the
service provider, such as a refund, a discount, or something else. Emotions are
therefore very powerful and tend to override reason in recovery situations. The
purpose of the employees is therefore to take customers out of the spiral of negativity
that has arisen. Obviously, this is not simple and requires quick action on their part,
but they must also demonstrate interest and empathy for the customer, and must also
always maintain a cordial, pleasant, and attentive attitude. Finally, customers also

want to be treated as individuals. This means that they want to be listened to in order
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to receive a recovery that satisfies their requests, not a standard recovery that is

provided to everyone (Olson & Ro, 2020).

The second principle of customer recovery concerns repeated failures. According to Michel
et al. (2009), it is possible for an error to be forgiven, but only once. Consequently, if the
company were to make mistakes again, even an effective service recovery will be completely
useless. The company would have no more excuses and if the first time the error can be seen

as an exception, the second time it is interpreted as normal.

Furthermore, service failures also impact what is known as the “tolerance zone” (Johnston
& Michel, 2008). This concept refers to a performance range within which customers
consider the service to be satisfactory. As Figure 5 shows, if the perceived level of service
falls within this range, customers will be content. When the service surpasses this range,
customers become delighted, while falling below it results in dissatisfaction. However, the
tolerance zone is not fixed and can vary, particularly in situations involving service failures.
It can vary along two dimensions: level and range. The level refers to the height of customer
expectations regarding the service. The higher the level, the more challenging it becomes to
meet those expectations. On the other hand, the range denotes the width of the tolerance
zone. When a customer experiences a service failure, their tolerance zone may change in
both dimensions, with future expectations rising in level and the range of satisfaction

narrowing.

Figure 5 — Managing perceptions during the process.

— +5

More than — Delighted
acceptable

Unacceptable

— Dissatisfied

— -5
EXPECTATIONS PROCESS/EXPERIENCE OUTCOME

Source: Johnston & Clark (2008)
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4.3.2 Process recovery

It is crucial for companies to recognize that customer complaints serve as indicators of
process deficiencies and, consequently, offer an opportunity to learn from mistakes (Yao et

al., 2019). The gathered information must then be utilized to drive improvements.

This aspect can be even more valuable and significant than the actual recovery process itself.
In fact, what frustrates customers the most is observing a lack of action from the company
following their failures. This situation instills fear in customers that the same issues may
reoccur, leading them to prefer switching service providers rather than taking the risk. Hence,
it is essential to collect data that can be utilized for making enhancements and to thoroughly

analyze it (Singh & Crisafulli, 2016; Van Vaerenbergh & Orsingher, 2016).

The literature recognizes three primary approaches for data collection: Total Quality
Management (TQM), mystery shoppers, and critical incidents. TQM, a well-known method,

revolves around monitoring and measuring failures (Johnston & Michel, 2008).

A fundamental tenet of total quality is that any analysis of a situation and subsequent
improvement actions should be grounded in objective data rather than subjective
impressions. This approach enables a comprehensive understanding and measurement of the
phenomenon, facilitating an accurate evaluation of actual improvement. To adhere to this
principle, TQM extensively employs statistical tools such as data collection, analysis,
stratification, diagrams of differences, and other types of representation or Pareto analyses

(Alolayyan et al., 2011; Michel et al., 2009).

Mystery shopping is a technique employed by organizations to anonymously assess the
quality of their services, procedures, employee conduct, merchandising, and product quality.
It involves utilizing trained consumers, known as mystery shoppers, who engage in a real or
simulated purchasing process. Their primary responsibility is to evaluate the behavior,
management, and competence of the personnel involved in delivering the service. Mystery
shoppers can be undercover managers, employees, or agents from external companies

specialized in this type of activity (Johnston & Michel, 2008; Shin, 2019; Susskind, 2005).

However, it is important to acknowledge certain limitations associated with this technique.
Firstly, mystery shoppers often have expectations aligned with the company’s vision, which
may differ from those of real customers. This discrepancy can influence their assessments

and potentially skew the results. Additionally, mystery shoppers may focus on specific
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elements that a regular customer might not notice or prioritize. Therefore, their evaluations

may not fully reflect the overall customer experience (Jacob et al., 2018).

Despite these limitations, mystery shopping remains a valuable tool for organizations to gain
insights into their service quality and identify areas for improvement. It provides a unique
perspective that complements other data collection methods and helps organizations enhance

their customer-centric approach (Hesselink & van der Wiele, 2003).

Finally, the critical incident technique attempts to identify what may delight or dissatisfy a
customer. In fact, critical incidents are events that radically affect customer satisfaction. This
technique confronts customers with two questions. They respectively require identifying a
moment within the purchasing process during which they felt particularly satisfied and one

in which instead they felt dissatisfied (Padma & Ahn, 2020).

The analysis of the data collected is instead a sore point for many companies. Very often the
data collection phase is performed perfectly, but then a subsequent process that uses this
information is missing. But learning from your mistakes is certainly one of the most
important factors and which can lead to the greatest benefits. In this way I move away from
a mere system focused on solving individual problems, focused only on recovery and on the
recovery of satisfaction, moving instead towards a complete management of activities that
improves systems and processes ensuring future customer satisfaction and the cost reduction.
In other words, learning from your mistakes means improving the service process through
the use of traditional improvement techniques belonging to operations management (Monks

et al., 2016).

Michel et al. (2009) identify two examples of this type of technique: Frequency-Relevancy
Analysis of Complaints (FRAC) and fishbone diagrams. FRAC analysis helps managers
prioritize their process recovery efforts by indicating that the most frequent problems are the
most important to address immediately, while problems that occur infrequently or are less
significant can be addressed in a second moment. The fishbone diagram first defines the
problem, then looks for the causes that generated it. It then traces the root causes back to the
problems that were at their root and continues with this process until the root causes have

been identified. Once this is done, I focus on studying an action plan for their elimination.
4.3.3 Employee recovery

The term employee recovery refers to all techniques used to help employees provide

effective recoveries, but also to those aimed at recovering workers from negative feelings
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that may have been experienced during a recovery process. Indeed, it has been demonstrated
that employees don't simply need to be prepared and trained to be able to carry out their jobs
adequately, but they must also be satisfied by it in order to perform in the best possible way.
Happy people work better. Studies show that successful recoveries boost employee morale,
but also that their attitude has a strong impact on that of customers with a spillover process

(Johnston & Michel, 2008).

Companies should not solely focus on external recovery processes but also consider internal
ones, even if they are less conspicuous and observable (Michel et al., 2009). It is crucial for
the company to support its front-line staff in effectively managing dissatisfied customers.
The sectors affected by a service failure may experience the negative impact of constant
complaints, which can diminish the passion and dedication with which employees carry out
their duties. Customers often direct their anger and frustration towards these employees,
unfairly treating them as if they are personally responsible for the company’s mistakes, even

when they are not at fault (Edvardsson et al., 2011).

On one hand, employees may underestimate the significance of their role within company
processes, while on the other hand, customers may overestimate it. Thus, internal recovery
practices play a pivotal role and warrant careful consideration (Weber & Hsu, 2022).
Neglecting these practices runs the risk of negatively influencing staff, causing stress, and
impeding their ability to assist and resolve issues. This common scenario, known as learned
helplessness, leads employees to become passive, unproductive, and devoid of creativity
(Lin, 2010). This sense of alienation arises when management fails to adequately support
them. To prevent learned helplessness and foster a positive work environment, it is essential
for management to provide adequate support to employees. This includes training, clear
guidelines, effective communication channels, and recognition of their efforts. By nurturing
a supportive and empowering workplace, employees are more likely to effectively handle
customer complaints, contribute to problem-solving, and exhibit creativity in finding

solutions (Michel et al., 2009).

The second principle of employee recovery focuses on limiting the spillover effect that can
occur from employees to customers. There is a connection between the attitudes and
emotions of employees and those of customers. This implies that the mood of workers can
strongly influence customers, both positively and negatively. For instance, when employees
feel they are treated fairly by the company, they are more likely to exhibit a positive attitude

toward customers, resulting in higher levels of customer satisfaction. On the other hand, if
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employees perceive a lack of support from management or feel that they are not adequately
positioned to perform their jobs effectively, they may feel unfairly treated and may behave
in a similar manner towards customers. Therefore, it is crucial for managers to treat their
employees in the same manner they would like customers to be treated. By fostering a
supportive and respectful work environment, where employees feel valued and supported,
managers can positively impact the attitudes and behaviors of employees, which in turn can

lead to enhanced customer experiences.

