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Abstract 

 

Defining value has been an ongoing task for marketing scholars. Some 

researchers assert that the difficulty of gaining consensus on value is 

because value is multidimensional while the discipline attempts to view it 

holistically. Value has been deconstructed into a three spheres and 

occasions, namely the provider sphere, the joint sphere and the customer 

sphere. The current research sought to build on their model. Here it is 

posited that different value outcomes occur at different stages of the 

consumption process. The central question is therefore: is value better 

understood as a series of outcomes across the consumption journey than 

one holistic evaluation? 

Extant literature has increasingly sought to formalise how context shapes 

value. Value is created by integrating resources, and resources are not 

evenly distributed in any society. The current research has incorporated 

resource access and individual agency as the processes of value creation 

that shape value outcomes. The following research questions emerged: 

 

RQ1: How does resource access affect consumer agency and power? 

RQ2: How can resource networks be used to design a value proposition?  

RQ3: How does differential access to resources impact value during the 

acquisition process? 

RQ4: How can active resource destruction provide value outcomes? 

 

The empirical part of this research covered four papers, one of which was 

a conceptual paper. Two followed the interpretivist paradigm and a 

qualitative approach. Such an approach is strongly advocated in the 

literature on value. A fourth utilised the objective paradigm and followed 

a quantitative approach. Each approach was deemed best to suit the 

research question. 

The contribution to the body of knowledge is to establish how resources 

influence value creation processes and outcomes in three separate stages 

of the consumption lifecycle: value proposition development, value-in-

acquisition and value-in-disposal. An additional sphere, termed the 

consumer sphere, was added to Grönroos and Voima’s existing three 

spheres (producer, joint and customer).  

The document is organised as an overall introduction to the research 

narrative of four related published papers. The document opens with a  



  



 

 

chapter providing an overview, followed by a chapter on the literature 

review, a methods chapter and a chapter of findings. The four papers 

follow under Chapter 5 at the end. Three of these papers have been 

published; one is being revised to be resubmitted. 

 

Key words:  

Consumer value journey, institutional arrangements, resource access, 

value creation outcomes, value creation processes, value deconstruction, 

value-in-acquisition, value-in-destruction. 



  



 

 

Sammanfattning 
 

Forskare har länge försökt att definiera begreppet värde inom 

marknadsföring. Samtidigt som några framhäver att det är svårt att nå 

konsensus om värde-begreppet på grund av dess multidimensionella 

egenskaper försöker andra anamma ett mer holistiskt angreppssätt. 

Värde kan enligt Grönroos och Voima analyseras inom tre sfärer, 

nämligen producentsfären, kundsfären och den delade sfären. Detta 

arbete bygger på och vidareutvecklar deras teoretiska modell. Arbetet 

bygger på hypotesen att det uppstår olika värdeskapande resultat i 

olika steg av konsumtionsprocessen. Den centrala fråga som ställs är: 

Är värde bättre beskrivet som en serie av utfall längs kundresan än en 

övergripande utvärdering? 

Befintlig forskning har syftat till att formalisera hur kontext skapar 

värde. Värde skapas genom att integrera resurser, och resurser är inte 

jämt fördelade inom något samhälle. I avhandlingen integreras 

resurstillgång och individuell handlingskraft som de värdeskapande 

processer som påverkar det upplevda utfallet. Studien baseras på 

följande forskningsfrågor: 

 

Fråga 1: Hur påverkar resurstillgång konsumentens handlingskraft och 

makt?  

Fråga 2: Hur kan resursnätverk användas för att utforma ett 

värdeerbjudande?  

Fråga 3: Hur påverkar varierande resurstillgång värde under 

köpprocessen? 

Fråga 4: Hur kan aktiv resursförstörelse skapa upplevt värde? 

 

Den empiriska delen av arbetet omfattar fyra artiklar, varav en är av 

teoretisk karaktär. Två artiklar följer det interpretivistiska paradigmet 

och en kvalitativ forskningsansats, vilket förespråkas kraftigt inom 

värdelitteraturen. Den fjärde artikeln baseras på det objektiva 

paradigmet och följer en kvantitativ forskningsansats. Valet av 

forskningsansats grundade sig på en avvägning av vilken metod som 

ansågs bäst lämpad för att besvara forskningsfrågorna. 

Bidraget som denna avhandling lämnar till forskningen på området 

är att fastställa hur resurser påverkar de värdeskapande processerna   



  



 

 

och utfallet i tre olika steg av konsumtionslivscykeln: i utformning av 

värdeerbjudandet, under köpfasen som värde-i-köp (value-in- 

acquisition), samt i efterköpsfasen som värde-i-förstörelse (value-in-

destruction). Ytterligare en sfär, benämnd konsumentsfären, lades till 

Grönroos och Voimas befintliga tre sfärer (producentens, den delade och 

kundens).  

Arbetet är strukturerat som en övergripande introduktion till 

ingående forskning bestående av fyra publicerade, relaterade artiklar. 

Dokumentet inleds med ett kapitel bestående av en överblick, följt av 

ett kapitel med en litteraturöversikt, ett metodkapitel och ett 

resultatkapitel. De fyra artiklarna följer i det femte och avslutande 

kapitlet. Tre av artiklarna har vid tryckning av detta arbete publicerats, 

medan den fjärde genomgått en första vetenskaplig granskning och är 

för närvarande under revidering. 

 

Nyckelord:  

Kundvärderesa, institutionella arrangemang, resurstillgång, 

värdeskapande resultat, värdeskapande processer, värdeanalys, värde-i-

köp (value-in-acquisition), värde-i-förstörelse (value-in-destruction), 

värdeförstörelse 
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Glossary  
 

Actors in an exchange: Vargo and Lusch (2011) advocated that in 

marketing exchanges, the terms “customer” and “producer” be replaced 

by the term “actors”, since all parties in an exchange are resource-

integrating agents. 

Agency: The “ability to act”,  often determined by access to resources. 

Consumer culture theory (CCT): “A family of theoretical 

perspectives that address the dynamic relationships between consumer 

actions, the marketplace, and cultural meanings” (Arnould & Thompson, 

2005, p. 868). 

Customer dominant logic (CDL): A service perspective in business 

and marketing which places the customer at its centre so that the firm’s 

offerings can be embedded in customer lifeworlds. CDL is not interested 

in marketer aspects, such as products, service, systems, costs or growth 

(Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). 

Customer experience (CX): A holistic view multiple touchpoints 

that customers navigate in an end-to-end process, which involves the 

cognitive, affective, emotional, social and sensory responses of customers 

(McColl-Kennedy, Zaki, Lemon, Urmetzer, & Neely, 2019). It is therefore 

a process comprised of interactions, which can occur across several 

service iterations, and it is affected by prior experiences (McColl-Kennedy 

et al., 2019). 

Customer experience journey: Most often mapped in terms of 

pre-purchase, purchase and post-purchase (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; 

McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019) and involves the purchase funnel (Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016).  

Customer experience management: The principal focus of 

customer experience management is how services should be designed 

from a producer perspective across the three main stages of services: pre-

purchase, purchase and post-purchase (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019). Customer  

 
  



 

 

experience management has striven for experience optimisation; 

satisfaction and service quality have been its main metrics across 

interactions between customers and producers (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). 

Institutions: “Humanly devised rules, norms, and beliefs that 

enable and constrain action and make social life predictable and 

meaningful” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p. 11). Institutions can be legal, 

religious, commercial and social and are not equivalent to 

organisations (Edvardsson, Kleinaltenkamp, Tronvoll, McHugh, & 

Windahl, 2014). There are three main types of institutions: (1) 

cognitive institutions, such as shared beliefs, frames and assumptions; 

(2) normative institutions which prescribe what should be done as well 

as evaluate what has been done; (3) regulative institutions – the formal 

set of rules and monitor regulations and sanction noncompliance 

(Edvardsson et al., 2014). 

Institutional arrangements: Institutions are interrelated 

through higher-order, institutional arrangements – sets of interrelated 

institutions (sometimes referred to as institutional logics).  

Institutional logics: These are based on the norms and rules 

aiming to achieve a desired state for a society or group; norms and 

rules are aligned due to an accepted set of shared values among a group 

of actors with agency. Norms and rules have consistency across 

normative, regulative and cognitive institutions (Edvardsson et al., 

2014) 

Operand resources: The tangible resources “over which a 

consumer or a firm has allocative abilities in order to act in order to 

carry out a behavioural performance” (Arnould, Price, & Malshe, 2006, 

p. 91). 

Operant resources: Operant resources include the social, 

cultural, physical, cognitive and skill-based resources that are able to 

produce value from tangible resources (Pfisterer & Roth, 2015). 

Service dominant logic (SDL): “A mindset for a unified 

understanding of the purpose and nature of organizations, markets and 

society. The foundational proposition of S-D logic is that organizations, 

markets, and society are fundamentally concerned with exchange of  



 

service – the applications of competences (knowledge and skills) for the 

benefit of a party. That is, service is exchanged for service; all firms are 

service firms; all markets are centered on the exchange of service, and all 

economies and societies are service based” (Vargo & Lusch, n.d.)Value-

in-acquisition: The processes of value creation and the value outcomes 

associated with the customer acquisition process, from a consumer 

perspective. 

Value-in-cultural context: Value is determined by society, as society 

shapes individual experience and provides structural access to various 

resources at different rates to members of a society (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; 

Vargo & Lusch, 2016). 

Value-in-exchange: The view that value is tradable; one set of 

resources can be traded or exchanged for another (Grönroos & Voima, 

2013). 

Value-in-use: Stemming from the Aristotelian perspective, value is 

perceived through the “use” that is derived from a good or service; that is, 

the desired end state (Woodall, 2003). Value-in-use comes from the goal 

that goods and services achieve in the lives of actors (Bowman & 

Ambrosini, 2000; Grönroos & Ravald, 2011). Value-in-use as defined by 

service dominant logic includes both the value that emerges from the 

interaction process as well as the value which emerges subsequent thereto 

(Grönroos & Voima, 2013). 

Value outcomes: Value as an end result. An overview of value as an end 

result tracks five key types of value: value as an experience, value as a 

trade-off, value as an end desired state, value-in-use and value-in-

cultural-context (Gummerus, 2013). Value outcomes are the end result of 

value processes; value thus tends to be fixed in time and the main goal is 

outcome maximisation (Gummerus, 2013). 

Value processes: Tend to be continuous and concerned with 

identifying how resources, activities and interactions create value 

(Gummerus, 2013). 
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Chapter 1: Overview of the research 
 
Introduction to the research area 
 

The current research was developed in answer to two related 

Marketing Science Institute (MSI) calls for more research. The first call 

is based on the need for a greater understanding of value (Kumar, 

Keller, & Lemon, 2016) and the second is a call to understand the 

customer journey (Marketing Science Institute, 2018). The question 

addressed in the current research pertains to how the customer 

journey could be viewed with a value outcomes perspective. Each call is 

discussed in turn below. 

 

The need to understand value 

The current research seeks to understand consumer value from a 

consumer perspective. In particular, the current research seeks to 

understand consumer value across the three major stages of the 

consumer journey. The “frontiers in marketing” from the Marketing 

Science Institute (MSI) in its 2014–2015 sessions delineated seven key 

research areas for the advancement of the discipline. MSI then teamed 

up with the American Marketing Association (AMA) to “move the field 

forward in a significant way” (Kumar et al., 2016, p. 1) by actively 

engaging leading scholars to set out the state of the art in these areas. 

Scholars were to both provide what the discipline had achieved in these 

fields as well as set out areas for future research. Customer value and 

customer experience featured strongly in the list. This is not the first 

time the MSI has included value in such a call: the 2006–2008 

research priorities included the need to understand customer perceived 

value (Sánchez-Fernández & Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007). The call itself has 

been echoed in the literature across decades (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; 

Helkkula, Kelleher, & Pihlström, 2012; Woodruff, 1997; Zeithaml, 

1988). The continued prioritisation of the concept of value, its 

definition and its creation and management has been touted as the, 
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fundamental goal of marketing (Gallarza, Gil-Saura, & Holbrook, 2011; 

Grönroos & Ravald 2011). Indeed a focus on value creation has been 

positioned “as the ultimate goal for marketing” (Grönroos & Ravald, 2011, 

p. 13) and the discipline constantly strives to understand it better. 

Extant literature has tied value to experience. Vargo and Lusch (2008a, 

p. 2) defined value creation as “being phenomenological and experiential 

in nature” and value itself as “always uniquely and phenomenologically 

determined by the beneficiary” (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a, p. 9). Experience 

has been placed at the heart of value processes (Grönroos, 2008; Payne, 

Storbacka, & Frow, 2008; Woodall, 2003). The consumer, being the 

beneficiary, is the one who assesses what value is. Vargo and Lusch 

(2008a) state that this definition was heavily influenced by researchers in 

consumer behaviour; hence the importance of a consumer perspective on 

value.  

A consumer perspective on value emphasises experience (Holbrook, 

2012). From a customer view, Heinonen, Strandvik and Voima (2013) set 

out a research agenda for customer-focused value where the major 

questions pertain to how value is created, where it is created, when it is 

created and who determines what value is. In services, Gummerus (2013), 

in her review of the value literature, divided value into two parts, namely 

value processes and value outcomes. Value processes refer to the 

resources, actitivites and interactions which create value, which is how 

value is created. Service logic authors have proposed that value is resident 

across three different spheres: producer, consumer and joint 

producer/consumer sphere (FitzPatrick, Varey, Grönroos, & Davey, 2015; 

Grönroos & Voima, 2013). In terms of who determines what value is – the 

value outcome – both service dominant logic (SDL) and consumer 

behaviour tend to agree that value is determined by the beneficiary 

(Holbrook, 2012; Vargo & Lusch, 2008a). 

Value outcomes are the evaluation of value as an end point. Literature 

on value outcomes has differed between consumer behaivour theorists 

and service theorists. Consumer behaviour theorists value taxonomies, 

where a plethora of possible end states are described (Gallarza, Arteaga-

Moreno, Chiappa, & Gil-Saura, 2016; Sánchez-Fernández, Iniesta-

Bonillo, & Holbrook, 2009). Service theorists tend to favour value 

judgements, where value is assessed by trading off of the benefits over the 

sacrifices of acquiring a product or a service (Zeithaml, 1988).  
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The current research agenda follows three parts:  

1. Value creation: how value is created through resources, activities and 

interactions; 

2. Value outcome: what value is judged to be and by whom; and 

3. Place of value creation: where it is created in the stage of the consumer 

journey. 