Creating alignment between how employees are treated and how customers are treated helps
minimize the negative spillover effect and contributes to a more positive overall customer
experience. When employees feel valued, respected, and empowered, they are more likely
to engage with customers in a manner that fosters satisfaction and loyalty (Chukwuma et al.,

2019).
4.4 Short-term vs long-term: strategic use of service recovery

A company that decides to focus strongly on service recovery must invest heavily in long-
term relationships with customers with the declared objectives of obtaining high levels of
customer recovery, retention, and loyalty. All of this obviously also requires financial
investments aimed at long-term success. For example, it is necessary to develop the skills of

one’s employees, enabling them to manage problems in real-time (Ok et al., 2005).

However, the Human Resources function (function representing the employee perspective)
may not have the intention of investing in this direction. This could, for example, be the case
of those companies that have a high turnover of employees, which guarantees a continuous
flow of fresh, motivated, and, moreover, low-cost new forces. However, in a situation of this
type, training organized to strengthen the skills of employees destined to spend little time
within the company would be useless. They therefore do not have the opportunity to learn
how to handle new problems, obviously resulting in lower customer satisfaction levels

(Nadiri & Tanova, 2016).

In addition, to the acquisition of skills through events organized by the Human Resources
function, it is important to underline how a continuous turnover of workforce does not even
allow the accumulation of experience in the field which, if it occurs, could lead to a more
proactive attitude. A final observation also concerns the tendency to sabotage services which
is certainly considerably less if the turnover is limited, and the employees therefore intend

to stay in the company for a long time (David & Brachet, 2011).
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4.5 Description and discussion of the recovery paradox

Many researchers support the concept of the Recovery Paradox, which suggests that in the
case of a service failure, a highly effective recovery could result in greater customer
satisfaction compared to if the failure had not occurred at all. Citing Hart et al. (1990), who
is regarded as a fundamental contributor to this topic, he stated that: “4 good recovery can
turn angry, frustrated customers into loyal ones. It can, in fact, create more goodwill than if
things had gone smoothly in the first place”. This highlights the significance of service

recovery and its strong correlation with customer satisfaction.

The Recovery Paradox emphasizes the opportunity presented by a well-executed recovery
process. When customers experience a service failure, their initial dissatisfaction can be
transformed into loyalty and positive sentiment if the recovery is handled effectively. This
is because a successful recovery demonstrates the company’s commitment to rectifying the
situation and meeting customer needs. It not only resolves the immediate issue but also
leaves a lasting impression, fostering goodwill and building stronger customer relationships

(Sonnentag, 2018).

By prioritizing service recovery and investing in efforts to address customer concerns
promptly and appropriately, companies have the chance to not only salvage the customer
relationship but also potentially enhance it. The Recovery Paradox underscores the
importance of recognizing and capitalizing on these opportunities to create positive customer

experiences even in the face of service failures (Gustafsson, 2009).
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CHAPTER 5: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

5.1 Research Objectives

According to previous studies in the field of service recovery, value co-creation is identified
as the involvement of the customer in interacting with employees in order to complete the

service recovery process (Roggeveen et al., 2012).

In this context, previous research has examined various aspects of the service recovery
process. This includes consideration of the level of customer participation (Dong et al.,
2008), improving the integration of resources (Xu et al., 2014), and empowerment of
dissatisfied customers (Ben-Zur & Yagil, 2005). Among these studies, the effects of value
co-creation (Cheung & To, 2016; Hazée et al., 2017; J. Park & Ha, 2016) on indicators such
as satisfaction (Gohary et al., 2016; Vazquez-Casielles et al., 2017), repurchase intention
(Hazée et al., 2017) and word of mouth (Bock et al., 2016; Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara et al.,
2014).

However, research on co-creation service recovery is still limited to individual interactions

between the final customer and the service provider.

This type of research does not adequately take into account the complexity of service
recovery encounters where multiple actors collaborate and integrate resources that influence
the customer experience (Van Vaerenbergh et al., 2018). The limited research that
investigated service recovery with the involvement of other customers focused mainly on
sharing experiences online or discussing failure with other customers (Arsenovic et al.,

2019).

Some researchers have suggested that the approach to engaging a customer in participation
should be adapted according to the type of service failure involved (Roggeveen et al., 2012).
At the same time, other researchers have started to analyze the downside of value co-creation
(Haj-Salem & Chebat, 2014; Heidenreich et al., 2015), i.e., whether dissatisfied customers
who fail to participate in value co-creation will feel even more disappointed after service
recovery. In summary, an increasing number of studies focus on the effects of value co-

creation in the context of service recovery.

Although previous research has provided several insights into the reasons why a customer

might be willing to coordinate with a company and the effects of value co-creation (Koc et
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al., 2017; Natti et al., 2014), further research is needed for two main reasons. First, the
current evidence shows that there are divergences in the results obtained from the various
studies. Some of them indicate a positive correlation between value co-creation during
service recovery and indicators such as satisfaction and repurchase intention, while others
argue that value co-creation mitigates the positive impact of service recovery efforts. These
discrepancies create uncertainty about the usefulness of value co-creation for service
companies and customers. Second, researchers consider value co-creation as an outcome of
service recovery and analyze the impact of this outcome on the customer’s evaluation of the

service recovery experience.

In fact, value co-creation is a strategy adopted by service companies during the service
recovery process and not an outcome of it. Therefore, further research is essential to
understand the mechanism through which customers assess value co-creation in the context

of service recovery.

Therefore, the purpose of this research is to understand the role of other customers’
intervention in the service recovery process and how it affects their attitudes and behaviors.
Previous research has recognized that other customers can influence the core customer

experience, by facilitating it (Baker & Kim, 2019; Sharma et al., 2020; Syahrial et al., 2019).

However, to date, there is no research that has provided a comprehensive analysis regarding
how the involvement of other customers, along with end customers and service providers,
during service recovery affects overall outcomes. With the increased focus on value co-
creation, it is important to examine how both final customers and other customers involved
in the recovery process can work together to co-create value, influencing their perceptions

and future behavioural intentions.

Therefore, this study aims to understand and examine the effect of other customers’ support
during service recovery, through the process of value co-creation, on the behavior of
customers. In particular, the effect on satisfaction with recovery, revisit intention and word
of mouth will be considered. In addition, consideration will be given to the concept of
perceived justice on the part of consumers, which will influence their evaluations and
reactions to the involvement of other customers in the service recovery process. To achieve
these objectives, this research adopts a mixed approach, combining qualitative and
quantitative methodologies. Since the participation of other customers in the co-creation of
service recovery is a relatively new concept in the co-creation literature, Study 1 focuses on

customer perceptions through a qualitative analysis based on semi-structured interviews.
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Through these interviews, this thesis aims to gain an in-depth understanding of customers’
experiences and perspectives on value co-creation during the service recovery process.
Subsequently, based on the results of Study 1, a conceptual model is developed that
represents the relationships between various key factors. This model is then tested
empirically using SEM, by involving only customers that, during their purchase, they have

suffered a service failure, or in any case, a problem or an error of any kind.
5.2 Theoretical Background

Existing research has examined value co-creation in service recovery from two distinct
perspectives. Firstly, value co-creation is seen as an integral part of the service recovery
process itself, where customers actively participate in the recovery efforts (Boukis, 2016; Jin
et al., 2019). This perspective considers customers as “partial employees” in the recovery
process, emphasizing their involvement and decision-making in addressing the service
failure (Dong et al., 2008). Service firms employ value co-creation as a recovery strategy,
empowering complaining customers to play a role in determining how to handle service

failure (Edvardsson et al., 2011; Koc et al., 2017).

This approach has been found to influence customers’ perceptions of justice in service

recovery (Balaji et al., 2018; Guo et al., 2016).

On the other hand, the second perspective views value co-creation as an outcome of service
recovery (Elsharnouby & Mahrous, 2015; Koc et al., 2017; Sugathan et al., 2017). In this
context, value co-creation is measured in terms of post-recovery performance. It considers
the customer’s perception of the value created or enhanced as a result of the recovery process

(Gohary et al., 2016).

By exploring these two perspectives, research has shed light on the significance of value co-
creation in service recovery. It recognizes the active role of customers in the recovery process
and highlights the impact of co-creating value on customers’ perceptions of justice and the
overall outcomes of service recovery. These insights contribute to a deeper understanding of

the dynamics between customers and service firms in the context of service recovery.

In previous chapters, I have discussed various aspects of service recovery and the role of
customers in the recovery process. Most of the existing research in service recovery has
primarily focused on business-initiated recovery strategies such as compensation, apologies,

timely handling, and explanations (Bradley & Sparks, 2012; Roschk & Kaiser, 2013).
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However, the importance of customer involvement and co-creation has been emphasized in

recent literature.

Previous research has identified different levels of participant engagement in service
recovery, including corporate, joint, and customer recovery (Dong et al., 2008). Joint
recovery occurs when both customers and employees actively participate in the service
recovery process. Customer recovery, on the other hand, refers to situations where customers
themselves take the initiative to address and resolve service failures without direct

involvement from the firm or its employees.

Building on these concepts, the present study introduces an innovative aspect by considering
the role of other customers in the recovery process. While existing research has primarily
focused on the interaction between the focal customer and the employee or online
environments, it is crucial to recognize the significance of customer-to-customer interactions
during service recovery. As service experiences often involve sharing physical environments
with other customers, understanding the potential benefits of customer-to-customer

interaction in the recovery process becomes essential.

As an extension to the existing categories, the concept of “other customer recovery” as the
fourth category has been proposed in this thesis. This refers to situations where one customer
assists another customer in their recovery process. By implementing the recovery process

collectively through co-creation, all participants can derive more value from the experience.

To date, there is limited research on how other customers can support the needs of focal
customers when a service failure occurs (Rihova et al., 2018). Therefore, exploring the
dynamics of other customer recovery provides a novel perspective on the role of customer
co-creation in service recovery. By considering the collective efforts of customers, service
providers can enhance the recovery experience and create additional value for all parties

involved.
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CHAPTER 6: STUDY 1 - QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

Due to the lack of research on the role of other customers in the service recovery process,
alongside the literature review, in order to adequately select the constructs to be included in
the model, interviews were also conducted based on the Critical Incident Technique — CIT
which is a powerful qualitative method to provide a rich source of data relevant to the

phenomenon being investigated (Gremler, 2004).

This technique involves asking respondents to share a narrative about a critical incident they
have experienced. Using this approach, these interviews aim to gather rich and detailed
information about specific incidents that have had a significant impact on customer
satisfaction or dissatisfaction, their intention to revisit a given store or use that service again,
and also on their word of mouth to third parties. The respondents are encouraged to provide
a narrative account of their experience, allowing for a deeper understanding of the context,

emotions, and factors that influenced their perceptions (Baker & Kim, 2018; 2019).
6.1 Justification for semi-structured in-depth interviews

Different qualitative methods are employed in marketing research, including personal
interviews, group or focus group interviews, projective techniques, participant observation,
ethnography, case studies, photography, and storytelling (Belk, 2006). Interviews are
particularly valuable for designing a questionnaire, as they aid in evaluating the initial set of
questions and gathering suggestions from interview participants (Todd, 2004). While focus
groups have been recognized by some researchers as beneficial for generating and refining
survey questionnaire items (e.g., Nassar-McMillan & Borders, 2002), a comparative study
between individual interviews and focus groups revealed that individual interviews were
more likely to address sensitive discussion topics compared to focus groups (Kaplowitz,

2000). Therefore, for this dissertation, interviews were chosen as the preferred method.

Interviews have proven valuable in various research activities such as developing conceptual
models (Meuter et al., 2005), refining study questionnaires (Leonidou et al., 2013), and
obtaining qualitative data for mixed methods designs (Flick, 2013). A common typology of
interviews includes structured, semi-structured, and unstructured interviews. Structured
interviews follow a standardized approach with predetermined questions, yielding specific
answers. While they have their usefulness, structured interviews often fail to capitalize on

the potential for dialogical knowledge production (Brinkmann, 2013). On the opposite end
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of the spectrum, unstructured interviews provide flexibility by allowing the interviewee to
“lead the way” and share their story, with the interviewer playing the role of a listener who
intermittently asks questions to facilitate the interviewee’s narrative (Brinkmann, 2013;

Gillham, 2005).

However, the semi-structured interview strikes a balance between flexibility and structure,
making it the preferred method for research interviews. This approach allows for a
productive dialogue while maintaining some level of predetermined structure, ensuring the
quality of the data collected (Gillham, 2005). Additionally, semi-structured interviews are
often used as a preliminary step before constructing a questionnaire, typically with a small
representative sample from the target population. The information gathered from these
interviews informs the development of a comprehensive survey (Mentzer et al., 2001; Noble

& Mokwa, 1999).
6.2 Sample & Data collection of interviews

Data collection took place through semi-structured in-depth interviews conducted separately
remotely in May and June 2023, with 30 UK customers who suffered an accident recently

in an offline context.

Table 7 summarizes the main characteristics of the sample interviewed and the results of the

coding process, i.c., the type of failure in each interview.

Table 7 - Characteristics of the sample interviewed.

No. Gender Occupation Age Failure’s sector
Customer 1 Male Professional 30 Restaurant
Customer 2 Male Student 24 Clothing store
Customer 3 Female Student 26 Restaurant
Customer 4 Male Professional 27 Clothing store
Customer 5 Male Professional 29 Clothing store
Customer 6 Female Professional 26 Clothing store
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Customer 7 Male Student 27 Supermarket
Customer 8 Female Professional 28 Restaurant
Customer 9 Female Student 25 Restaurant
Customer 10 Male Student 25 Restaurant
Customer 11 Male Professional 31 Hotel
Customer 12 Male Student 21 Clothing store
Customer 13 Female Professional 27 Supermarket
Customer 14 Male Professional 29 Supermarket
Customer 15 Female Student 21 Clothing store
Customer 16 Female Professional 27 Clothing store
Customer 17 Female Professional 29 Supermarket
Customer 18 Female Student 27 Clothing store
Customer 19 Female Student 22 Restaurant
Customer 20 Male Professional 32 Supermarket
Customer 21 Female Student 25 Supermarket
Customer 22 Female Student 26 Supermarket
Customer 23 Male Student 25 Clothing store
Customer 24 Female Student 24 Clothing store
Customer 25 Male Professional 27 Supermarket
Customer 26 Male Professional 28 Supermarket
Customer 27 Male Student 26 Hotel
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Customer 28 Male Professional 30 Supermarket

Customer 29 Male Student 25 Supermarket

Customer 30 Female Student 25 Hotel

Source: Personal elaboration

6.3 Interviews analysis

All interviews were recorded, transcribed verbatim, and codified in order to select the
relevant and most significant aspects in defining the research model for carrying out the

empirical investigation.

Each interview has been analyzed by using the line-by-line approach. In this kind of
approach, the researcher analyzes every single sentence and asks what this sentence or
sentence reveals about the phenomenon or experience being described. Finally, statements
were grouped together to identify themes of content, and, through this process, the researcher

has the possibility to assess the reliability of the qualitative data (McCracken, 1988).
6.4 Results

During the interview, each interviewee had the opportunity to talk about recent experience
of failure which occurred in a certain context. From an initial screening, critical incident
findings found that co-recovery occurs frequently in hospitality and tourism settings, such
as restaurants and hotels (30%), and retail settings such as clothing stores and supermarkets

(70%).

Subsequently, the interviewees stated that while they were in a difficult situation, due to the
breakdown they suffered, only 23% of the sample received help from other customers who
were not necessarily in the same situation. In particular, this percentage is characterized by
people who have previously asked for the intervention of employees, but due to their
inexperience and/or “indifference” to helping customers, they have been supported by other

customers.

“One time I went to a clothing store because I was looking for a shirt
that I had seen online, but before buying it I wanted to try it on to see if it

fit me. I approached an employee to see if they had it in a store but was
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completely ignored. Fortunately, a girl realizing my reaction helped me

’

look for it among the available shirts.’