 

Of these three, the third, where value is created, has not been 

discussed at any length so far. This is such since it comes from the 

second MSI call for research (as noted above), namely the need to 

understand the customer experience journey. The need to understand 

the customer experience journey and value is discussed next. 

 

The need to understand the customer experience journey 

Despite the central role of experience in value, when customer 

experience management is examined, a discussion on value is minimal. 

Conversely, the literature on customer experience treats experience as 

created and managed through a series of interactions and touchpoints, 

along with what they term the customer journey (Følstad & Kvale, 

2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019). The 

customer experience journey has been defined in various ways, of 

which not all are in complete accord (Følstad & Kvale, 2018) but could 

broadly be said to be pre-purchase, purchase and post-purchase 

(Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019). The major 

concern for customer experience management is the design of 

consumer-centric services across the customer experience journey 

(Edelman & Singer, 2015; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Rawson, Duncan, & 

Jones, 2013).  

Customer experience management has striven for experience 

optimisation; satisfaction and service quality have been its main goals 

across the stages in the customer journey (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). 

Important metrics are customer engagement, net promoter scores and 

customer relationship management (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). The 

notion of value in the sense that there could be value processes and 

outcomes at each stage (Gallarza et al., 2011; Gummerus, 2013) is 

largely absent. Experiences themselves must be optimised and 

measured through quality and satisfaction (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). 

Value creation processes and value outcomes (Gummerus, 2013) play 

little role in customer experience management and design.  
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From a consumer value perspective, to answer the MSI calls for a 

greater understanding of the customer journey, it should be investigated 

whether there would be benefit from altering the current focus on 

experience management to value management. It is posited in this 

research that there may be value in viewing the customer experience 

journey in terms of value outcomes instead of experience optimisation 

and satisfaction. Table 1 demonstrates the contrast between the extant 

approach to customer experience and the approach of the current 

research. 

 
Table 1: A new perspective on customer experience 

Current research approach compared to the customer experience literature 

 

 Focus Metric Actors 

involved 

Stages 

Customer 

experience 

literature 

Customer 

experience 

Customer 

satisfaction 

Producer and 

customer 

Pre-purchase 

Purchase  

Post-purchase 

Current research 

– consumer 

focus 

Consumer 

value 

Value 

process and 

value 

outcomes 

Consumer Pre-purchase 

Purchase  

Post-purchase 

 

 
Who studies value and how is it conceived:  
 

To position the current research, the different perspectives and their 

base literature are reviewed, namely services (service logic, SDL and 

customer dominant logic) and consumer behaviour. Any study on value 

must adopt a perspective from which it is viewed; that is, the producer or 

consumer, and for whom it is created, namely customers or consumers. 

The discussion firstly deals with the producer/consumer position and 

then turns to the customer/consumer position. 

 

Producer or consumer? 

Scholars who have focused on value as a concept come largely from the 

domains of the services and consumer behaviour literatures. Each will be 

briefly reviewed in turn. 

Service marketing pioneer Zeithaml wrote the seminal paper 

“Consumer perceptions of price, quality, and value” in 1988. Value and 

value co-creation discourse centres on services logic (Grönroos & 
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Gummerus, 2014; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Gummerus, 2013), SDL 

(Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008a, 2016) and 

customer dominant logic (CDL) (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015; 

Heinonen et al., 2010). These scholars tend to place the interaction 

between customer and producer at the heart of value and come from 

the perspective of the producer (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015).  

Consumer researchers, particularly Holbrook, have been hugely 

influential in the definition of value, particularly as acknowledged by 

leading authors from the service literature (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 

2008a, 2016). Holbrook himself has been credited with pioneering 

experience marketing (Tynan & McKechnie, 2009). Value itself is 

closely tied to experience, where value is created through interaction 

with other people, brands or places, emotions and cognitions in 

experiences (Tynan & McKechnie, 2009). Consumer scholars have 

taken a consumer-orientated perspective and feel no need to refer to 

producers at all, since value creation and value outcomes do not need a 

producer to be present (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). 

In contrast, studies on customer experience and its management 

have primarily been from the service perspective of the producer 

(Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; McColl-Kennedy et 

al., 2019). Yet, the longstanding perspective of value scholars is that 

value is subjective and determined by the beneficiary (Gallarza et al., 

2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2008a). Indeed, there is large agreement among 

service and consumer scholars that value is resident in the customer’s 

lifeworld and not that of the producer (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015; 

Heinonen et al., 2013). Most scholars take the perspective that value is 

determined by the customer or consumer (Gallarza, Arteaga-Moreno, 

Chiappa, & Gil-Saura, 2016; Gallarza et al., 2011; Lusch & Vargo, 2006; 

Sánchez-Fernández, Iniesta-Bonillo, & Holbrook, 2009; Vargo, Maglio, 

& Akaka, 2008). The current study takes the perspective of the 

consumer.  

 

Customer or consumer? 

The service literature has predominantly focused on customer 

experiences, defining these as “holistic in nature and involves the 

customer’s cognitive, affective, emotional, social, and physical 

responses to the retailer” (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016, p. 70). There are at 

least two parties: the customer and the producer. The customer 

responds or reacts to what the producer does.  
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A consumer perspective is demonstrably different to a customer 

perspective. In a review of the literature on value, most researchers use 

the term customer and consumer interchangeably (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; 

Kennedy & Laczniak, 2016; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019; Vargo et al., 

2008). Heinonen and Strandvik (2015) raise the interesting point that 

consumers require no producer present, yet customers do. The 

distinction between the terms “customer” and “consumer” denote a 

managerial versus non-managerial lens, where “consumer” is tied to a 

non-managerial perspective (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). The customer 

centricity at the heart of customer experience management is done from a 

management and producer perspective (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016; Payne et al., 2008). Researchers and practitioners in 

customer experience management focus on every contact that a customer 

has with every aspect of an organisation’s offering, not the lifeworld of the 

consumer (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). The current study adopts the 

consumer behaviour perspective of the consumer, not the customer. 

Consumers are studied in broader contexts and consumer behaviour 

studies are placed in a larger social, cultural and economic frame. The 

discussion now turns to how the macro-environmental context must be 

accounted for in a study of value. 

 

The consequences of a consumer perspective: The scope of 

consumer value 

Consumer culture theory (CCT) has long studied the cultural richness 

that frames experience (Akaka, Vargo, & Schau, 2015; Arnould & 

Thompson, 2005). In contrast, service theorists in general and SDL in 

particular have received strong criticism that they fail to account for 

cultural, political and societal considerations (Arnould et al., 2006; 

Schembri, 2006). To address such criticism, SDL has “run repairs” 

(Hietanen, Andéhn, & Bradshaw, 2018) and expanded the notion of value 

to include value-in-context and latterly “institutional arrangements” to 

accommodate broader society (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a, 2016).  

Nevertheless, scholars from CCT continue to assert that Vargo and 

Lusch have failed to address the core absence of wider society in SDL. 

SDL remains focused on economic exchange value rather than social 

value (Arnould, 2014). Social value incorporates value for the self and the 

community and incorporates exchanges such as gift-giving which create 

communal value (Arnould, 2014). Even in economic exchange, SDL in its 

revisions fails to provide “a robust and explicit account of its political 
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economic framework” (Hietanen et al., 2018, p. 105). In SDL, value is 

viewed as the outcome of benign market exchanges, which disguises 

how societal inequalities play out in market exchanges (Hietanen et al., 

2018). The impact of social status on buyer power in value processes 

and outcomes is denied (Hietanen et al., 2018).  

From a consumer culture perspective, the current research seeks to 

establish the impact of social status and power in value processes. 

Value creation processes are determined by activities, interactions and 

resources (Gummerus, 2013). CCT contends that consumers vary 

greatly in their access to resources (Arnould et al., 2006). SDL asserts 

that resources are central to exchange (Koskela-Huotari, Edvardsson, 

Jonas, Sörhammar, & Witell, 2016; Laud, Karpen, Mulye, & Rahman, 

2015; Lusch & Vargo, 2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Waseem, 

Biggemann, & Garry, 2018). SDL accepts that access to resources is 

unique (Vargo & Lusch, 2016) but does not explain uniqueness further. 

If access to resources is determined through degrees of social and 

political power (Hietanen et al., 2018), social inequalities are therefore 

potentially influential in the creation of value and the eventual value 

outcome. The current study therefore reviews value creation through 

the lens of socially determined resource access.  

 

Problem statement  
The overall problem statement is determined by: 

(1) The benefit of a consumer perspective on value; 

(2) The role of value across the three main stages of the consumer 

journey; 

(3) Value creation: how value is created through resources, activities 

and interactions; and 

(4) Resources used in value creation are impacted by social status 

and buyer power. 

 The current research seeks to bring (1) a consumer-based value 

perspective to the customer journey; and (2) a consumer-based value 

perspective impacted by social inequalities in resource access. In so 

doing, it has the following problem statement: 

 

What is the impact of societally determined resource access on consumer value 

in the consumer journey? 
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Motivation 
 

Marketers have defined value as being based in experience; customer 

experience management has become the first priority of the Marketing 

Science Institute. McKinsey has made it a focus area, reporting that 

companies must become proactive in managing customer experiences 

through customer journeys (Edelman & Singer, 2015). McKinsey reports 

that improved customer journeys lower customer churn by 10% to 15% 

and increase sales win rates from 20% to 40% and reduce costs by 50% 

(Maechler, Poenaru, Rüdt von Collenberg, & Schultz, 2017). Yet, a review 

of marketing practitioner approaches (Columbus, 2018; Edelman & 

Singer, 2015; Maechler et al., 2017) demonstrates a service design focus 

not on value but as a concern with satisfaction and loyalty (Edelman & 

Singer, 2015) and other variables in the purchase situation (for example, 

convenience and good chat bots) (Hyken, 2017; Rawson et al., 2013). A 

review of the marketing academic literature reveals that customer 

experience is also wedded to service design (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; 

McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019). The value discussion is barely felt and, 

where it is, this focus is fairly recent.  

Simultaneously, marketers have expressed an ongoing need to 

understand value; more recently, the service logic understanding of value 

has expanded to formally include macro-environmental factors. What this 

means for marketing practice is less clear, even as the media reports that 

macro-environmental factors are becoming increasingly present in 

marketing environments. Sometimes marketers, such as Nike, make 

elective decisions to formally include societal issues as part of their brand 

offering (Draper & Belsen, 2018). Other times, they find societal issues 

negatively affecting service environments. Therefore, adopting the narrow 

customer-producer lens of the customer journey researchers (Følstad & 

Kvale, 2018; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019) is problematic because broader 

societal contextual factors cannot be ignored.  

A broad view of value has become very pressing in modern marketing 

as marketplace interactions often become besieged by social and political 

forces. Marketers are increasingly faced with macro-environmental issues 

in service environments. Starbucks made the news repeatedly for various 

incidents involving clashes between staff and customers, and customers 

and customers (Edgecliffe-Johnson & Nicolaou, 2018). Starbucks found 

conflicts involving social, religious and ethnic differences intruding into 
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their own value processes, so much so that they were forced to send 

their staff on racism training (Edgecliffe-Johnson & Nicolaou, 2018). 

Companies themselves are taking active interest in political and social 

movements, with the new rise of activist CEOs (Chatterji & Toffel, 

2018). Nike launched a campaign around Kapernick, an NFL player 

excluded from the NFL for his political protest, which resulted in 

increased global sales of Nike even as some American consumers 

destroyed their Nike products on social media (Draper & Belsen, 

2018). Marketers elect to use what some have termed “the culture 

wars” to position their brands, shape their offering and guide their 

promotional messaging (Jones, 2019). Consumers have been found to 

express their political ideologies through consumption (Duman & 

Ozgen, 2018). Scholars such as Arnould (2014) and Hietanen et al. 

(2018) have asserted that culture, society and politics have long been 

omitted from the value discussion. Since social, economic and political 

inequalities often manifest in varied resources, access and resources 

are central to value creation. The current study seeks to address the call 

for societal and political relevance in discussions on value.  

While there is a growing awareness of incorporating the broader 

macro-environment in understanding consumer value, researchers in 

the customer journey have limited their contextual frame to the 

immediacy of the purchase process. Følstad and Kvale's (2018) review 

of the customer journey literature reveals that this literature is focused 

primarily on variables that marketers can control, such as the design of 

the service process. Recent theorists in the field have spoken of the 

“external environment” (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016) and the “context” of 

experience (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019), but their approach has been 

limited to immediate environmental influences on experience, such as 

the impact of the weather or the economic climate (Lemon & Verhoef, 

2016) or service availability on weekends (McColl-Kennedy et al., 

2019). There is little that has an expanded view of value as driven by 

the macro-environment and no indicators exist for marketers on how 

to deal with social and political issues which influence and intrude on 

the purchase process and impact value.  

 
Therefore, it could be posited that a review of consumer value processes and 

outcomes in the customer experience journey would have to include societally 

determined resource access.  
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Delimitations 
 

The research adopts a CCT approach to the study of value. In doing so, 

it had to cover three dominant approaches to value: two from the service 

literature (SDL and CDL) and one from the consumer behaviour 

literature (CCT). The current research seeks to bring a consumer culture 

perspective to value into value creation discussions in the service 

management literature. The vehicle for the research points on the 

consumption journey. A consumer culture approach places strong 

emphasis on the social, political and cultural frameworks which shape 

consumption. The conceptualisation of value in the services literature has 

been greatly criticised for omitting social and political inequalities. For 

the purposes of the current research, social and political inequalities are 

viewed as manifest in inequality of resources, since resources are viewed 

as central to value creation. The current research is therefore delimited as 

follows: 

1. An understanding of value creation and value outcomes; 

2. From a consumer culture perspective, namely the role of 

political inequalities as defined by unequal access to 

resources; and 

3. A long the consumer journey of pre-consumption, 

consumption and post-consumption. 

Each approach to value, from SDL to CCT, is briefly outlined below and 

then summarised in Table 2. 