Another relevant aspect that emerged from the interviews is that 23% of people who have
been helped by other customers are a sample in which the breakdown occurred in the retail

context, of which: 17% in clothing stores and 7% in supermarkets.

Furthermore, all customers who received support from other customers said that they were
reassured after receiving help from someone who provided some information in order to try

to understand the service error situation and find a solution to the problem.

“Luckily, I was helped in the shop by a very polite girl, otherwise |

would never have found the sweatshirt [ had to buy.”

After having recounted their failure experience and whether or not they received support
from other customers, the interview highlighted the effects of service recovery after a service
failure. In particular, the degree of customer satisfaction, whether or not he wanted to revisit

that place, and word of mouth.

More in detail, it emerged that the customers who managed to resolve the service failure,
and who received support, were psychologically satisfied, willing to revisit that place again,
and would recommend it to others. This positive effect was justified by the interviewees with
the fact that they would have given a second chance since they still suffered a failure of low

severity.

“I was at the supermarket, and I was looking for a type of biscuit on
offer. After addressing a saleswoman, who replied that she was not
responsible for that aisle, a lady who was shopping kindly showed me
where they were. Surely it was of an inexperienced employee, but I will
certainly go back to shopping in this supermarket because in any case it
was not a serious situation. Furthermore, having managed to find my
biscuits I was happy with my purchase and yes, I would recommend this

supermarket to third parties because in any case is well stocked.”

On the contrary, if it had been a high-severity failure, in this case they would have been
satisfied (or partially) only if the intervention of other customers or employees would have
solved the problem, but in any case, they would not have revisited that place again and they

would not recommend it to other people.
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“I will never go back to this place, and I don't want to hear about it
again! A complete disappointment I had ordered shoes for my graduation
but they got my shoe size wrong. the supplier had run out of them. The
only person who tried to help me was a girl who witnessed the scene and

showed me the name of another store that sold a similar pair."

Thus, the findings indicate that customers recognize the significant role of other customers
in the service recovery process, particularly when the service provider fails to effectively
address the problem. When the service provider’s actions or solutions are inadequate, other

customers can step in and contribute to the recovery process.

To summarize, the findings clarify the significant impact of other customers on the focal
customer’s perceptions during service recovery, providing rationale for the concept of other
customer recovery. It highlights the values co-created by other customers, particularly the
element of support, which can influence the focal customer’s subsequent evaluations of the

service experience.

Based on the results of Study 1, an empirical model is proposed and tested, examining the
effects of restoring other customers on the focal customer as a recipient of support (Study

2), which will be described in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 7: STUDY 2 — AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION

Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses Development

In order to respond to the research objectives, the present study aims to investigate the model

proposed in Figure 6.

Figure 6 - Research design.

Satisfaction
with recovery
process
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Other customer support
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Revisit
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Word of
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Source: Personal elaboration

Other customer support in service recovery

Receiving different types of support from other customers can mitigate the negative effects
of service recovery, but today there is still little research examining how service recovery

can be combined with different types of support and customer interaction (Sarkar Sengupta

etal., 2015).

Therefore, it is important to understand how support from other customers can affect the
customer’s overall experience in the service recovery process. This is relevant as support
from other customers could provide a sense of belonging and togetherness, reducing stress
and improving overall satisfaction of the final customer. On the other hand, the interaction
between customers could also generate tension or conflict, negatively affecting the

customer’s experience in the recovery process (Michel et al., 2009).
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Based on the results obtained in Study 1, Study 2 aims to gain a deeper understanding of the
dynamics of interactions between final customers and other customers during the service
recovery process. This will allow for an examination of the role and effect of other customers
in facilitating service recovery and the consequences this may have on the final customer
ratings and behaviors. This second study focuses its attention on the relationship that, in a
situation of service failure, arises between the final customers, i.e., those affected by the
damage, and the other customers, i.e., other customers who have assisted or can also find
themselves in the situation of failure of the final customer. Thus, when service failures occur,
customers seek assistance or advice from others in order to resolve the issue (Gelbrich,

2010).

In service failure situations, other customers may offer different types of support also based
on where the failure occurs. In online contexts, other customers support final customers by
explaining service failures and offering suggestions. In fact, for example, third parties via
blogs/forums can support other customers who are in a difficult situation (Xu et al., 2016).
In the offline context, on the other hand, other customers can provide final customers with
the main information that the latter can exploit in order to change their behavior. For

example, other customers can provide direct field support (Ferguson & Barry, 2011).

Thus, the participation of other customers in the service recovery process not only
contributes to the co-creation of value but can also influence the perceptions and behaviors
of the different actors involved in the process (Guo et al., 2016). As a result, this involves
exploring the justice perceptions of final customers after the support of other customers, in

terms of distributive, procedural, and interactional justice.

In fact, customers give great importance to justice in two contexts of service experience: the
initial service delivery and the recovery process in case of problems. During the service
delivery phase, customers perceive justice if the service provider completes its

responsibilities and ensures that the promised results and benefits are achieved.

Therefore, customers have differentiated expectations both regarding the promised benefits

and the method by which these benefits are delivered (Bowen & Johnston, 1999).

The existing literature on justice indicates that three main dimensions of justice have
developed over time: distributive, procedural, and interactional (Tax & Brown, 1998), which

will be described in the following paragraphs.

Based on the following statements, I hypothesize that:
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Hypothesis 1 — H1. Other customer support is positively related to customers’ distributive

justice.

Hypothesis 2 — H2. Other customer support is positively related to customers’ procedural

justice.

Hypothesis 3 — H3. Other customer support is positively related to customers’ interactional

justice.

According to Yi & Gong (2008), the role of the three dimensions of justice has been limited
to the examination of service failure, post-complaint, and recovery process cases. More
recent studies have extended the investigation of justice dimensions to include consumer
behavior towards online retailers, perception of service quality, misconduct, trust,
positive/negative feelings, customer emotional engagement, seller reputation online, and

purchase intent (Choi & Lotz, 2018; Di et al., 2010; Ziaullah et al., 2016).

However, no studies to date have investigated the relationship between consumer-perceived
justice and support from other customers during a service failure situation. This study makes
significant contributions to the existing literature by examining the above relationship and
discovering the post-recovery effects (i.e., satisfaction with service recovery, revisit

intention, and word of mouth).
Satisfaction with recovery process

Consumer satisfaction refers to the positive subjective judgment an individual makes
regarding the outcomes and/or experiences associated with the use of a product (Westbrook,
1980). Conceptually, satisfaction represents a purchase outcome, in which consumers
evaluate benefits and costs in relation to expected consequences (Bolton & Drew, 1991;
Churchill & Surprenant, 1982). From an operational point of view, satisfaction is like attitude
in that it represents the sum of different evaluations of individual attributes that contribute

to overall satisfaction.

In the context of service recovery, it has been shown that satisfaction plays a crucial role as

a processing step between service recovery attributes and post-recovery behavior.

Existing research has widely shown that satisfaction influences a range of behaviors and

attitudes, including recommendations, re-patronage, loyalty, willingness to pay more, trust,
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brand attachment, and commitment (Bahri-Ammari et al., 2016; de Matos & Rossi, 2008;
GREWAL et al., 2008; Ladeira et al., 2016; Ladhari et al., 2008; Lee et al., 2013; Saad
Andaleeb & Conway, 2006; Simons et al., 2018; Szymanski & Henard, 2001; Tanford, 2016;
Tax & Brown, 1998). Thus, it is clear why the main objective of service recovery strategies
is to re-establish customer satisfaction (Chuang et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2019; Lu et al., 2021;
Patterson et al., 2006; Sparks & McColl-Kennedy, 2001).

In a service failure situation, when customers interact and receive support from other
customers, their involvement in the recovery co-creation is intensified (Black et al., 2014).
This involvement can have a positive impact on their satisfaction with the experience of the

Service recovery process.

For instance, a study conducted by Xu et al. (2016) found that online interactions between
customers during service failure situations can generate value that improves overall
satisfaction. As a result, the support provided by other customers can positively influence
the evaluation of the customer receiving such support (“final customer”) in the context of
the service recovery process. Furthermore, previous research has shown that as the level of
customer involvement increases, customers evaluate the recovery process more positively

and are more satisfied with the recovery results (Dong et al., 2008).