 

Service dominant logic 

 

Service dominant logic (SDL) came into prominence in the seminal 

paper by Vargo and Lusch (2004). These authors reviewed marketing 

thought as an evolution from a producer-orientated and goods-focused 

school of thought (termed “goods dominant logic”) to one which is 

service-based and consumer-orientated. Various authors (Lusch & Vargo, 

2006, 2011; Lusch, Vargo, & O’Brien, 2007; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008a, 

2016, 2017; Vargo et al., 2008) use the term “logic” as they assert that 

their conceptualisation of how marketing works is a mindset and an 

underlying organising principle of all markets (Vargo & Lusch, 2017). The 

focus within a “logic” is to uncover the fundamental assumptions on 

which market practice is based (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). To this 
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end, Vargo and Lusch outline the fundamental market assumptions in 

eight “foundational premises” (Vargo & Lusch, 2004), which were later 

modified to 10 (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a) and then 11 (Vargo & Lusch, 

2016). Of the 11 “foundational premises”, some were elevated to 

“axiomic status”; with an axiom being a self-evident truth (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2016). The best summary of the logic is as follows:  

“Service-Dominant (S-D) Logic is a mindset for a unified 

understanding of the purpose and nature of organizations, markets and 

society. The foundational proposition of S-D logic is that organizations, 

markets, and society are fundamentally concerned with exchange of 

service – the applications of competences (knowledge and skills) for 

the benefit of a party. That is, service is exchanged for service; all firms 

are service firms; all markets are centered on the exchange of service, 

and all economies and societies are service based” (Vargo & Lusch, 

n.d.).  

SDL is centred on the premise that services rather than goods are 

what is exchanged. SDL is management orientated and makes use of 

only the perspective of the producer (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). 

Value is created in the integration of resources by two actors in an 

exchange (Vargo & Lusch, 2016) through the process of co-creation 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2008a, 2016; Vargo et al., 2008). Value itself is 

created through resource integration by actors, their generic name for 

customers and producers (Vargo & Lusch, 2011). Two types of value are 

primarily recognised: value-in-use and value co-creation (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2008a, 2016). Value is viewed as phenomenologically 

determined by the beneficiary (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a, 2016).  

SDL received heavy criticism for not acknowledging resource 

disparities when actors create value (Arnould et al., 2006). In 

response, later work has attempted to view value as value-in-cultural-

context or value-in-context (Akaka et al., 2015). The most recent work 

in SDL, the role of the context and macro-environment in value, has 

been formalised as part of the logic in the form of “institutional 

arrangements” (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Akaka et al., 2015; Lusch, Vargo, 

& Gustafsson, 2016; Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Wieland, Koskela-Huotari, 

& Vargo, 2016). Critics still assert that “value-in-context” and 

“institutional arrangements” side-step deeply embedded resource 

inequalities that occur in most markets (Hietanen et al., 2018). SDL 

avoids conversations on political frameworks and indeed avoids 

resource struggles completely (Hietanen et al., 2018). The heart of 
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SDL, value co-creation, has been criticised as taking advantage of 

consumer unpaid labour and being exploitative of resource imbalances 

(Cova & Cova, 2012). The marketplace is viewed as benign, without 

conflict; SDL depicts consumers as its endpoint (Hietanen et al., 2018). A 

Marxist analysis would argue that profit is the desired end state of the 

market; hence, SDL fails to explain money in its assessment of value 

(Hietanen et al., 2018). Consumer culture theorists contend that value 

conceptualisation of SDL is too economically focused, whereas for a 

consumer, value could be resident in meaning (Karababa & Kjeldgaard, 

2014).  

 

Customer dominant logic 

 

Heinonen and fellow researchers (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015; 

Heinonen et al., 2010, 2013) lay claim to a “customer-orientated” rather 

than “consumer-orientated” perspective on value and coined the term 

“customer dominant logic” (CDL). These authors strongly asserted that 

SDL remained tethered to goods dominant logic (Heinonen et al., 2013) 

and did not place the customer at the heart of the logic (Heinonen & 

Strandvik, 2015). In contrast to SDL, CDL focuses on consumers and 

their “constellation of activities, actors and experiences and the role of 

providers in this context” (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015, p. 473). Value is 

not only in interaction and co-creation, but extends to value-in-use where 

the provider is no longer present (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). CDL 

places equal importance on goods and services as the basis for value, 

since consumers are the ones that extract value from either type. CDL is 

similar to SDL in that a strong managerial focus is present (Heinonen & 

Strandvik, 2015).  

CDL is maintains value through the three spheres, the producer, 

customer and the joint sphere of their interaction (FitzPatrick, Varey, 

Grönroos, & Davey, 2015; Grönroos & Voima, 2013). While value is said 

to occur in the customer or joint spheres alone, CDL is silent on value in a 

consumer sphere. CDL also has the customer as its focus and does not 

account for social inequalities, differential resource access and profit 

(Hietanen et al., 2018). The contribution of CDL to the current research is 

the approach of different spheres of value: producer, joint and customer. 
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Consumer culture theory 

 

Consumer culture theory (CCT) has long taken the perspective that 

consumers, not producers, should be the unit of analysis (Arnould, 

Price, & Malshe, 2006; Arnould & Thompson, 2005; Hoffman & 

Holbrook, 1993; Holbrook, 2006). CCT theorists do not have a unifying 

framework or espouse fundamental principles, but largely work from a 

perspective of a consumer (not a customer) who is embedded in a 

social, political, economic and cultural world (Arnould & Thompson, 

2005; Askegaard & Linnet, 2011; Saatcioglu & Corus, 2018). Since the 

CCT perspective is both social and cultural, such researchers seek 

market-related experiences which are outside of the firm/customer 

dyad (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). Unlike both SDL and CDL, 

consumer culture theorists are unconcerned with the managerial 

implications of their research (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015).  

CCT has its foundations in the 1980s. The decade of the 1980s saw 

an alternative research approach to positivism develop in consumer 

behaviour, that of relativist, post-positivist, interpretivist, humanistic, 

naturalistic and the post-modern approach which aimed for 

understanding rather than prediction (Arnould, Press, Salminen, & 

Tillotson, 2019). The approach has grown over the last 30 years and 

many articles on CCT are among the top cited ones in the Journal of 

Consumer Research (Arnould et al., 2019). One of the most cited is 

Holbrook and Hirshman’s Consumer fantasies feelings and fun 

(Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982). Their article is arguably the 

foundation for customer experience management (Tynan & 

McKechnie, 2009) and seminal for Holbrook’s acknowledged 

contribution to SDL in defining value as phenomenologically 

determined and resident in the consumer’s lifeworld (Holbrook, 2006; 

Vargo & Lusch, 2008a). Holbrook went on to focus on value outcomes 

and developed value outcome typologies (Gallarza et al., 2016; 

Holbrook, 2012; Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009). 

CCT has been critical of notions of value stemming from resource 

integration between parties, stating that this is the value from an 

exchange (Arnould, 2014). Value in an exchange is systematically and 

often dramatically unequal (Arnould, 2014). The political economy 

cannot be ignored when value is assessed, although it has been 

completely overlooked in service theory (Hietanen et al., 2018). In 
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contrast to SDL and CDL, the whole consumption experience, from pre-

consumption to disposal, is of interest to CCT and value itself is not 

reflected merely at the point of producer/consumer interaction (Arnould 

et al., 2019). 

 

 

The current research 
 

The current research takes the perspective of CCT in that consumers 

and their entire consumption experience, from pre-consumption to 

disposal, are central. Therefore, the current research reviews the 

consumer, producer, customer and joint spheres as places where value is 

created.  

In addition, the insight of CCT that political inequalities matter is 

fundamental to the review of value. In this, the current research looks at 

disparate resource access, consumer agency and power. 

Table 2 compares the approaches detailed above and positions the 

current study. 
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Table 2: The current research in relation to the theory 

Comparison of current research and theory 

 

Research 

perspective 
Focus 

Who determines 

value 

How (value 

creation) 
Where  Viewpoint  Type of value Criticism 

Service logic / 

Service 

dominant logic 

Service 

interaction 

Phenomenologically 

determined by the 

beneficiary 

Resource 

integration; 

activities & 

interactions 

Producer & 

customer sphere 
Managerial  

Value-in-use; 

Value co-creation; 

Value-in-interaction; 

Value-in-context 

Omits cultural, 

societal & political 

considerations; 

or money; Incapable 

of addressing power 

inequalities 

Customer 

dominant logic 
Customer 

Customer 

(Phenomenological) 

Resource 

integration; 

activities & 

interactions 

Customer & 

consumer sphere 
Managerial 

Value-in-use; 

Value-in-context 

Ignore politics & 

economics; 

Customer rather than 

consumer 

Consumer 

behaviour & 

CCT 

Consumer 

Consumer  

(Phenomenological; 

post-modern; 

discourse analysis) 

Sign systems 

Influence of 

political 

economy 

Customer and 

consumer sphere; 

Commercial and 

non-commercial 

interactions 

Consumer, 

society & 

culture 

Value-in-use; 

Value-in-context; 

Value-in-experience; 

Social value; 

Value typologies; 

Value is a product of 

human creativity 

Not managerially 

inclined; 

Builds no arching 

theory 

 

Current 

research 
Consumer  

Consumer  

(Phenomenological & 

discourse analysis) 

Political 

economy: 

Resource 

access & 

utilisation  

Consumer, 

producer, customer 

and joint spheres 

Consumer 

Value outcomes 

across the consumer 

journey (pre-

consumption, 

consumption and 

post-consumption) 
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Thesis structure and presentations (Papers) 
 

The current thesis is structured as a series of papers. As such, it is 

ordered by means of several chapters which provide an overview of the 

research narrative; a clear positioning of the work relative to the 

literature; an overview of the methodological approaches and then a 

chapter on the findings of the research works themselves. The four papers 

are enclosed in the final chapter. 

Chapter 1 provides an overview of the research narrative and the 

research problem. The core theoretical concepts are presented as well as 

how they have bearing on the papers in the research. It includes the 

motivation for business and academia as to why the research questions 

matter and what future import they may have. 

Chapter 2 is a review of the literature. It establishes current thinking 

and research results in the literature so as to provide a theoretical frame 

of reference for the papers which follow in Chapter 5. This chapter is 

vitally important as it demonstrates how the field has developed and 

conceptually thereby positions the current research within the field of 

study. Value is a complex and contested field; hence, it is best that the 

evolution of thought to the concept is reviewed alongside current 

thinking. Different scholars and schools of thought are reviewed. It 

provides the theoretical underpinning of the work to follow, including the 

research questions and methodology and should lend understanding of 

the contributions. 

Chapter 3 contains an exposition of the research methodologies 

pursued across the research papers. It includes the research philosophy, 

the research approach and data collection and analysis methods. The 

methodology is explained per paper. It includes a review of the validity 

and reliability of the research.  

Chapter 4 provides an overview of the findings obtained in the three 

studies which employed primary data. The key findings per research 

study are reviewed and related to existing literature. The chapter 

concludes with sections on theoretical contributions, managerial 

implications and suggestions for future research. 

Chapter 5 contains each of the four articles in order of research 

question. 
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Chapter summary 

 

The current chapter outlined the main need for the research, which 

is at the intersection of the Marketing Science Institute’s call to 

understand value and the customer journey funnel. The main research 

question was provided, which suggested the value of incorporating 

resource access and a consumer perspective on value in terms of value 

processes and outcomes. The motivation from a business perspective 

was provided on the importance of understanding consumer journeys 

and the larger societal forces which influence these. The work was 

delimited as the intersection of three approaches to marketing and 

each was defined in turn. The chapter closed with an outline of the 

chapters that follow. 
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Chapter 2: Literature review 
 

The current research seeks to understand value outcomes at 

different stages of the service process and to determine the extent to 

which these are shaped by inequalities in access to resources. The 

discussion first reviews how value as an overall concept has been 

studied. Value has been divided into value creation processes and value 

creation outcomes (Gummerus, 2013); each will be discussed in turn. 

Next reviewed is how value processes are impacted by the broader 

macro-environment, termed institutional arrangements, in SDL. Since 

institutional arrangements fail to deal with systematic inequalities in 

resource access, power and agency, the discussion then turns to the 

contribution of CCT and its understanding of inequality. The 

discussion then moves to a review of the stages in the consumer 

journey and presents a delineation of the stages of the consumer 

journey which will be investigated. The discussion is represented in 

Figure 1 below.  
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Figure 1: An overview of the literature review 

A conceptual map of the chapter 

 

 

 

Value 
 

Value is a perennial marketing topic. Value has been described as a 

“core consumer decision-making construct” (Cronin, 2016, p. 262) and 

marketing’s “ultimate goal” (Grönroos, & Ravald, 2011, p. 13). Despite its 

much discussed nature, value is reported to be mired in conceptual 

confusion (Gallarza et al., 2016, 2011; Mustak, Jaakkola, Halinen, & 

Kaartemo, 2016; Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009). Value is the “most ill-

defined and elusive concept in service marketing and marketing 

management” (Grönroos & Voima, 2013, p. 2). Not surprisingly, value is 

subject to constant calls for greater clarity (Kumar, Lane Keller, & Lemon, 

2016; Sánchez-Fernández, & Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007).  

Definitions of value have changed over time and come from different 

perspectives. Marketing has come to “redefine value in terms of processes 

instead of things, created in interaction with customers … and measured 

by value in use” (Vargo & Lusch, 2008b, p. 30). Value has long been seen 

as consumer defined rather than product centred, with Levitt (1960, p. 
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56) stating: “[m]anagement must think of itself not as producing 

products but as providing customer-creating value satisfactions.” SDL 

has long held that only the beneficiary can define what value is (Vargo 

& Lusch, 2008a, 2016). Lemon and Verhoef (2016) emphasised the 

need to understand the customer experience process, behaviour and 

resulting value. Perspectives on value, therefore, can be grouped in 

terms of value creation outcomes (results) and value creation processes 

(Gummerus, 2013) (see Figure 2). The current discussion turns first to 

value creation outcomes since these have historically received most 

attention in the literature. 

 

 
Figure 2: Understanding value –  an overview of the section 

A conceptual map of the main categories of value 
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Value outcomes 
 

Overview 

 

Historically, much work has focused on understanding value as an end 

result; that is, as an outcome. An overview of value as an end result tracks 

five key types of value: value as an experience, value as a trade-off, value 

as an end desired state, value-in-use and value-in-cultural-context 

(Gummerus, 2013) (Figure 3).  