This can be attributed to the fact that their satisfaction derives from what they actively
contribute to the service process. When customers provide support to other customers in the
recovery process, they are more likely to recognize and value their efforts, generating a
higher sense of self-fulfillment (Walster et al., 1973). Therefore, service recovery co-creation
can lead to greater satisfaction with the service recovery process when there is support from

other customers.
Revisit intention

Repurchase intention refers to the willingness or action to purchase a service again after

using it (Kuo & Wu, 2012).
Measures of repurchase intention include willingness to repurchase and repurchase behavior

following service recovery (Roggeveen et al., 2012).

Research has highlighted that engaging customers in the process of solving a service-related
problem plays a crucial role in shaping their repurchase intentions (Guo et al., 2016).
According to Zhu et al. (2016), support from other customers positively affects satisfaction,

as positive support helps mitigate negative emotions associated with service failures. This is
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based on the mood congruence theory (Gardner, 1985), according to which people tend to
seek coherence between their emotional state and the larger situations in which they find

themselves.

By applying this logic, support from other customers can simultaneously reduce negativity
and increase the positivity of key customers who have had an issue with the service. As a
result, final customers may rate the recovery process more positively, thereby increasing

their intention to do business with the company again.
Word of mouth

Word of mouth has been identified as a major outcome of service recovery efforts (Maxham,
2001; Orsingher et al., 2010). Word of mouth is defined as informal, person-to-person
communication regarding a brand, product, organization, or service, in which the
communicator is perceived as non-commercial and the recipient is the receiver (Bitner, 1990;

de Matos & Rossi, 2008; Reichheld & Sasser, 1990).

In the service failure and recovery context efforts, word of mouth plays a vital role as those
who feel they have been treated unfairly tend to spread negative word of mouth. Conversely,
customers who have experienced satisfactory service problem resolution tend to engage in
positive word-of-mouth, recommending the firm to others (Bitner, 1990; de Matos & Rossi,

2008; Reichheld & Sasser, 1990).

Westbrook (1987) argues that both positive and negative effects related to the product or
consumption influence the extent of word-of-mouth diffusion after the purchase. During
service failure and recovery efforts, people often experience intense emotions, and such
experiences can have a significant impact on customers’ emotional connection to the firm.
As a result, customers whose emotional bond further strengthens after service is restored,
indicating greater customer affection, are likely to engage in positive word-of-mouth.
Conversely, customers whose emotional bond is weakened by inadequate or inappropriate

attempts to restore service are likely to spread negative word of mouth.
The perceived justice and past recovery effects

According to Adams (1963)' theory of equity, perceived justice can be divided into three

main dimensions: procedural justice, distributive justice, and international justice.

Procedural justice refers to the customers’ perception of justice concerning the methods used
by the company to address service failure, including aspects of policies, procedures, and

process controls that aim to meet the customers’ recovery needs (Gohary et al., 2016; Guo
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et al., 2016). Previous studies have suggested several subdimensions to consider in these
discussions, including flexibility, accessibility, process control, decision control, and

responsiveness (Magnini et al., 2007).

Distributive justice is about the individual’s perception of the tangible resources used by the
company to correct a service failure, ensuring a fair exchange relationship. In other words,
distributive justice refers to the fairness in the management of compensation received by
customers who complain, who receive resources such as discounts, coupons, and monetary
refunds (Boukis, 2016; Chen & Kim, 2019). The importance of distributive justice in
addressing service recovery is crucial as it affects customer satisfaction and perception of

fairness regarding how the company responds to the problem encountered.

Interactional justice focuses on the customer’s assessment of the degree of perceived fairness
in interpersonal interaction with employees who provide service recovery (Gohary et al.,
2016). Previous studies have identified several subdimensions of international justice,
including courtesy, offering explanations, and empathy (Cheung & To, 2016; Xu et al.,
2014). These aspects are important because they influence the customer’s perception of fair
treatment and the quality of interaction with the company’s staff during the service recovery
process. Adequate international justice helps promote customer satisfaction and the

perception of quality service.

Previous studies have shown that perceived justice is strongly correlated with customer
satisfaction in the context of service recovery (Xu et al., 2014). Initially, when customers are
willing to participate in value co-creation, they perceive greater procedural justice and feel
satisfied, as they feel that they have some control over the service recovery process
(Roggeveen et al., 2012). Later, when the customer receives compensation, this can increase
his sense of distributive justice. As an active participant in the recovery process, the customer
understands the reason for compensation, which contributes to increased satisfaction with

recovery (Boukis, 2016; Zhang & Geng, 2019).

In addition, proper interaction with consumers plays a crucial role in restoring service. Co-
creation of value provides an opportunity for interaction with customers, including asking
for their opinions, which leads to an increase in international justice (Xu et al., 2014).

Therefore, I hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 4a — H4a. Distributive justice has a positive effect on satisfaction with process

recovery.
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Hypothesis 4b — H4b. Procedural justice has a positive effect on satisfaction with process

recovery.

Hypothesis 4c — H4c. Interactional justice has a positive effect on satisfaction with process

recovery.

Previous research has indicated that customers who complain and focus on the service
recovery process are more likely to revisit a place and participate in co-creation in the future
(Guo et al., 2016). Initially, if consumers perceive that they have a dominant role in the
process, this contributes to increasing procedural justice as they will feel indispensable. As
a result, they become an integral part of the service provider itself, and their intention to
come back is implicit (Hazée et al., 2017; Park & Ha, 2016). Second, once customers receive
compensation that meets their expectations, to come back intent increases in relation to the
increase in distributive justice (Roggeveen et al., 2012). This relationship is based on the fact
that customers who perceive distributive justice develop confidence that the service provider
is able to provide a high-quality service even in the event of service failure (Gohary et al.,
2016; Nadiri, 2016). Third, customers who complain and experience a regular recovery of
service and perceive international justice tend to choose the same service in the future, thus
increasing the intention to come back (Vazquez-Casielles et al., 2017). Therefore, I

hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 5a — H5a. Distributive justice has a positive effect on revisit intention.
Hypothesis 5b — H5b. Procedural justice has a positive effect on revisit intention.
Hypothesis 5S¢ — HS5c. Interactional justice has a positive effect on revisit intention.

Previous research has shown that positive word-of-mouth plays a significant role in the
service recovery process (Ha & Jang, 2009). On the other hand, when customers perceive
that they have been treated unfairly during the recovery of service, they tend to spread
negative word of mouth. The first reason for this is that when customers actively participate
in every step of the process, active word of mouth spreads due to the increase in procedural
justice (Véazquez-Casielles et al., 2017). Later, when employees show empathy towards
customers, customers, perceiving greater international justice, are more inclined to spread
the word. Moreover, since material satisfaction is just as important as psychological
satisfaction, consumers can provide free advertising when they receive greater distributive

justice (Gohary et al., 2016). Therefore, I hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 6a — H6a. Distributive justice has a positive effect on word of mouth.
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Hypothesis 6b — H6b. Procedural justice has a positive effect on word of mouth.

Hypothesis 6¢ — Hé6c. Interactional justice has a positive effect on word of mouth.

As follow, Table 8 shows a synthesis of all hypotheses:

Table 8 — Research Hypotheses.

Relationships between constructs

Hypotheses

Other customer support = Perceived Distributive justice

Hypothesis 1 — H1

Other customer support = Perceived Procedural justice

Hypothesis 2 — H2

Other customer support = Perceived Interactional justice

Hypothesis 3 — H3

Perceived Distributive justice = Satisfaction with recovery process

Hypothesis 4a — H4a

Perceived Distributive justice = Revisit intention

Hypothesis 4b — H4b

Perceived Distributive justice 2 Word of mouth

Hypothesis 4c — H4c

Perceived Procedural justice = Satisfaction with recovery process

Hypothesis 5a — H5a

Perceived Procedural justice = Revisit intention

Hypothesis 5b — H5b

Perceived Procedural justice 2 Word of mouth

Hypothesis 5¢ — H5c

Perceived Interactional justice = Satisfaction with recovery process

Hypothesis 6a — Hoa

Perceived Interactional justice - Revisit intention

Hypothesis 6b — H6b

Perceived Interactional justice 2 Word of mouth

Hypothesis 6¢c — Hoc

|+ |+ |+ ||| ]|+

Source: Personal elaboration
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CHAPTER. 8: METHODOLOGY

Although the research on value co-creation in service recovery is increasing, little has been
studied about the relationship between customer to customers in this context. Therefore, the
present study aims to examine the co-creation process with other customers’ support in the

service recovery process and how it affects their final attitudes and behaviors in a store.

To do that, this chapter presents the research design and methodology of the dissertation.
8.1 Sample and data collection

The choice to conduct the research in the clothing industry is justified by the fact that it
represents a context in which customers frequently interact with company personnel.
Furthermore, the sample of clothing consumers in the UK was selected to successfully
achieve the research objectives (Fellesson & Salomonson, 2020). This choice is supported
by the fact that the UK government has placed considerable emphasis on supply-side
interventions in the labor market, focusing on training and motivating staff to ensure that

they best serve customers (Bratton et al., 2021; Nickson et al., 2012).

Within a wave of 350 individuals, 287 questionnaires were collected, accounting for an 82%
response rate. Since the study aimed to investigate the effect of service recovery with other
customer support, the respondents who declared to not be helped by other customers in a

service failure situation were excluded, leading to a final sample of 220 consumers.

The surveyed employees were asked to self-report their answers on a 7-point Likert scale (1
— Strongly disagree and 7 — Strongly agree) about their trust in the supervisor and in the
organization, psychological meaningfulness, sense of belonging, emotional engagement, and
innovation capabilities. Finally, respondents were asked about standard demographics, such

as age, gender, education, and qualification (see Table 9).

Table 9 — Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample.

Socio-demographic characteristics N %0
Gender

Female 160 72,7%

Male 60 27,3%
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Age
Under 20 63 28,6%
20-29 anni 143 65,0%
30-39 anni 4 1,8%
40-49 anni 4 1,8%
Over 50 6 2,7%
Education
High school degree 63 28,6%
Bachelor’s degree 95 43.2%
Master’s degree 60 27,3%
Post-graduate degree 2 0,9%
Qualification
Student 134 60,9%
Worker 44 20.0%
Student-worker 27 12,3%
Freelancer 6 2,7%
Unemployed 9 4,1%

Source: personal elaboration

8.2 Measures

All measurements employed for the purpose of this research are directly adapted from
studies published in reputable peer-reviewed journals, so all the scales used have been

previously tested and produced high reliability and validity.

Perceived Distributive Justice was measured with 4 items adopted directly from Blodgett et

al. (1997) and Smith et al. (1999) on a seven-point Likert-type scale:
—  “Compared to what you expected, the offer received (e.g., discount) was...”
— “Taking everything into consideration, the manager’s offer was quite fair.”
— “Given the circumstances, I feel that the store has offered adequate compensation.”

— “The customers did not get what they deserved (i.e., regarding a refund, coupon

etc.).”

Perceived Procedural Justice was measured with 4 items adopted directly from Blodgett et

al. (1997) and Karatepe (2006) on a seven-point Likert-type scale:
— “My complaint was handled in a very timely manner.”
— “My complaint was not resolved as quickly as it should have been.”

— “The procedure for handling my complaint was complicated.”
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“Employees made an effort to adjust the procedure of handling my complaint

according to my needs.”

Perceived Procedural Justice was measured with 5 items adopted directly from Karatepe

(2006), Smith et al. (1999), and Tax & Brown (1998) on a seven-point Likert-type scale:
—  “Employees were courteous to me.”
— “Employees’ communication with me was appropriate.”
— “Employees put the proper effort into resolving my problem.”
— “Employees showed a real interest in trying to be fair.”
—  “Employees showed concern.”

Recovery process satisfaction was measured with 4 items adopted directly from Brown et

al. (1996) and Maxham & Netemeyer (2002) on a seven-point Likert-type scale:
“Overall, I am satisfied with the service I received.”
“I am satisfied with the manner in which the service failure was resolved.”
“This store’s response to the service failure was better than expected.”
“I now have a more positive attitude toward this store.”

Revisit intention was measured with 3 items adopted directly from La & Choi (2019) on a

seven-point Likert-type scale:
“You are willing to continue shopping in this clothing store.”
“The possibility that you choose this clothing store is high.”
“You will make more purchases in this clothing store in the future.”

Word of mouth was measured with 3 items adopted directly from Mattila (2001) on a seven-

point Likert-type scale:
“You would tell other people good things about this store.”
“Would you recommend this shop to other people.”
“You would encourage friends and family to visit this shop.”

Other customer support, respondents were asked to show their agreement with the following
questions, adopted directly from (Sherbourne & Stewart, 1991) on a seven-point Likert-type

scale:
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— “The other client gave you information to help you deal with the situation you were
n.”

— “The other customer gave you good advice to deal with the situation you were in.”

— “The other client gave you advice that you really wanted to deal with the situation
you were in.”

—  “Youreached out to the other customer for suggestions on how to handle the situation

you were in.”
8.3 Data analysis: structural equation models

In order to analyze the data collected through a survey, the present study applies a Structural
Equation Model - SEM due to the numerous advantages associated with this methodology
of analysis (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Bagozzi & Yi, 2012; lacobucci, 2009). In fact, SEM,
by providing for the simultaneous specification, estimation, and testing of two models,
measurement and structural, allows to analyze the causal links (direct, mediated, or
moderated) existing between a set of constructs (latent variables) and to estimate the error
in the equation (Barbaranelli & Ingoglia, 2013), i.e., the part of the variance of the dependent

variable not explained by the variables assumed to be independent.

Hence, SEM represents the most comprehensive methodology for measuring variables and
structural cause-effect relationships between them as it allows the identification, empirical
verification, and measurement of the extent of these relationships (Edwards & Bagozzi,
2000). In particular, the measurement model estimates the relationships between the latent
variables and the respective indicators (measurement scale items) through the so-called CFA
- Confirmatory Factor Analysis. The structural model, on the other hand, estimates the causal

relationships between the latent variables (Barbaranelli & Ingoglia, 2013).

There are two main mathematical models underlying SEM: the JKW model of Joreskog,
Keesling, and Wiley, and the BW model of Bentler and Weeks (Barbaranelli & Ingoglia,
2013). The data analysis and hypothesis testing proposed by the present research is based on
the JKW model, which is the model underlying the LISREL software 8.8 (Barbaranelli &
Ingoglia, 2013) i.e., the most widely used software for estimating structural equation models

in the social sciences, especially in marketing (Fornell & Bookstein, 1982).
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CHAPTER 9: RESULTS

9.1 The reliability of measurement scales

The reliability of the construct measurement scales is an indication of the degree of internal
and temporal consistency (stability) of the observed variables (indicators/items of the
measurement scales) used to measure each latent variable under investigation (Churchill,

1979, Stewart et al., 2001).

There are numerous techniques in the literature to measure the reliability of measurement
scales, in particular to assess the internal consistency of constructs, such as Cronbach’s
Alpha, Item-to-total correlation, Split-half reliability, Alpha if the item deleted, and
Composite Reliability (CR) (Barbaranelli & Ingoglia, 2013).

Therefore, in order to test the reliability of the measurement scales used, an Exploratory
Factor Analysis (EFA) and a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) were carried out, thanks
to which it was possible to calculate the values for Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite
Reliability (CR) for each construct (Table 10). As shown in Table 10, all constructs show a
Cronbach’s Alpha value above 0.70 (threshold value for measurement scales already
validated in other studies), denoting good internal consistency of the constructs (Nunnally,

1994). In fact, the results show Cronbach’s Alpha values above 0.70.

Furthermore, the values of the CR index also reveal good internal consistency as they are all
above the threshold of 0.70 defined by Bagozzi & Yi (1988). The two calculated construct
reliability indices thus ensure that the indicators used are significantly correlated with each
other and thus consistently express each latent construct measured, ensuring the accuracy of
the analysis of the measurement model but above all structural (Barbaranelli & Ingoglia,

2013).

Table 10 — Completely standardized loading, reliability, and validity indices.