 
Figure 3: Types of value outcomes 

Categories of value outcomes 

 

 

Initially, work viewed value as an experience or an outcome (Holbrook 

& Corfman, 1985; Zeithaml, 1988). Value was termed an “interactive 

relativistic preference experience” (Holbrook & Corfman, 1985), a goal or 

end in itself or a trade-off between costs and benefits (Zeithaml, 1988). 

SDL accounted for experience by stating that value is 

“phenomenologically determined” (Vargo & Lusch, 2008, p.7), leading to 

emphasis on value-in-context and value in a cultural context (Akaka et al., 

2015; Grönroos, 2008; Heinonen et al., 2013; Helkkula et al., 2012a; 

Woodall, 2003). A definition of value, therefore, has strongly held value 

to be a subjective experience judgement on the part of the customer 

(Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015; Vargo & Lusch, 2008a). The customer was 

viewed as determining value by means of trading off the benefits over the 
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cost of a product or service (Kumar & Reinartz, 2016; Zeithaml, 1988). 

A contrasting perspective to the trade-off approach was the means-end 

approach (Sánchez-Fernández & Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007; Zeithaml, 

1988). Means-end approaches focused on the type of outcome desired; 

value is thus the attainment of a desired end state (Sanchez-Fernandez 

& Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007).  

In a manner similar to the means-end approach, SDL placed 

emphasis on when the value was realised: value was primarily manifest 

through “value-in-use” (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a). “Value-in-use” is also 

determined by the customer (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a) and can occur 

when customers and producers jointly interact, or when the customer 

is on their own (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). A related concept is “value-

in-exchange,” which views value as tradable; one set of resources can 

be traded or exchanged for another (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). Both 

experience and resources are part of a broader macro-environmental 

framework. Therefore, latterly the concept of “value-in-cultural 

context” has gained prominence. Value is viewed as determined by 

society, as society shapes individual experience and provides structural 

access to various resources at different rates to members of a society 

(Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Vargo & Lusch, 2016).  

Value has come to be regarded as multidimensional, a departure 

from its unidimensional economic start (Zauner, Koller, & Hatak, 

2015). Kumar and Reinartz (2016) focused on value as primarily 

utilitarian, despite other authors’ asserting the multidimensionality of 

the concept to include psychological, cognitive (Gallarza et al., 2011; 

Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009) and cultural dimensions (Akaka et al., 

2015; Karababa & Kjeldgaard, 2014). The discussion now deals with 

each of the five main views on value: value as experience, value as a 

trade-off, value as an end desired state, value-in-use and value-in-

cultural-context (Gummerus, 2013).  

 

 Value as experience 

 

Value as experience is a subjective approach to value, which views 

value as based on individual experience that cumulates across time. 

The notion of “value-in-experience” has its roots in the experiential-

phenomenological stream of consumer research, where consumer 

experience is viewed as internal, emotional, cognitive and, above all, 

subjective (Heinonen et al., 2010). Value-in-experience is therefore a 
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judgement of value which is contingent on an individual’s particular 

approach to, and experience of, life (Helkkula et al., 2012a). Moreover, 

since experience is cumulative and often only evident on reflection 

(Grönroos & Voima, 2013), experience can span the customer’s 

experience with several companies rather than one company (Heinonen 

et al., 2010). 

The primary importance of subjective experience in our understanding 

of value is from Holbrook, who placed experience and the customer at the 

centre of value (Gallarza et al., 2016; Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982). 

Early on, Holbrook viewed value as relativistic and comparative 

(Heinonen et al., 2013), defining value as "an interactive relativistic 

preference experience . . . characterizing a subject's experience of 

interacting with some object. The object may be any thing or event” 

(Holbrook & Corfman, 1985, p. 40). Holbrook viewed experience as either 

valuable in itself or stemming from an end purpose (Zauner et al., 2015). 

The term “value-in-experience” has gained increased interest and focus 

(Frow et al., 2014; Helkkula et al., 2012a; Helkkula, Kelleher, & 

Pihlström, 2012b; Jaakkola, Helkkula, & Aarikka-Stenroos, 2015). Value-

in-experience has been defined “as individual service customers’ lived 

experiences of value that extend beyond the current context of service use 

to also include past and future experiences and service customers’ 

broader lifeworld contexts”(Helkkula et al., 2012a, p. 59).  

SDL derived its definition from the perspective of consumer behaviour 

in general and Holbrook in particular. Vargo and Lusch (2008a) 

themselves strongly emphasised the experiential nature of value. They 

chose the term “phenomenological” over that of “experiential” partly 

because of the fact that we have found when many people encounter the 

term “experience,” it often invokes connotations of something like a 

“Disneyworld event” (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a, p. 9). Value, in SDL, is 

adjudicated by the consumer based on their subjective experience (Vargo 

& Lusch, 2008a, 2016). 

 

Value as a trade-off 

 

The concept of value as a trade-off has a strong influence in marketing. 

The trade-off approach initially viewed value as a unidimensional 

construct, heavily influenced by economics and provided a utilitarian 

perspective (Kumar & Reinartz, 2016; Woodall, 2003; Zeithaml, 1988). 

Value can be perceived as unidimensional, whether price-based 
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(Zeithaml, 1988) or an overall narrow assessment of the value received 

from a purchase (Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009). An assessment of 

the overall value entails a trade-off between what is given and what is 

received (Zeithaml, 1988), often seen as quality versus price (Sánchez-

Fernández & Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007). Authors have extended this trade-

off to an assessment of what was promised versus what was received 

and have drawn parallels to psychological contracts between two 

parties (Mason & Simmons, 2012). Much empirical work has been 

noted to employ one-dimensional measures of value in response 

(Gallarza et al., 2011). Such a definition has come to be viewed as too 

narrow and arcane as they do not grasp the multidimensionality of the 

construct (Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009). 

Trade-off perspectives can be viewed with a multidimensional lens. 

Woodall (2003, p. 21) conceptualised the concept of “value for the 

customer”, which is based on the consumer’s personal perception of 

advantage due to a “reduction in sacrifice; presence of benefit 

(perceived as either attributes or outcomes); the resultant of any 

weighed combination of sacrifice and benefit (determined and 

expressed either rationally or intuitively); or an aggregation, over 

time”. Thus, trade-off models could encompass multiple costs 

(monetary and non-monetary) evaluated against multiple benefits. 

Grönroos expounded trade-offs for value in the services literature by a 

series of equations, where all episode benefits and relationship benefits 

are a ratio evaluation over episode and relationship sacrifices (Khalifa, 

2004). 

 

Value as a desired end state (using means-end theory) 

 

Another major approach is means-end theory, whose central 

premise is that individuals are directed towards goals and they use 

products or services as a way of attaining desired end states (Sánchez-

Fernández & Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007; Zeithaml, 1988). These ends can be 

personal values and may be functional, social, emotional, epistemic 

and conditional (Khalifa, 2004). In terms of means-end analysis, value 

has different levels of abstraction. Product attributes are at the lowest 

level, performances are in-between and goals and purposes are at the 

highest level (Gummerus, 2013). The number of value outcomes within 

this approach have multiplied, leading Holbrook and his co-authors to 

assert: “the number of relevant distinctions or dimensions and the 
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resulting proliferation of types or categories [of value outcomes] reflect as 

much about the imagination of the various researchers as they do about 

the fundamental nature of the value concept itself” (Gallarza et al., 2011, 

p. 184). In research, some types, such as hedonic value, have received 

much more attention than others, such as ethics or spirituality and the 

overall structure is often viewed as too complex to be operationalised 

(Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009). One of the most used is Holbrook’s 

value typology, illustrated in Table 3, next. 

 
Table 3: Holbrook value typology (Holbrook, 1999, p.12) 

 

 

Value-in-use 

 

One of the chief contributions of SDL is the delineation of the notion of 

“value-in-use.” Value-in-use is said to emerge as consumers create value 

from the interaction process between consumer and producer (Heinonen 

et al., 2013). Value-in-use also emerges out of the visibility of the 

producer, in the everyday practices and processes of consumers 

(Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Heinonen et al., 2010). Historically, the term 

“value-in-use” stems from the Aristotlean perspective where value is 

perceived through the “use” that is derived from a product or service 

(Woodall, 2003). Thus, historically, value-in-use has emphasised the 

desired end state rather than the value that emerges from the interaction 

process itself. Value-in-use comes from the goal that goods and services 

achieve in the lives of actors (Bowman & Ambrosini, 2000; Grönroos & 

Ravald, 2011).  
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Value-in-use as defined by SDL includes both the value that emerges 

from the interaction process as well as the value which emerges 

subsequent thereto (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). Value-in-use is also 

solely the domain of the consumer (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Vargo & 

Lusch, 2008a). Figure 4 illustrates that value-in-use falls into the 

domain of the customer, or their “sphere”. Value-in-use is part of the 

provider sphere only when that sphere overlaps with that of the 

customer (Grönroos & Voima, 2013) 
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Figure 4: Value types across the value creation process (Grönroos & Voima, 2013, p. 136) 

The spheres of value between producer and customer 
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No discussion of value-in-use is complete without reference to 

value-in-exchange. Value-in-exchange “represents the nominal amount 

for which something can be exchanged” (Akaka et al., 2015, p. 211) and 

is heavily referent to the price paid (Helkkula et al., 2012a). Value-in-

exchange, from the neoclassical view, sees value created in the firm and 

then exchanged in the market of goods for currency (Vargo, Wieland, & 

Akaka, 2015). Value-in-exchange remains, in the neoclassical sense, 

with the firm, in what Grönroos and Voima (2013) term the “provider 

sphere” (Figure 4). Most scholars are clear that the provider sphere is 

where the value proposition is developed, but is not where value is 

created (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Payne et al., 2008; Pfisterer & Roth, 

2015; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008a, 2016). 

SDL asserts that value-in-use subsumes value-in-exchange because 

value-in-exchange is not an independent source of value, but one 

which is dependent on the value in usage (Pfisterer & Roth, 2015). 

Goods and services may have short-term value-in-exchange. However, 

if their value-in-use is low over time, their value-in-exchange will be 

reduced, making value-in-exchange dependent on value-in-use 

(Grönroos, 2008). Exchange value may be based on the object itself, 

based on an arbitrarily decreed system of exchange; hence, exchange 

value is determined by the market in which it is offered and the nature 

of the object (Woodall, 2003). The subject (such as the consumer) in 

an exchange influences the process of determining value and the 

subject can negotiate what is offered; hence, the subject of an exchange 

has primary importance and it is their value-in-use which matters, not 

the value-in-exchange of the object itself (Woodall, 2003).  

From the above discussion on value-in-use, we can establish that the 

subject (namely the consumer) is the determinant of value, an 

approach which underscores the value-in-experience perspective 

covered above. SDL asserts that the consumer is the one who 

determines what value is (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a, 2016). Since 

consumers exist within a context (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015), SDL is 

met with much criticism for not addressing the larger social forces 

which shape value (Arnould et al., 2006; Hietanen et al., 2018). In 

response, service scholars have turned to the notion of “value-in-

cultural context” (Akaka et al., 2015). The discussion now turns to 

value-in-cultural context.  
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Value-in-cultural context and value ecosystems 

 

Even though the notion of the importance of experience in value is not 

new, the literature focusing on the concept of “value-in-experience” as a 

concept is still nascent for the services literature (Lemon & Verhoef, 

2016). Value-in-experience has had a long history in consumer behaviour, 

from Holbrook and Hirschman’s seminal paper in 1982 (Holbrook & 

Hirschman, 1982; Tynan & McKechnie, 2009). Unlike the services 

literature, CCT, the research area which developed from the interpretivist 

consumer research of the 1980s, was very concerned with the cultural and 

political context of value (Arnould, 2014). In response to strong criticism 

regarding service theorists’ lack of context in value, service literature 

embarked on understanding “value-in-cultural context” (Akaka et al., 

2015). 

Such a sociological perspective has led to recent developments in SDL 

thought. Actors, whether customers or producers, experience and interact 

with the world through the lens of their cultural experience (Akaka et al., 

2015). From this perspective, value is considered on three levels: micro 

(individual evaluations of experiences), meso (dependent on social norms 

which influence the perception of micro experiences) and macro 

(meanings or cosmological principles) (Akaka et al., 2015). These levels 

are nested within each other and bear influence on the determination of 

value for an individual actor, bringing cultural information into the 

concept of value and experience (Karababa & Kjeldgaard, 2014).  

Multiple institutions that guide actor interactions have been viewed as 

“the service ecosystem” (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Vargo & Lusch, 2016). A 

service ecosystem has been defined as “a relatively self-contained, self-

adjusting system of resource-integrating actors connected by shared 

institutional arrangements and mutual value creation through service 

exchange” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, pp. 10–11). In this conceptualisation, 

SDL frames a wide set of potential actors who can create value. How these 

actors are coordinated and respond to one another was termed 

“institutional arrangements”. These arrangements were explained in the 

third review of SDL in Vargo and Lusch’s (2016) paper: “Institutions and 

axioms: an extension and update of service-dominant logic.” The service 

ecosystem discussion is largely silent on the political and social influences 

on value (Hietanen et al., 2018).  

To mitigate criticism on the exclusion of social forces, in the latest 

iteration of SDL, Vargo and Lusch (2016) stated that value-in-use is now 
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amplified to include “value in social context”. Vargo and Lusch 

captured the evolution of thought on value to include a social context 

in what they termed the fifth axiom of SDL: institutional 

arrangements. They explained the change as follows: 

“Most important among the extensions has been a general zooming 

out to allow a more holistic, dynamic, and realistic perspective of value 

creation, through exchange, among a wider, more comprehensive (than 

firm and customer) configuration of actors. … Arguably, the most 

important feature of this structure consists of institutions – rules, 

norms, meanings, symbols, practices, and similar aides to 

collaboration – and, more generally, institutional arrangements – 

interdependent assemblages of institutions” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, pp. 

5–6). 