Completely .
Constructs and scales standardized Cr(;Arlli))ggh Ic{g{?g})b?iiil:e AVE
loading y
Other Customer Support 0,882 0,872 0,631
OCSl1 0,840
OCS 2 0,791
OCS 3 0,809
OCS 4 0,799
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Perceived Distributive Justice 0,887 0,877 0,653
PDJ1 0,657
PDJ 2 0,916
PDJ 3 0,817
PDJ 4 0,924
Perceived Procedural Justice 0,779 0,773 0,537
PPJ1 0,278
PPJ 3 0,840
PPJ 4 0,803
Perceived Interactional Justice 0,856 0,927 0,721
PIJ1 0,574
PIJ2 0,833
0,826
o
PU5 0,620
Satisfaction with process 0,906 0,947 0,816
recovery 0.850
SATI1 >
0,868
SAT2
0,794
SAT4 ’
Revisit Intention 0,802 0,832 0,637
INT1 0,731
INT2 0,864
INT3 0,747
woM 0,833 0,837 0,631
WOMI 0,795
WOM2 0,851
WOM3 0,772

Source: Personal data elaboration from CFA conducted through SPSS Statistics 23 ¢ LISREL 8.8

9.2 The validity of measurement scales

The validity of measurement scales refers, on the one hand, to the degree of convergence of
the indicators of a given construct in measuring the construct itself and, on the other hand,
to the degree of divergence of these indicators towards the other constructs of the theoretical
model (Barbaranelli & Ingoglia, 2013). Therefore, when assessing the validity of latent
variables, both the convergent and divergent aspects must necessarily be taken into account

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

The construct validity of the constructs investigated in the present work was assessed
through the estimation of a CFA. The results of the assessment regarding the convergent
validity of the constructs are reported in Table 10. In fact, all the Completely Standardized
Loading parameters turn out to be above 0.50 respectively, indicating a good level of
convergent validity. In addition, the AVE - Average Variance Extracted indices also show
good convergent validity as they are all above 0.50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). This means
that the indicators explain more than 50% of the total variance of the corresponding

construct.
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Furthermore, concerning the divergent aspect, further evaluations were carried out to
determine how much the constructs differ from each other. As suggested by Fornell &
Larcker (1981), there is evidence of discriminant validity when the square of the highest
correlation between constructs is less than the AVE of each construct (Barbaranelli &
Ingoglia, 2013). With regard to the present analysis, the highest correlation between
constructs of 0.728 is found to be that between Perceived Distributive Justice and WOM (see
Figure 7). The AVEs found were all greater than the square of this correlation (0.530),

confirming the presence of good discriminant validity between the constructs under analysis.

Figure 7 — Correlations among constructs.

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(1) Satisfaction with process recovery 1.000

(2) Revisit Intention 0.294 1.000

(3) WOM 0.278 0.474 1.000

(4) Perceived Distributive Justice 0.200 0.422 0.728 1.000

(5) Perceived Procedural Justice 0.397 0.657 0422 0.259 1.000

(6) Perceived Interactional Justice 0.562 0.101 0.175 0.112 0.096 1.000
(7) Other Customer Support 0.294 0427 0.540 0.551 0471 0.204

Source: Personal data elaboration

9.3 Model fit and research hypothesis testing

The analysis of the fit of the model consists of assessing the goodness of fit of the proposed
structural equation model to the data collected through the empirical investigation carried

out.

The fit statistics of the structural model are within acceptable ranges, with ¥2 1118.044;
degrees of freedom 312; y2/df 3,583.

The comparative fit index is 0.957, this is an incremental index that is based on the
comparison of the y2 of the model estimated through the application of SEM and the null

model, i.e., the one in which all variables are uncorrelated (Bentler, 1990).

Finally, the SRMR - Standardized Root Mean Square Residual index of 0.091 also reveals

an acceptable fit of the proposed model. In fact, the prevailing rule in the literature for
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interpreting this index is that SRMR values should be below 0.05 for a good fit, conversely
below 0.10 for acceptable models (Hu et al., 1995).

In summary, based on the evaluation of the individual fit indices, it can be stated that all
items load significantly on their assigned latent constructs, i.e., the fit of the model is reliable

and therefore the discrepancy between what is estimated, and the reality of the data is limited.
The results from SEM analysis shown in

Table 11 indicate that other customer support positively and significantly impacts on
perceived distributive justice (y = 0.548, t=6.770, p < 0.01), perceived procedural justice (y
=0.460, t = 3.268, p < 0.01), and perceived interactional justice (y = 0.180, t =2.339, p <
0.01), supporting H1, H2, and H3.

Concerning perceived justice, the results show that perceived distributive justice directly and
positively impacts revisit intention (f = 0.274, t =3.916, p < 0.01) and word of mouth (f =
0.772,t=8.861, p <0.01), supporting H4b and H4c. Unfortunately, the same does not apply
to the relationship between perceived distributive justice and satisfaction with recovery
process (= 0.053, t = 0.852), as it does not appear to be significant. Therefore, hypothesis
H4a is rejected.

Instead, regarding perceived procedural justice directly and positively impacts satisfaction
with recovery process (p =0.326,t=3.027, p <0.01), revisit intention ( = 0.585, t = 3.429,
p <0.01) and word of mouth ( =0.225, t=2.823, p <0.01), supporting H5a, H5b, and H5c.

Concerning the perceived interactional justice shows a direct and positive relation impacts
only with satisfaction with recovery process (f =0.527,t=6.770, p <0.01), supporting H6a.
Unfortunately, hypotheses H6b and Hé6c are rejected as perceived interactional justice has
no significant relationship with revisit intention (f = - 0.002, t = - 0.028) and word of mouth

(B=0.066, t=1.314).

Finally, the structural model explains 70.0% of the variance in perceived distributive justice
(R2=0.700), 61.1% of that in perceived procedural justice (R2 = 0.611), 53.3% of that in
perceived interactional justice (R2 = 0.533), 53.0% of that in satisfaction with recovery
process (R2 = 0.530), 59.8% of that in revisit intention (R2 = 0.598) and 75.0% of that in
word of mouth (R2 = 0.750) (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8 — Structural model.

1
Post recovery process|

Satisfaction
with recovery
process

Perceived
Distributive
justice

Other customer support

Perceived
Procedural
justice

Revisit
intention

[i.e., Customer -to-customer value
(C2C) co-creation]

Perceived
Interactional
justice

Word of
mouth

Source: Personal data elaboration
* p-value < 0,05

** p-value < 0,01

n.s. not significative

Table 11 — Structural relationships and hypothesis testing.

Completely -

Hypotheses Path std p and y t value Decision

HI (+) Other customer support — Perceived 0.548 6.770%* Supported
Distributive justice

H2 (+) Other customer support — Perceived 0.460 3.268**  Supported
Procedural justice

H3 (+) Other customer support — Perceived 0.180 2339%*  Supported
Interactional justice

H4a (+) PerceiVed DistributiVe justice g 0.053 0.852 Not Supported
Satisfaction with recovery process

H4b (+) Perceived Distributive justice — 0.274 3.9]16%* Supported
Revisit intention

H4c (+) Perceived Distributive justice g 0.772 8.861** Supported

Word of mouth

Perceived Procedural justice —
H5a (+) 0.326 3.027**  Supported

Satisfaction with recovery process
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Perceived Procedural justice —
H5b (+) 0.585 3.429*%*  Supported

Revisit intention

Perceived Procedural justice —
H5c¢ (+) 0.225 2.823**  Supported

Word of mouth

Perceived Interactional justice —
Héa (+) 0.527 6.362**  Supported

Satisfaction with recovery process

Perceived Interactional justice —
Hé6b (+) -0.002 -0.028 Not Supported

Revisit intention

Perceived Interactional justice —
Hé6c (+) 0.066 1.314 Not Supported

Word of mouth

Source: Personal data elaboration
*p<0.05; **p<0.01
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CHAPTER 10: CONCLUSIONS

This study describes the notable development of the customer value co-creation literature
and shows the latent structure underlying its different research streams. Based on a SLNA
of 237 selected articles published in business, management and accounting and economics,
econometrics and finance, a CNA, Keywords Co-Occurrence Network, and GCS were
carried out, in order to show the evolution of the main topics covered, and emerging trends

in research using.

From the SLNA, it emerged that the topic of customer value co-creation has become an
emerging theme since 2014 and continues to develop through the contributions and
collaborations of scholars from various disciplines and geographical areas. Although
initially, it was North American and European scholars who raised attention to this concept,
since 2018, research on customer value co-creation has mainly been conducted by Asian

scholars.