To sum, value is now adjudicated by a set of actors (the firm and 

customer) in a social context. Key service theorists, such as Vargo and 

Lusch, have met the consumer behaviour critique of theorists such as 

Arnould et al. (2006). Arnould et al. (2006) stressed that access to 

resources – which is vitally important because the heart of value is 

resource exchange – is structurally unequal in society. Vargo and 

Lusch (2016) attempted to deal with the structure of a society by 

making use of institutional theory. Here, the social context is run 

through a set of rules, norms, symbols and practices which emanate 

from different institutions. Institutions themselves can be legal, social, 

commercial and religious (Edvardsson et al., 2014). The rules, norms, 

symbols and practices are termed “institutional logics” and these are 

aimed at achieving a desired end state for a group or a society 

(Edvardsson et al., 2014). Since logics are used to achieve an end state, 

they form part of value processes that lead to a value outcome (the 

desired end state). Actors know how to coordinate their resource 

integration due to the institutional arrangements of which they form a 

part. Institutional arrangements are discussed in greater detail later in 

the text. 
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Value processes 
 

In her review of the value literature, Gummerus (2013) ascertained 

that value research can be categorised into two sets: value outcomes and 

value processes. Of the two groups, value outcomes had received far more 

attention in the literature than value processes (Gummerus, 2013). To 

some extent, the neglect of value processes has been redressed through 

subsequent work on co-creation, resource integration and institutional 

arrangements (Edvardsson et al., 2014; Hartmann, Vargo, & Wieland, 

2016; Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016; Wieland et al., 2016). To gain an 

understanding of value processes, the discussion first turns to reviewing 

the definition thereof and setting out how value processes are different to 

value outcomes. The discussion then turns to the key components of 

value processes in extant services literature, which is resources, activities 

and interactions. In response to criticism that SDL requires a broader 

lens, the recently introduced concept of institutional arrangements in 

value processes is explained. Since institutional arrangements are not felt 

to properly accommodate the political and social economy and are vague 

rather than operational in nature (Arnould, 2014; Hietanen et al., 2018), 

the discussion turns to how resources in particular are structurally 

determined and can impact value processes (Arnould et al., 2006).  

Figure 5 below provides an overview of the section. 
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Figure 5: Value creation processes – an overview 

 

 

 

Definition  

Value creation processes study how value comes to be; processes 

include the resources, activities and interactions which result in value 

outcomes (Gummerus, 2013). Value processes tend to be continuous 

and concerned with identifying how resources, activities and 

interactions create value (Gummerus, 2013). Value outcomes are the 

end result of value processes. Value outcomes therefore tend to be 

more fixed in time, and the main goal is outcome maximisation 

(Gummerus, 2013). A key question is when do value processes begin 

and what constitutes their scope?  

From the broader perspective of consumer value processes 

(Gronroos, 2006; Gummerus, 2013; Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015; 

Heinonen et al., 2010), the focus is on a wider view of activities and 

practices (Gummerus, 2013) used to achieve a particular goal. 

Consumers achieve goals with resources they either source from firms 

(Gronroos, 2006) or produce themselves (Gummerus, 2013). Without 

understanding customer value processes, the supplier (termed the 

producer by Grönroos, 2013) cannot begin to form their own value 

processes (Payne et al., 2008). The supplier (or producer) creates 

“value for the customer [by] begin[ing] with an understanding of the 
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customer’s value-creating processes” (Payne et al., 2008, p. 88). Through 

an understanding of what consumer value creation processes are, the 

supplier can the design their own (Payne et al., 2008). In her review of 

extant literature, Gummerus (2013) identified three types of value 

processes: interactions, activities and resources. Each is reviewed in turn 

next. 

 

Interactions, activities and resources 
 

Interactions  

Most discussion in SDL focuses on value processes as resource 

integration practices which occur as actors interact, typically within a 

service environment (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a, 2016; Wieland et al., 2016). 

An interaction-focused perspective views value processes to begin at the 

point of interaction, generally of firms and their customers; in other 

words, the customer sphere of Grönroos and Voima (2013) as shown in 

Figure 4. Unlike Grönroos and Voima's (2013) model, SDL typically 

focuses on service interactions and binds value creation closely with the 

concept of value co-creation.  

There is little consensus on the definition of value co-creation, 

although it is chiefly associated with interaction (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 

2018). To illustrate the close connection of interaction with value 

creation, a view of how SDL has formed notions of value creation and co-

creation is needed. Vargo and Lusch (2016), in their most recent update 

of SDL, cover at some length a debate on what constitutes value co-

creation and how this has changed over time. They depict the evolution of 

SDL to move from the customer as a co-producer (Vargo & Lusch, 2004) 

to a customer as a co-creator (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a) to one where 

“[v]alue is cocreated by multiple actors, always including the beneficiary” 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p. 8). Much of the discussion and debate within co-

creation centres on the degree of consumer activity or participation, 

which Vargo and Lusch (2016) ascribed to problems with the early use of 

the word “co-producer”. SDL has been criticised for requiring consumers 

as participants (Cova & Cova, 2012; Cova & Salle, 2008), to which Vargo 

and Lusch (2016) responded that this was a misinterpretation as their 

intention was to state that “the beneficiary is always a party to its own 

value creation” (p. 9). Vargo and Lusch have yet to deal with the full 
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criticism of SDL which questioned the need for unrewarded consumer 

labour and resources (Cova & Cova, 2012). 

When Vargo and Lusch (2016) sought to increase the scope of value 

creation, they did so by increasing the potential number of actors 

involved in the interaction from the perspective of co-creation. In work 

from 2011, Vargo and fellow authors (Edvardsson et al., 2014; 

Hartmann et al., 2016; Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016; Vargo & Lusch, 

2011; Vargo et al., 2015) argued for a wider systems perspective on the 

interaction. The scope of value creation processes therefore now 

comprises interactions involving multiple actors, both within firms and 

with other consumers, within a broad social system (Wieland et al., 

2016). When Figure 4 is reviewed, the SDL perspective defines the 

scope to lie in Grönroos and Voima's (2013) “joint sphere” where both 

parties in an exchange interact. 

Other authors are not convinced that one of the interacting parties 

needs to be the firm; indeed, they are less certain that value processes 

are restricted to the interaction between actors. Instead, authors 

(Grönroos, 2008; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Gummerus, 2013; 

Heinonen et al., 2010) separate value processes into firm-created, 

customer-created and co-created value processes. Firm value processes 

lie in how a firm establishes a sustainable competitive advantage 

through models such as Porter’s five forces and the resource-based 

view of the firm (Gummerus, 2013). Consumer value processes refer to 

how consumers create value-in-use (Grönroos & Voima, 2013) and are 

therefore what the customer does with services and products in their 

life (Gummerus, 2013; Heinonen et al., 2010). Consumer value 

processes may, but may not necessarily, involve other actors 

(Gummerus, 2013) and will take place both within and outside of the 

interaction (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). The scope of value processes for 

consumers therefore lies in the “customer sphere” (Figure 4) (Grönroos 

& Voima, 2013) and out of the vision of the firm (Heinonen et al., 

2010). The different perspectives on scope of value creation processes 

is central to the current research. Since the approach in this research is 

that value is created across the service process, the perspective of 

authors such as Grönroos (2008), Grönroos andVoima (2013), 

Gummerus (2013) and Heinonen et al. (2010) is needed. The 

difference between the perspectives (the interaction versus a more 

encompassing view) is resolved through the staged approach to value 

as advocated in the current research. 
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Activities 

Customer processes rely on the series of activities and operant 

resources available to them to achieve a goal (Payne et al., 2008). Payne 

et al. (2008) view customer processes as relationship experiences, 

constituted of emotions, cognition and behaviour (Figure 6). Customer 

activities and practices need not be conscious or linear; they can also be 

habitual and a result of inertia. Indeed, they need not even be positive 

(Gummerus, 2013).  

Emotions, cognition and behaviour and activities are central to 

customer experience management (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016; Verhoef et al., 2009). Therefore, value processes are 

implicitly covered in the acquisition process of goods and services. 

Consumer behaviour theorists take a wider perspective: customer value 

processes extend to include any consumption activity, for example the 

study of possessions as value through meaning (Richins, 1994) and value 

creation processes within communities (Seraj, 2012). The broad 

consumer perspective of value creation processes includes value-in-use; it 

is far broader in scope than the interactions studied in SDL and customer 

experience management. Taking a consumer behaviour perspective, 

therefore, extends the gamut of activities involved in value creation 

processes beyond what is studied within SDL and customer experience 

management. 
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Figure 6: Value creation processes in co-creation: (Payne et al., 2008, p. 86) 

A processed based view of how value is created in service logic 
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Resources  

 

Core to value processes are resources (Gummerus, 2013; Vargo & 

Lusch, 2016, 2017). SDL explains value processes as resource integration 

practices (Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016). In SDL, markets are 

performances where actors “interactively and interdependently exchange 

and integrate resources” (Wieland et al., 2016, p. 4). Resources have been 

viewed from different perspectives. Peters et al. (2014) outlined five main 

approaches. First, the resource-based view of the firm looks strategically 

at the firm’s skills, knowledge and cultural competencies. Second, 

organisation ecology reviews the lifecycle of firms within a resource area. 

Third, cluster theory reviews the impact of geographic and social 

relationships on the learning and innovation of a firm. Fourth is 

interpersonal exchange theory, which reviews the interpersonal resources 

and exchange; finally, theories on the development of social and cultural 

capital. 

In all of these perspectives, resources are assumed to be valuable 

within a certain market context (Bowman & Ambrosini, 2010). Resources 

themselves are valuable in relation to other resources (Peters et al., 2014), 

and their availability and accessibility (Akaka et al., 2015), with rare 

resources being more valuable (Gummerus, 2013). Resources are a 

property of things as a result of human capability; a resource carries 

capabilities which enable activities only when used for an explicit purpose 

(Peters et al., 2014). A car, for example, becomes a resource only when it 

is needed for its intended purpose, enabling its value to be unlocked 

(Peters et al., 2014). The purpose of a resource may vary across 

individuals and situations, such as the use of a car for transport or as a 

status symbol, depending on the person or context. Resources remain 

resources only while they continue to be useful; if left unused, resources 

revert to being objects (Peters et al., 2014). 

SDL has taken the view that resources are either operant or operand in 

nature (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2007, 2016). Operant resources include the 

social, cultural, physical, cognitive and skill-based resources that are able 

to produce value from tangible resources (Pfisterer & Roth, 2015). Social 

resources include relationships and family; cultural resources include 

specialised skills and knowledge of a context and physical resources 

include energy, emotions and strength (Gummerus, 2013). Operand 

resources are the tangible resources “over which a consumer or a firm has 

allocative abilities in order to act in order to carry out a behavioral 
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performance” (Arnould et al., 2006, p. 91). Operand resources are 

viewed as goods, money and materials (Akaka et al., 2015; Gummerus, 

2013). Operant resources “and specifically on process management” 

are the most important in value creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, p. 10). 

Actors use operant resources to unlock the value from operand 

resources (Pfisterer & Roth, 2015; Vargo & Lusch, 2004).  

SDL received much criticism for a lack of clarity on the mechanics of 

resource integration in co-creation (Grönroos & Ravald, 2011). To 

redress this, authors have outlined properties of emergence, where 

resources are brought together through interactions to constitute a new 

entity with its own characteristics (Peters et al., 2014). Peters et al. 

(2014) stated that resource integration is a process of interaction and 

emergence. Such a perspective is intersubjective in ontology and 

epistemology (Table 4). Unlike objective-orientated discourse, there is 

no positivist objective reality; nor, as in subjective discourse, is there 

only independent individual interpretation (Peters et al., 2014). 

Instead, resource integration is socially constructed between two 

parties; both the car owner and the car designer mutually construct an 

idea of the car (Peters et al., 2014). An inspection of Table 4 reveals 

that context, social interaction and culture are vital to understand 

resource integration as emergence and as interaction. The discussion 

now turns to studies on context, social interaction and culture. 

Research has been done on the context in which consumers will 

deploy resources. An unengaged consumer will not extend much 

resource use (Babin & James, 2010; Gummerus, 2013). The context of 

the service environment also has an impact; consumers in fast food 

encounters have low intensity resource integration, while consumers 

engaging in prosumption (such as DIY) have high degrees of resource 

integration (Gummerus, 2013; Nagel, Cronin Jr, & Utecht, 2018). 

 



 

 

4
1
 ǀ C

H
A

P
T

E
R

 2
 

 Table 4: Epistemological and ontological perspectives on resource integration (Peters et al., 2014, p.262, emphasis added).  

An overview of approaches to resource integration 
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SDL borrowed heavily from CCT to understand social and cultural 

influences on resource integration. Akaka et al. (2015) viewed this as 

extending the scope of integration to include a cultural frame and 

beyond specific consumer-firm encounters. Four aspects of culture are 

important for interaction and co-creation, namely symbolic and 

material resources, social resources, consumer ideologies and lived 

culture (Akaka et al., 2015). Three of these, namely symbolic, consumer 

ideologies and lived culture, stem from the sign orientation towards 

integration (see Table 4) as they are concerned with how meaning is 

viewed within shared sign systems (Akaka et al., 2015). Social 

resources encompass social standards, rules, norms, ideals and 

positions that influence how consumers interact in any given situation 

and how they then evaluate that interaction (Akaka et al., 2015). 

SDL expanded its own lens to deal with a CCT concept of resources, 

particularly symbolic, consumer ideology and lived culture. Initially, 

SDL responded by expanding the number of parties in an interaction: 

the SDL perspective shifted from an interaction encounter to a service 

ecosystem (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Beirão, Patrício, & Fisk, 2017). In a 

service ecosystem, an “extended context of experience” incorporated 

cultural, social and contextual factors. The term “value-in-cultural 

context” was then employed (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Akaka et al., 2015). 

Latterly, context itself has been incorporated formally into SDL by 

means of institutions and what Vargo and Lusch (2016) termed 

“institutional arrangements”. Before the discussion turns to 

“institutional arrangements” and the import of these for the current 

research, a major critique needs to be highlighted. 

While there is a lot of emphasis on social, cultural and contextual 

arrangements, one of the resources highlighted above is material: 

goods, money and materials (Akaka et al., 2015; Gummerus, 2013). 