The results show that co-creation is a paradigm of considerable relevance, in which a body
of theoretical statements has been developed and applied in a wide range of empirical
contexts. In particular, over the years, scholars have begun to explore in more detail the topic
of customer value co-creation moving towards customer-to-customer co-creation (C2C) and

the topic of service recovery (Dong et al., 2008; Xu et al., 2014).

These papers represent significant contributions to customer value co-creation research and

have played a key role in the advancement of this field of study.

These outputs offer a clear overview of the evolution of customer value co-creation research
and provide insights into topics that have been explored more deeply and could be the subject
of further study in the future. Identifying the key papers and their role in the main track
provides a better understanding of the direction of the research and the evolution of the topics

over time.

To consolidate the new topics about customer value co-creation, it has been realized a mixed-
method analysis and the aim of the research model is to investigate the role of other customer
support in the service recovery process. In this perspective, the study extended both the
literature on service recovery and the literature on customer value co-creation, creating a
conceptual model to examine how other customer interactions can improve the evaluation

of the service recovery process and post-recovery effects (i.e., satisfaction with service
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recovery, revisit intention, and word of mouth) through customers' perceptions of justice
(i.e., distributive, procedural, and interactional justice). As a result, this study provides
evidence demonstrating the critical role played by other customers in the service recovery

process, as they actively interact with customers who have experienced failures.

The findings of this study support the proposed conceptual model and the majority of the
hypotheses. Specifically, the findings show that different types of support from other
customers have a positive effect on the threefold of perceived justice. In particular, this study
considers customers' perceived justice as the mechanism through which support from other
customers influences post-recovery performance, than to previous research that had
considered it as the outcome of the service recovery process (Van Vaerenbergh et al., 2018).
Therefore, it was found that when support from other customers occurs, during a service
recovery situation, the customers of clothing stores perceive more justice, both in terms of

distributive, procedural, and interactional justice.

Furthermore, the empirical results test the relationship between each threefold of perceived
justice with post-recovery effects, i.e., satisfaction with service recovery, revisit intention,

and word of mouth.

In detail, the findings show that perceived distributive justice presents a positive link with
the intention to revisit a store and a positive word of mouth to other customers. These
positive relationships could be supported by distribution treatments, such as discounts,
coupons, or offers to their customers (Kim et al., 2009). Unfortunately, distributive justice
doesn’t present a significant relationship with satisfaction with service recovery, because
despite the intervention of other consumers who try to help the customer in a failure situation,
the customer remains dissatisfied with the service received because employees may not offer

the right contribution, which would make consumers dissatisfied.

Regarding perceived procedural justice, it shows a positive and significant relationship on
all post-recovery effects. Thus, it was confirmed, as in previous research, that timely
intervention by employees in a service failure situation is positively correlated with post-
recovery satisfaction, intention to revisit the store, and word of mouth (Dayan et al., 2008;).
Furthermore, to reinforce existing theory, since employees do not always succeed in
satisfying or solving customer problems, in this case, support from other customers makes
an original contribution to the existing literature, reinforcing the importance of customer-to-

customer value co-creation, representing a growing area in recent years (Tuan, 2022).
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Concerning the perceived interactional justice has only a positive and significant relationship
with satisfaction with a recovery process. In other words, the results show that interactional
justice is considered an important predictor of satisfaction, thanks to the high level of
corporate communications, especially such as appearing courteous, respectful, and
apologizing. Unfortunately, the lack of significance regarding the intention to revisit and
word of mouth could be linked to the fact that, although the problem was solved by the
intervention of other consumers, the less than empathetic and attentive behavior of some
employees could be the cause for which these consumers decide not to revisit the store and
not to spread good word of mouth. Although friendly behaviour and service are important,
customers also look for effective resolutions to their problems and assurance that the
organization is serious about meeting customer needs. Complainants may be more willing
to forgive a single mistake by an employee if they feel that the company has a solid

complaint-handling policy and is serious about improving service (Harrison-Walker, 2001).
10.1 Managerial implications

Despite the growing importance of service co-creation in business practice, academic
research on this topic is still relatively limited. This study therefore filled a gap by exploring
the customer value co-creation in the service world in relation to service failures and service
recovery, taking into account support from other customers. This study can offer different
contributions from both academics and practitioners to better understand how customers can
actively participate and collaborate with companies in managing service problems, thus

improving their understanding and ability to handle service failure situations.

First, this study has certainly contributed to a better understanding of service failure
management by highlighting the positive role of other customers in the recovery process.
This perspective offers new opportunities for both academic research and for organizations
seeking to improve the management of service failure situations and restore customer trust
and satisfaction. Other customers can play a significant role in influencing customers’
perceptions of justice and contributing to the success of the recovery process, making it a

potential resource for improving customer relationships.

Second, understanding the impact of support from other customers on perceptions of fairness
is hugely important for managers involved in handling customer complaints. This
understanding can help managers train their employees on how to behave appropriately

toward customers, involving the customers themselves in the decision-making process and
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ensuring that procedures are perceived as fair by customers. This, in turn, can help maintain
and build strong relationships with customers. In addition, this research can help managers
develop more effective strategies for responding to customer complaints, increasing sales

and profits in the long term.

Third, this research on the impact of support from other customers on perceptions of justice
can advance the understanding of justice theory in customer complaint contexts. This
research provides important insights into how perceived justice influences customer
complaint behavior. Although some of the hypotheses were not supported, the overall results
suggest that managers should consider perceived justice as a crucial component in models
that address customer complaint behavior. This could help organizations improve customer

complaint management and build stronger relationships with their customers.

Fourth, this study provides practitioners with a valuable understanding of the crucial role of
other customers in service failures. Because other customers can play a role in providing
support to affected customers and mitigating adverse effects, managers should carefully
monitor and manage the behaviors of other customers to improve the support they provide.
To engage customers more effectively in their co-creation role during the recovery process,
companies should work to improve customers’ perception of the value of co-creation. One
possible strategy could be to recognize and reward customers who actively participate in the
co-creation process by offering them recognition that enhances their sense of

accomplishment and satisfaction.

Furthermore, the results of this study highlight the importance of designing complaint

management strategies that take into account customer needs and losses.

Preventing customer dissatisfaction is critical to retaining current customers and preventing
negative word of mouth, which can negatively affect brand image and future sales. In
addition, this study offers important suggestions for customer complaint management

strategies that can help improve customer satisfaction and preserve long-term relationships.

Finally, it is vital for an organization to adopt an effective recovery strategy that can improve
customer loyalty. Therefore, companies must carefully examine the fairness of the actions
taken (i.e., procedural justice), the results achieved (i.e., distributive justice), and the
communication between customer and employee (i.e., interpersonal justice). Usually,
customers express their complaints to frontline employees. Therefore, managers should
select frontline employees who can handle complaints. Empowerment is a powerful tool that

managers can use to develop a fair grievance-handling process. This enables frontline
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employees to address grievances quickly, affordably, comfortably, and flexibly. As a result,
it is essential that employees are trained, motivated, and equipped with the necessary skills
to successfully complete the grievance recovery process. In the future, further research
should be conducted to identify other variables that influence post-complaint emotions,
attitudes, and behaviors. In addition, dimensions of the role of mediation in service recovery

and recovery satisfaction should be examined.

10.2 Limitation and future research

Although this study has made significant contributions to knowledge, it is important to note
some of its limitations. These limitations in turn provide opportunities for further future
research. First, as this study introduces a new aspect of customer recovery, further research
is needed to investigate the factors that influence it, the factors that moderate it, and the
resulting consequences. Next, although the qualitative study provides external validity and
the research model increases internal validity, it is essential to replicate the research in an
experimental setting to confirm the results. Third, it is essential to examine the emotions that
may arise when both receiving and providing support to other customers, and this area
represents a relevant avenue for future research. Furthermore, future investigations should
consider various forms of support, such as informational and emotional support, and how
these affect both the giver and the receiver. Although this study focuses on support from
other customers in a co-creation process following a service failure, future research could
replicate the following study in an online contest through an online experiment, manipulating

it with a moderating variable, such as the severity of the failure suffered by consumers.
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