SDL has been strongly criticised for omitting money and profit from its 

value analysis (Hietanen et al., 2018), which is evident as the bulk of 

the discussion on resources features culture and sign systems rather 

than material resources (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Koskela-Huotari & 

Vargo, 2016; Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Blocker and Barrios (2015), 

conversely, point out that most of such SDL research is done in 

contexts of resource abundance. When the research perspective moves 

away from affluent contexts, it is more apparent that there is no level 

playing field between parties in an exchange (Blocker & Barrios, 2015). 

At the level of the individual, differences in material resources, or 
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indeed even operant (skill-based) resources, could mean that there is a 

greater need for services among low-income people than middle-income 

consumers (Blocker & Barrios, 2015).  

Research in low-income environments has demonstrated that low-

income consumers have a greater need for personal service and feel 

disempowered in self-service contexts (Barki & Parente, 2010). At a meso 

level, SDL does not recognise that there potentially are resource 

differentials between actors in an exchange; Vargo and Lusch (2016) only 

noted that actors are unique. Large firms have been viewed by consumers 

to have an endlessly large resource base in comparison to the individual 

consumer (Denegri-Knott, Zwick, & Schroeder, 2006). In the age of the 

internet, which was heralded as the empowering of individuals (Pitt, 

Berthon, Watson, & Zinkhan, 2002), concerns have emerged about the 

use of consumer resources such as information and privacy (Martin & 

Murphy, 2017). In SDL’s focus on services and actors (rather than 

consumers and producers), the import of material resources, namely 

money, profits and products, is not discussed (Hietanen et al., 2018). SDL 

remains largely silent on how resources are circumscribed by political and 

social processes, resulting in large differentials in access to material as 

well as skills-based resources (Hietanen et al., 2018).  

The discussion now turns to how the broader macro-environment has 

been conceptualised in the latest iteration of SDL and how it has shaped 

SDL’s conceptualisation of value. Vargo and Lusch (2016) termed the 

macro-environmental influence on value and exchange “institutional 

arrangements”. 

 

Institutional arrangements 
A good starting frame for institutional arrangements is that of the 

macro-environment. To understand the definition and use of institutional 

arrangements, the discussion first looks at how institutional 

arrangements came to be an integral part of SDL. Such a review, 

therefore, will demonstrate that institutional arrangements themselves 

are not new to marketing thought; their conceptualisation has, however, 

become more formalised. The discussion then turns to a definition of 

institutional arrangements and how these function as value creation 

processes in both consumer behaviour and service theory.  
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Institutional arrangements and service dominant logic 
 

Value has long been acknowledged to be context dependent 

(Bowman & Ambrosini, 2000) and CCT has looked into social 

influences (Arnould & Thompson, 2005). Indeed, the term “‘consumer 

culture’ denotes a social arrangement in which the relations between 

lived culture and social resources, and between meaningful ways of life 

and the symbolic and material resources on which they depend, are 

mediated through markets” (Arnould & Thompson, 2005, p. 869). 

CCT, therefore, has a strong history in reviewing how social structures 

intertwine with market ones. The unit of analysis in consumer studies 

tends to be the individual and the studies themselves adhere to no 

centralising narrative, structure or paradigm (Arnould & Thompson, 

2005). The applicability of CCT to SDL was recognised by Arnould in 

2006, who termed the two “natural allies” (Arnould et al., 2006, pp. 

293–294). Vargo and Lusch used CCT initially to shape their definition 

of value as “phenomenologically determined” and, in so doing, 

bringing in the work of consumer theorists like Holbrook into SDL 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2008a). Holbrook felt at the time that consumer 

culture value had a far more complex and inclusive understanding of 

the concept of value than SDL as it looked at value beyond the firm 

(Holbrook, 2006). 

Several years after the 2008 iteration of SDL, Vargo and other 

scholars in the field returned to CCT to understand value in a broader 

cultural and social context (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Akaka et al., 2015; 

Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Since SDL aims to be an underlying service logic 

and positions itself as a paradigm, its unit of analysis aims to be the 

entire market system (Vargo & Lusch, 2017). Therefore, when 

including macro-environmental contextual forces (such as culture and 

social structures), scholars in SDL have aimed for the highest levels of 

abstraction and to establish formalised premises of the market, which 

includes setting a formal structure to broader macro-environmental 

forces (Table 5). Indeed, SDL has always used the terminology of 

“foundational premises” as they seek a foundational theory of the 

market through axioms, and foundational premises were initially 

equated with axioms (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a). In the 2016 review of 

SDL, Vargo and Lusch consolidated the foundational premises into 

axioms, of which the central new axiom was “institutional 
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arrangements”. An axiom is, however, “a self-evident truth” and not all 

scholars believe that SDL has sufficiently managed to uncover the 

underlying axioms of the market (O’Shaughnessy & O’Shaughnessy, 

2011). It is important to note the terminology here is market, not 

marketing; Vargo and Lusch aim to explain the entire market, not only 

marketing (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a, 2017). 

The difference between consumer behaviour scholars and SDL scholars 

in terms of the macro-environment is level of analysis and formalised 

structure. Consumer behaviour scholars tend to be diverse and focus on 

the level of the individual or, at most, the group and have only recently 

aimed to join their approach to macro levels of marketing (Saatcioglu & 

Corus, 2018; Thompson, Arnould, & Giesler, 2013). SDL scholars, 

conversely, aim for unity and convergence in thought and seek to 

understand the market (Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016; Lusch, Vargo, & 

Gustafsson, 2016; Vargo & Lusch, 2017; Wieland et al., 2016). They 

position SDL at the level of meta-theory (Table 5) (Vargo & Lusch, 2017). 

When it comes to macro-environmental influences on value, SDL has 

sought the structure of “institutional arrangements” and made use of 

institutional theory (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). There is some convergence of 

the two streams of scholarship, as consumer behaviourists recently have 

an increasing tendency to look at macro-level social theories such as 

institutional theory, actor-network theory and assemblage work 

(Saatcioglu & Corus, 2018). 
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Table 5: Levels of aggregation in service dominant logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2017, p. 50) 

A view of service dominant logic as striving towards abstraction 
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Definition of institutional arrangements 

Vargo and Lusch (2016, p.11) defined institutions as “humanly devised 

rules, norms, and beliefs that enable and constrain action and make social 

life predictable and meaningful” and these institutions were interrelated 

through higher-order, institutional arrangements – sets of interrelated 

institutions (sometimes referred to as institutional logics). There are 

three main types of institution: (1) cognitive institutions, such as shared 

beliefs, frames and assumptions; (2) normative institutions, which 

prescribe what should be done as well as evaluate what has been done; (3) 

regulative institutions – the formal set of rules that monitor regulations 

and sanction noncompliance (Edvardsson et al., 2014; Hartmann et al., 

2018). Individuals are influenced by the institutions in their environment 

and therefore their behaviour can be interpreted in terms of internalised 

rules, norms and beliefs generated from the broader environment of 

institutions (Edvardsson et al., 2014). 

Institutions are not equivalent to organisations (Edvardsson et al., 

2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Edvardsson et al. (2014) provide many 

different types of institution (legal, social, commercial and religious) and 

these are governed by a set of “institutional logics”, namely norms and 

rules that: 

 

 aim to achieve a desired state for a society or group; 

 are aligned because of an accepted set of shared values among a group 

of actors with agency (or the ability to act); and 

 have consistency across normative, regulative and cognitive levels. 

 

Institutional arrangements are important for SDL since it has 

emphasised networks (Vargo & Lusch, 2011) and expanded value 

exchanges from servicescapes to service ecosystems (Akaka & Vargo, 

2015). SDL therefore needed structures to specify how the macro-

environment influences service markets and did so by means of the 

premise of “institutional arrangements”, which draws on institutional 

theory. Notions of institutional arrangements have, until 2016, been 

characterised as cultural and social, with many authors’ describing the 

macro level of institutions to govern social roles, cultural meanings and 

social interactions (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Akaka et al., 2015; Karababa & 

Kjeldgaard, 2014; Vargo et al., 2015). Thus, the initial thinking on service 

ecosystems drew strongly from sociology and this was acknowledged 

(Akaka et al., 2015; Chandler & Lusch, 2015; Kryvinska, Olexova, 
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Dohmen, & Strauss, 2013; Lusch et al., 2016) rather than the political 

science or economics. The focus on sociology rather than economics 

has left SDL with little discussion of material resources and profit 

(Hietanen et al., 2018) and being silent on resource ownership, 

property rights and exchange governance (Prior, 2016). The discussion 

on institutions which follows next concentrates on value and 

interaction, rather than on economics.  

Institutions are important in that they provide three levels of 

analysis, in line with the ambitions of SDL in Table 5 to explain market 

interactions at micro, meso and macro levels. Value creation processes 

can therefore be understood in terms of the Coleman bathtub (Figure 

7), where value is co-created at a macro level in a service ecosystem 

governed by institutional logics (Storbacka, Brodie, Böhmann, Maglio, 

& Nenonen, 2016). Resource integration, central to value processes in 

SDL, occurs on engagement platforms at the meso level (Storbacka et 

al., 2016) (Figure 8). Engagement platforms are places where actors 

come together in established interfaces and integrate resources 

through established processes (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). 

Institutional logics which have been internalised by individual actors 

form the micro level of value creation as they engage with one another 

(Storbacka et al., 2016). In Vargo and Lusch’s (2017) quest to explain 

the market, the review of institutions and interactions is exceedingly 

abstract. While institutional logics can be conceived to cover property 

rights, exchange governance and material resources in Edvardsson et 

al.'s (2014) four categories (legal, social, commercial and religious), 

nothing is explicitly discussed. Lack of an economic perspective has 

been a large omission (Hietanen et al., 2018; Prior, 2016) and is felt in 

the discussion that follows of how individuals are discussed in the 

value creation process. 
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Figure 7: The Coleman bathtub for service ecosystems (Storbacka et al., 2016, p. 3010) 

Levels of analysis as framed by the Coleman bathtub 
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Figure 8: Embeddedness of interactions in service ecosystems (Akaka et al., 

2015, p. 213) 

 

 

 
Inequality and resource access 
 
Overview 

Access and mastery of resources is important in value creation 

processes, as evidenced in the preceding discussion. The most 

important function of actors in an exchange is to integrate resources; 

the resource itself is less important than how it is able to be used 

(Edvardsson et al., 2014). There are four key factors when using a 

resource: the right to use it; the right to gain the returns from its use; 

the right to change part of its form and the right to transfer these rights 

to another party (Edvardsson et al., 2014). Researchers investigating 

low-income consumers have highlighted different resource bases 

between these consumers and producers (Blocker & Barrios, 2015; 

Blocker et al., 2013; Hamilton et al., 2014). It is questionable if all 

parties in an exchange have the same access to resources and the same 

ability to transform them into value. Scholars of SDL note only that 

“actors” in an exchange are “unique” (Vargo & Lusch, 2011, 2016). SDL 

can benefit greatly from further incorporating the perspective of CCT 

by reviewing between actor resource differences. The current research 
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crystalises the “unique” (Vargo & Lusch, 2011, 2016) nature of actors to  

(1) have access to operand resources (material resources, such as money) 

and (2) the ability to integrate resources in an exchange (operant 

resources or skills).  

To demonstrate the important nature of resources, the discussion in 

this section will demonstrate: how SDL does not address resource 

differentials between actors and how SDL’s very own “institutional 

arrangements” demand that it should. The discussion first covers how 

SDL’s terminology of actors inherently masks structural resource 

differences. Second, the section reviews how actors are conceived as 

possessing agency and resources in SDL. Third, the section will cover 

institutional arrangements and how such imply structural differences 

between resource access. 

 

Terminology masks structural resource differentials 

SDL, in its bid to explain the market and all exchange from B2B to 

B2C, changed the terminology of “consumers” and “producers” to “actors” 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2011). Their reasoning was on three fronts: first, “it 

signal[s] that all actors fundamentally do the same things: integrate 

resources and engage in service exchange, all in the process of cocreating 

value” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p. 7). Second, Vargo and Lusch are less 

interested in the “traditional terms” of “paying customers” and 

“producers” as they find these to be “unidirectional, transactional and 

dyadic views on value creation and delivery”, therefore obscuring the 

service ecosystem (Wieland et al., 2016, p. 210). Third, Vargo and Lusch 

(2011) felt that the term “consumer” was too passive and denied agency to 

individuals. An actual discussion of actor agency differences in SDL is 

largely absent, even as institutional theory has historically debated the 

role of institutional structure versus individual agency (Cardinale, 2018, 

2019; Lok & Willmott, 2019).  

 

Actors, agency and resource differentials 

Service researchers ascribe a lot of agency to consumers. Agency is 

defined as the capacity of actors to work towards their ideals, interests 

and commitments (Chandler & Lusch, 2015). The foundation of the 

service logic terms “actor”, “co-production” and “co-creation” places value 

construction entirely in the hands of the consumer and relegates the 

producer to the role of a facilitator (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). Co-

production and co-creation received much criticism as placing too much 
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burden on consumers (Cova & Cova, 2012). Consequently, Vargo and 

Lusch recalibrated the focus to be on co-creation rather than co-

production and made both the parties active in the exchange; they 

discarded the terms “producer/consumer” for “actors” (Vargo & Lusch, 

2008a, 2016). Between, actor differences have been viewed as skewed 

against the provider in that service staff have little choice in action 

(they have to be pleasant), while consumers have great choice 

(Tumbat, 2011).  

In the consumer literature, perspectives on consumer ability to act, 

degree of choice and capabilities vary across the notion of an 

empowered, independent consumer in consumer sovereignty research 

to vulnerable consumers (Kennedy & Laczniak, 2016). Consumer 

sovereignty conceives of a powerful buyer who has little need of 

organisational help, while research on consumer vulnerability projects 

a consumer who is lacking in market knowledge and is part of a 

structure which provides the illusion of choice (through oligopolies) 

rather than actual choice (Kennedy & Laczniak, 2016). Research focus 

on consumer power and agency has increased, particularly since 2006 

(Bachouche & Sabri, 2019). There is some conceptual ambiguity 

between agency and empowerment. Consumer empowerment is 

connected to consumer capacities, resources and skill in market spaces 

(Denegri-Knott et al., 2006). Agency is defined as the capacity to act 

and exert control (Blocker & Barrios, 2015). Bachouche and Sabri 

(2019, p. 6), in their review of the empowerment literature, assert 

agency “as the ability to make choices while empowerment refers to the 

effectiveness of this ability when the right conditions are met in the 

external social, political, and institutional environment” (emphasis 

added). 

The gap between consumer sovereignty (great agency and 

empowerment) and consumer vulnerability (very little agency and 

empowerment) could be breached through an analysis of the 

conditions of the personal and external environment, termed consumer 

profiles. Consumer profiles relate to age, education and hierarchical 

position (Bachouche & Sabri, 2019). Management research has 

investigated employee empowerment profiles with the lens of age, 

education and hierarchical position (Bachouche & Sabri, 2019).  

Marketing research has failed to investigate the influence of 

consumer variables on empowerment (Bachouche & Sabri, 2019). CCT 

has been criticised for focusing too much on the individual and their 
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abililty to act, while not reviewing institutional confines (Thompson et al., 

2013). The historical focus of CCT has been from a humanistic/ 

experiential perspective, which views consumers as  

“emotional, creative, and inner-directed individuals who sought self-

actualizing experiences, the latter characterized by ideals of authenticity, 

deep meaning, and edifying aesthetic experiences. This ontological 

formulation significantly diverged from the view of the consumer as a 

utility maximizing, information aggregator, which then held sway, and to 

a remarkable degree still does” (Thompson et al., 2013, p. 157). 

An emotive, inner-directed consumer has been the ontological focus of 

many consumer researchers when conducting research on low-income 

individuals (Hamilton, 2012; Hamilton & Catterall, 2005; Koles, Wells, & 

Tadajewski, 2018; Van Kempen, 2003), consumer vulnerability and the 

desgin of transformative services (Blocker & Barrios, 2015; Blocker et al., 

2013; Hamilton et al., 2014). There has been a move away from the emic 

focus of individuals as consumers to more emphasis on the structural 

nature of poverty. A primary source of an investigation into social and 

political structures has come from criticism of research on low-income 

markets. Prahalad popularised the study of low-income or bottom-of-the-

pyramid (BoP) markets (Prahalad & Hammond, 2002). Most of this 

research has focused on understanding low-income consumers and 

designing inclusive products and services (Barki & Parente, 2010; 

Chakravarthy & Coughlan, 2012; Scott et al., 2011). Prahalad’s contention 

that social transformation could be done through profit was almost 

immediately challenged (Karnani, 2007; Karnani, 2012). CCT has joined 

the critique and questions particularly how power relations operate in 

BoP research (Varman, Skålén, & Belk, 2012).  

A foundation of the CCT critique is that conventional BoP is from a 

neoliberal perspective, where the individual is active and entrepreneurial 

in terms of themselves and society; neoliberal markets consist of 

individuals with such abilities (Varman et al., 2012). Varman et al. (2012) 

contended that the assumption of agency disguises the underlying 

institutional structures that shape consumers within markets and masks 

resource differentials between consumers and marketers. Empirical work 

has demonstrated the structural confines of how the poor lack agency and 

are vulnerable in market spaces (Varman et al., 2012; Varman & Vijay, 

2018). CCT is alive to questions of power, structure and agency. It has, 

consequently, criticised SDL as disguising conflict in value co-creation 

(Laamanen & Skålén, 2015). CCT questions the accrual of resources of 
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consumer/marketer interactions, particularly when unpaid consumer 

labour in co-creation is translated into profit (Cova & Salle, 2008; 

Thompson et al., 2013). 

SDL has latterly run “repairs” to accommodate criticism on social 

and political forces. Vargo and Lusch’s (2016) response, however, lacks 

specific address of structural inequalities as manifested in unequal 

access to resources (Arnould, 2014; Hietanen et al., 2018). Indeed, in a 

Marxist critique of SDL, Hietanen et al. (2018) asserted that SDL 

represents the market as benign rather than one where different actors 

are impacted in structural ways in their ability to exchange and their 

access to resources. CCT accommodates how societal and political 

structures determine access to resources; SDL does not (Arnould, 

2014; Arnould et al., 2006; Hietanen et al., 2018). The SDL notion of 

value as co-created in the integration of resources by two exchanging 

parties falsely attributes value to lie in the customer when it could 

equally lie in profit and money (Hietanen et al., 2018).  

The current research builds on the consumer culture perspective by 

viewing institutional structure and agency as key sources of resource 

access and resource use. Resource access and use are therefore the lens 

through which institutional arrangments are manifested. A clear 

structural and personal influence in low-income environments is 

access to resources. Low-income consumers have less operant and 

operand resources than wealthy consumers (Arnould et al., 2006). 

Institutional logics are more apparent in low-income markets, hence 

three of the four research questions are studied within a transition 

economy, South Africa. Nevertheless, resource differences are present 

on a global scale. 

A key question in consumer resource access has been a disruptive 

change in institutional arrangements due to the advent of the internet 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Many scholars have heralded technology to be 

the dawn of true consumer power (Pitt et al., 2002). The access to 

information as a resource has been viewed as a game changer in 

marketer/consumer interactions (Labrecque, Vor dem Esche, 

Mathwick, Novak, & Hofacker, 2013). Yet, of late, emergent concerns 

about privacy, use of consumer data and organisational manipulation 

of service environments (Bachouche & Sabri, 2019; Denegri-Knott et 

al., 2006; Krishen, Raschke, Close, & Kachroo, 2017; Lunardo, Roux, & 

Chaney, 2016) place question on where resources lie. The first research 

question is therefore: 
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RQ1: How does resource access affect consumer agency and power? 

 
Institutional arrangements and structural differences 
 

Resource access and use are defined, enabled and constrained by the 

macro-environment. Therefore, since the access and deployment of 

resources are central to value creation processes and value outcomes 

(Gummerus, 2013; Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016; Vargo & Lusch, 

2008a, 2016; Vargo et al., 2008), the consumer resource base is critical 

(Laud et al., 2015). All stages of the consumption lifecycle must therefore 

consider resource access and deployment since it is a reflection of 

individual agency as shaped by the macro-environment. Resource access 

influences agency; a change in institutional arrangements, such as change 

in technology, will change value creation processes between different 

actors.  

Resources are fundamental to SDL’s perspective of actors in an 

exchange. Recent work conceptualises actors as resource bundles 

(Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016) but no discussion is given to the parity 

of resource bundles between actors. There is recognition that resources 

are contingent on the broader environment and the institutional logics 

prevalent (Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016). Koskela-Huotari and Vargo 

(2016, p. 167) speak of “resources-in-context” and the actor’s available 

resources (skills and knowledge) “determine the ‘resourceness’ of 

potential resources”. The usefulness of any given resource is contextually 

dependent on the ability of the actor to unlock it: a smart phone is not a 

resource unless the user knows how to make use of it (Koskela-Huotari & 

Vargo, 2016). While SDL sets out that actors need ability to unlock 

resource potential and resources exist in a context, there is little 

discussion of how the context can shape between actor differences in 

resources. When actor agency is discussed, it is placed within the ongoing 

debate in institutional theory between agency and structure (Hartmann et 

al., 2018), rather than between actors themselves as mediated by 

structure.  

Some work has viewed social capital theory as a means to understand 

how actors obtain resources through social networks (Laud et al., 2015). 

Social networks can be represented as structures where resources are 

embedded (Laud et al., 2015). An individual’s position in and relation to a 

social network would see a network as a personal asset that could bestow 

private benefits (Chantarat & Barrett, 2012). The economics literature has 
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reviewed how social networks of low-income people who include 

higher income people enable social mobility (Chantarat & Barrett, 

2012). Low-income individuals who have few ties to higher income 

individuals remain in a poverty trap (Chantarat & Barrett, 2012). The 

family social capital of low-income individuals is often viewed as 

negative, as one generation transmits few resources to the next (Donati 

& Prandini, 2007). 

The second research question reviews how resources are accessed 

through networks and how these can be used to build value 

propositions. Hence, the second research question is: 

 
RQ2: How can resource networks be used to design a value proposition?  

 

Stages in the consumption process and relation to the 
customer experience journey 

 

Value proposition development is part of the consumer value 

journey. The discussion now turns to review the stages of the consumer 

journey. The section is structured as follows: first an overview of the 

consumer journey, second its dimensions and third a discussion of how 

the customer journey literature can be integrated with value. 

 

Overview 
 

Now that value and how it has been conceptualised by both SDL 

scholars and consumer culture theorists has been reviewed, the current 

discussion turns to incorporating the literature from the customer 

journey. The customer journey literature, which typically follows 

stages, is integrated with the staged approach of that of the service 

theorists, Grönroos and Voima's (2013) value process. While the 

approach to value creation in the current research is based on 

Grönroos and Voima's (2013) value process (Figure 9), it seeks to 

extend their work by viewing the stages as part of an entire 

consumption lifecycle, which includes the disposal or end of the 

product or service. Each stage is shaped by broader macro-

environmental forces or institutional arrangements. These 

arrangements are complex and multifaceted. Thus, the current 

research focuses on two main manifestations of institutional 

arrangements, namely access to resources – which enables or restricts 
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agency – and institutional rules, norms and roles. Moreover, these stages 

have a relation to the customer experience stages.  

A staged approach to value creation processes and outcomes enables a 

deeper understanding of value at a more granular level. First, an overview 

is provided of the value literature and why Grönroos and Voima’s (2013) 

staged approach is best. This discussion will cover the core aspects that 

are to be used across the stages of the consumer experience, which are 

presented earlier in this chapter. Customer journey marketers typically 

divide customer journeys into three main elements: pre-purchase, 

purchase and post-purchase (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Verhoef & Lemon, 

2013; Voorhees et al., 2017) (Figure 10). Second, since the customer 

experience journey is represented as a staged approach in itself, the 

stages are the basis for the integration of a consumer-orientated approach 

advocated in the current research, with the typical provider-orientated 

approach seen in the customer experience journey literature. Third, 

armed with such understanding, the current relation of the value spheres 

and the customer experience journey are reviewed. Once this has been 

done, each stage is discussed sequentially in more detail.  
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Figure 9: Current service literature approach to value stages (adapted from Grönroos & Voima, 2013) framed by institutional 

arrangements 

A view of value stages and institutional arrangements  
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Figure 10: Customer experience journey (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016, p. 77) 

The typical customer journey map 
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Figure 12 

The dimensions of a staged view on value 
 

Just as the broad environment is large, so too is the holistic 

conceptualisation of value itself. Research in the field tends to strive to 

holistically capture the entire value construct, an approach which both 

Grönroos (2008) and Gummerus (2013) believe to add to conceptual 

confusion. The current research seeks to view the value construct in a 

staged manner across a consumption lifecycle, since the construct is 

multifaceted (Gummerus, 2013). The more deconstructed view taken 

in the current research follows four key dimensions: 

 

Value creation processes and value creation outcomes.  

Gummerus (2013), in her review of the literature, determined that 

there were two main streams of research into value: Value creation 

processes and value creation outcomes. Thus, all papers in the current 

research speak to one or both value creation processes and value 

creation outcomes.. 

 

Value is influenced by a broader environmental context.  

Value processes take place in a larger ecosystem (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; 

Akaka et al., 2015); thus, the current research incorporates the recent 

perspective that value has a contextual and macro-environmental base.  

 

Value occurs in stages.  

Grönroos and Voima (2013) reviewed value as occurring along a 

process model, where value moves from where value creation is 

designed (the value proposition), exchanged and used. Therefore, the 

current research reviews value creation processes and value creation 

outcomes, as influenced by the broader environment, as part of a series 

of stages across a consumption lifecycle. A consumption lifecycle is a 

perspective that tracks the value of a good or service from its inception 

in a value proposition to its end of life usage.  

 

Resources 

The three main concepts, namely value processes, value outcomes, 

stages in the value consumption lifecycle and the macro-environment 

all influence on the construct central to most discussions on value: 
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resources. Resources are integral to the creation of value, whether this 

be in the consumer behaviour literature, the SDL literature or the 

services literature (Arnould et al., 2006; Gummerus, 2013; Koskela-

Huotari & Vargo, 2016; Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Resources are needed 

for value processes to operate (Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016; Vargo 

& Lusch, 2016); resources can therefore influence value outcomes 

(Arnould et al., 2006) and resources are accessed from and enabled by 

a larger social system (Laud et al., 2015). Resources are therefore 

valuable in relation to a specific environment (Bowman & Ambrosini, 

2000; Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016). Resources are of two types: (1) 

operant resources, which include the social, cultural, physical, 

cognitive and skill-based resources that are able to produce value from 

tangible resources (Pfisterer & Roth, 2015). (2) Operand resources, 

which are the tangible resources “over which a consumer or a firm has 

allocative abilities in order to act in order to carry out a behavioral 

performance” (Arnould et al., 2006, p. 91), for example money and 

time.  

 

Integration of the customer journey literature with value  

 

Customer journeys are defined as the service process from the 

perspective of the customer. The service process is divided into a series of 

steps and/or touchpoints (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 

2016; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019). Each step or touchpoint comprises 

mostly observable elements or interactions in the service process which 

are often mapped visually (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 

2016; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019). The customer orientation is an 

“expansive perspective [which] considers customer experience holistic in 

nature, incorporating the customer’s cognitive, emotional, sensory, social, 

and spiritual responses to all interactions with a firm” (Lemon & Verhoef, 

2016, p. 70). Since the statement includes “with a firm”, customer 

experience journeys are limited to the joint sphere of value (Figure 12). 

Value itself, therefore, is positioned at the interaction between firm and 

customer. Very recent developments in the customer journey literature 

have started to include how value is to be understood – evidenced in the 

work of McColl-Kennedy et al. (2019).  

McColl-Kennedy et al. (2019) provided a framework where elements of 

the value creation process are established within provider-customer 

interactions (Figure 11). McColl-Kennedy et al.'s (2019) framework 
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demonstrates the importance of resource integration in value, as 

resources are made prominent in discussions on SDL (Koskela-Huotari 

& Vargo, 2016; Laud et al., 2015; Lusch & Vargo, 2011). Moreover, 

since value is viewed as interaction or co-creation (Ramaswamy & 

Ozcan, 2018; Vargo & Lusch, 2008a; Vargo et al., 2008; Wieland et al., 

2016), activities and interactions constitute two of the five elements of 

the McColl-Kennedy et al. (2019) framework. The fourth element, 

customer role, refers to the degree of customer action and choice in the 

process (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019).  

The customer journey literature has only recently begun a 

conversation with the value literature. Currently, the customer journey 

literature, focused as it is on SDL, places most emphasis on 

interactions and value creation processes. The interaction stage, as 

Grönroos and Voima (2013) demonstrated, is only part of the value 

process, since value operates in different spheres. Grönroos and Voima 

(2013) differentiated between value-in-exchange (provider sphere is 

where this is created), value-in-interaction (joint sphere) and value-in-

use (joint and customer sphere) (Figure 9). An overlay of the two 

approaches (see Figure 12) demonstrates the relation between 

customer journey (in blue: pre-purchase, purchase and post-purchase) 

and the service value spheres (in black). The customer experience 

literature contracts its scope to immediately before, during and after 

purchase. The service literature spans a scope from value proposition 

development (provider sphere), interaction (joint sphere) and value-in-

use (customer sphere) (FitzPatrick et al., 2015; Grönroos and Voima, 

2013). 

The current research investigates value across the three spheres of 

Grönroos and Voima (2013) and, in doing so, contributes insights from 

CCT in the form of resource access, to both customer experience and 

service logic’s three spheres of value. To integrate the broader value 

model and the customer experience journey, a series of stages must be 

delineated: inception, acquisition and usage. The relation of the 

research questions and the stages conceptualised here is detailed in 

Table 6.  

The first question relates to whether resources are a source of 

uniqueness and if consumers are as active in exchanges as SDL 

outlines (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Recent literature (Bachouche & Sabri, 

2019; McShane & Sabadoz, 2015) has thrown doubt on whether the 

digital world has been the source of consumer empowerment that 
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many scholars assert that it has been (Labrecque et al., 2013; Pitt et al., 

2002). The first research question therefore deals with how the macro-

environment (technology) influences resource bundles. 

Research questions 2 to 4 deal with how resources could shape the 

stages of the consumer value journey, from inception to destruction. Each 

of these stages will be discussed in turn next, in the following structure: 

(1) a review of the stage itself; (2) value creation processes and outcomes; 

(3) the influence of institutional arrangements in terms of access to 

resources, norms and roles and the key actors involved. 
 

  



CHAPTER 2 ǀ 64 

 

 

Table 6: Overview of how the stages are reflected in the research questions 

The research questions and their relation to the theory and potential contribution 

 

Stage Key question 
Research 

question 

Potential 

contribution 

Overall 

Are resources 

unequal between 

consumers and 

producers? 

RQ1: How does 

resource access 

affect consumer 

agency and 

power? 

An understanding of 

how actors are 

“unique” in 

exchanges; 

An incorporation of 

consumer agency in 

SDL 

Inception / 

Value 

proposition / 

Provider 

sphere 

How can 

resources be 

understood by 

producers when 

designing value 

propositions? 

RQ2: How can 

resource networks 

be used to design 

a value 

proposition? 

An empirical 

demonstration that 

resources are 

distributed across 

networks and thus 

provider service 

ecosystems are 

mirrored by consumer 

resource ecosystems 

Interaction / 

Acquisition / 

Joint sphere 

Do low 

resources 

influence the 

value that is 

experienced in 

the acquisition 

process? 

RQ3: How does 

differential access 

to resources 

impact value 

during the 

acquisition 

process? 

The resource level of 

consumers shapes 

value outcomes; low 

resource bundles 

shape exchanges 

with producers 

Use / 

Customer 

sphere 

Is resource 

destruction a 

form of value 

outcome? 

RQ4: How can 

active resource 

destruction 

provide value 

outcomes? 

Extend consumer 

value journey to 

include use and 

destruction 
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Figure 11: Conceptual framework for value creation elements in the customer journey (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019, p. 12) 
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Figure 12: Customer journey maps related to the value spheres 

A combined view of customer journey and Grönroos and Voima’s spheres of value 
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Development of research questions 
 

The research questions have been developed at two levels. The first is a 

macro-level review of how changes in institutional arrangements can 

change the value configurations between producers and consumers. 

Institutional arrangements are conceived as manifesting in resource 

access and use. The second (2) set of questions drills down into the stages 

of value itself and how these could potentially have import for stages in 

the consumer experience journey. 

 

The influence of the macro-environmental in value creation 

Value is a perennial question in marketing; how it is defined, produced 

and adjudicated has been the subject of much debate (Kumar & Reinartz, 

2016). Recently, the value lens in marketing has “zoomed out” to embrace 

a broader macro-environment (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Vargo & Lusch, 

2016) which provides new opportunities to explore and understand value 

as being processed within a larger environment. One of the largest macro-

environmental influences of our time is technology. There are few areas 

where the consumer value context has changed more than due to the new 

digital environment. Correspondingly, there is ubiquitous coverage of 

increased consumer power due to online environments in general and 

social media in particular (Labrecque et al., 2013; Pires, Stanton, & Rita, 

2006). One report cited a survey of social media users where 80% 

believed that social media had increased brand accountability 

(MarketingCharts, 2017). Others report that entire industries have been 

disrupted, such as the music industry (Williams, 2017). Technology has 

had the power to change established value creation processes through 

altering access to resources by actors (firms and consumers) in the 

market. 

Just as many scholars and marketers exclaim that technology has given 

power to consumers through greater resource access, incidents broadcast 

through social media both underscore and deny consumer empowerment. 

David Dao, a 69-year-old man, was dragged, bloodied and battered off a 

plane so that United Airlines could fly its own employees (Ohlin, 2017). 

Despite the outcry sparked by social media, the CEO only relented when 

United’s share price dramatically declined (Ohlin, 2017). A pertinent 

issue is that there were four people who had been removed from the 

plane. David Dao won recompense from the airline by the same legal 
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principle that other three could have used, namely a violation of the 

right of carriage (Ohlin, 2017). Yet, their issue never made it to the 

public consciousness; they received no recompense and both the public 

and the passengers accepted that airlines bump passengers off “all the 

time” (Ohlin, 2017, p. 1). Thus, the question arises: do consumers have 

access to more resources with the advent of societal technological 

change? Does this affect value processes?  

 

Therefore, the first question of the current research is: 

 
RQ1: How does resource access affect consumer agency and power? 

 

Staged approach 
 

A staged approach to the customer journey is reviewed. Thus, 

research questions for each stage are developed. Each is discussed in 

turn below. The following structure is used in the discussion of each 

stage: an overview of the stage, the value creation processes and 

outcomes of each stage, the contribution of institutional arrangements 

within the stage and the research question pertinent to the stage. 

 

 

Stage 1: Inception and value proposition 
 

An overview of the stage 

As a first step, the inception of a consumer need starts with 

understanding the lifeworld of the consumer. The consumer decision-

making literature sees the initial stage to be need recognition on the 

part of the consumer (Karimi, Holland, & Papamichail, 2018). The 

value literature sees the first stage lie in the sphere of the provider; that 

is, where the conditions for value creation are set out by the value 

proposition which captures consumer needs (Frow et al., 2014; Frow & 

Payne, 2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Payne et al., 2008). Value 

propositions are represented by scholars as solely in the domain of the 

provider and come before customer experience and interaction (Akaka 

et al., 2015; Grönroos, 2008; Grönroos & Ravald, 2011; Helkkula et al., 

2012a). The customer experience literature views the first stage as a 

considerably understudied “pre-service phase” (Voorhees et al., 2017). 
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Perhaps a way of resolving these two perspectives of the consumer and 

the producer lies in when consumer needs are perceived by producers and 

incorporated into value propositions. 

Many scholars (Frow et al., 2014; Frow & Payne, 2011; Payne et al., 

2008) stated that value proposition development can come only from a 

deep understanding of the consumer world. Similarly, consumer culture 

theorists look at consumers in a broad cultural and social context, from 

which both community and individual needs can arise (Arnould & 

Thompson, 2005; Askegaard & Linnet, 2011; Bajde, 2013; Saatcioglu & 

Corus, 2018). When reviewing the typical customer journey map from the 

customer experience literature (Figure 10 and Figure 12), this map largely 

does not deal with how the consumer’s lifeworld is translated into a 

service experience.  

 

Value creation processes and value outcomes 

From a value creation process and a value creation outcome 

perspective, the value proposition is a function of providing knowledge of 

consumer value processes and value outcomes (Payne et al., 2008). Based 

on knowledge of consumer desired end states, providers develop value 

propositions. Recent thought in institutional logics and resource 

integration asserts that resources are not “existing”; they are “becoming” 

(Edvardsson et al., 2014). Here value outcomes remain in potential 

(Grönroos & Voima, 2013). Institutional arrangements could determine 

the available resources to consumers. Equipped with knowledge of how 

resources are accessed and used within a society could aid value 

proposition development.  

 

The contribution of institutional arrangements 

At this stage, a thorough review is needed of how resources are 

accessed by both parties. SDL strongly asserts that there are multiple 

parties potentially in the creation of value (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Frow et 

al., 2014; Storbacka et al., 2016; Vargo & Lusch, 2011; Wieland et al., 

2016). Gummerus (2013) widened the lens for the foundation of value, 

asserting that many different stakeholders could participate in initial co-

creation activities. The presence of multiple parties and stakeholders has 

given rise to the concept of service ecosystems (Beirão et al., 2017; 

Wieland et al., 2016). A party or stakeholder in a service ecosystem does 

not have to be a beneficiary (Wieland et al., 2016). Much work in service 

ecosystems focuses on the provider side of the ecosystem; a network of 
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firms servicing each other (Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016; Wieland et 

al., 2016). Laud et al. (2015) viewed the network to be one where 

resources could be accessed. Making use of social capital theory and 

social networks, Laud et al. (2015) outlined how resources can be 

accessed through embedded networks. In doing so, Laud et al. (2015) 

conceived of individual level social capital which functions as an asset. 

Individuals can access resources through a network when network ties 

are many, the strength between them is high and the norms enforce 

group support (Laud et al., 2015). Laud et al.'s (2015) work introduced 

the potential of an ecosystem of consumers which mirrors the service 

ecosystem of producers.  

When applying this to value proposition development, the 

identification of resources is instrumental in the customer journey 

(McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019). Hence, the question of how to develop a 

value proposition development with consumer resource access in mind 

gives rise to research question two: 

 

Research question 

The research question for stage one is therefore: 

 
RQ2: How can resource networks be used to design a value proposition? 

 

Stage 2: Acquisition 
 
An overview of the stage 

Actors in marketing exchanges have a period of acquisition for the 

good or service sought. Traditionally, this time has been viewed as a 

service encounter, episode (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Payne et al., 2008) 

or interaction (Holmqvist, Guest, & Grönroos, 2015) whose primal 

focus is that of experience optimisation (Cronin, 2016). During 

acquisition, both resources and actors from the provider and consumer 

must be present in what Grönroos (2008) termed the “joint sphere”. In 

SDL, this stage is where resource integration occurs and all actors are 

involved (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). In the customer journey literature, 

this is where the customer experience is manifested and it is comprised 

of a series of service encounters which shape the customer journey 

(Gummerus, 2013; Voorhees et al., 2017).  

In terms of value, Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2018) believe that this 

stage forms part of all value to be had in interactions; they provide a 
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broad term of “value in interactional creation” to cover every shared space 

between provider and customer. Thus, Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2018) did 

not place any time sequence to interactions; all interactions have value 

and occur with the same mechanisms. The difference between 

Ramaswamy and Ozcan's (2018) “value in interactional creation” and the 

value-in-acquisition conceptualised here is that “value-in-acquisition” 

forms part of the consumption lifecycle from purely a consumer 

perspective. “Value-in-acquisition” in the current research refers to the 

purchase situation in consumer behaviour. The current research differs 

from customer experience journey literature in that there is no emphasis 

on producer-consumer interactions, touchpoints or service quality 

optimisation, which dominates in customer experience management 

(Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Verhoef & Lemon, 2013).  

 

 

Table 7 provides a cross-comparison of the different approaches in the 

literature.  

 

Value creation processes and value outcomes 

The acquisition process, the site where both parties come together, can 

have separate and unique value other than the ostensible purpose of the 

encounter. For example, an elderly person can call on a service provider 

not only for their services which are the heart of the transaction, but also 

for other reasons, such as companionship. While McColl-Kennedy et al. 

(2019) unpacked in detail the value processes present where service 

providers interact with their customers, the acquisition process is part of, 

not all of, the interaction. In consumer decision-making, it covers need 

recognition, information search and evaluation of alternatives and the 

purchase itself (Darley, Blankson, & Luethge, 2010; Karimi et al., 2018). 

For customer journey theorists, the interactions occur throughout the 

customer journey across a range of possible touchpoints with the service 

provider (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; McColl-

Kennedy et al., 2019). Moreover, the main focus of customer journey 

theorists is experience optimisation (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016) rather than 

a value outcome, such as the value of a social connection (Sánchez-

Fernández et al., 2009). The current research therefore asks the question 

whether there can be value outcomes particular to the acquisition stage of 

the consumer journey.  
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Table 7 consolidates the cross-comparison of the different 

approaches in the literature. 

 
 

 

Table 7: Position of stage 2 across the literature 

An overview of different approaches to value in the literature for acquisition 

 Service 

dominant logic 

Customer 

journey 

Consumer 

behaviour 

Current 

research: 

consumer 

journey 

Value 

perspective 

Actors  Provider / 

Customer 

Consumer Consumer 

Period  Encounter, 

episode or 

interaction 

Touchpoints 

and 

encounters  

Need recognition, 

information search, 

evaluation of 

alternatives and 

purchase  

The act of 

acquiring the 

where there is 

an interaction  

Sphere Joint sphere Joint sphere Consumer sphere Joint sphere 

Value  Co-creation 

Value in 

interactional 

creation 

Service 

optimisation 

Need fulfilment / 

Value outcomes 

(experiential and 

mean-end) 

Value-in-

acquisition 

 

The contribution of institutional arrangements 

The acquisition process is where social, economic, religious and 

other institutional logics intersect with the commercial. Actors enter 

marketing engagements not merely as actors but as a multiplicity of 

roles from other institutional logics. Anecdotal evidence suggests that 

the marketing sphere has its own institutional logic and there could be 

an expectation that other logics are set aside: everyone should be 

treated as customers and not as a member of a marginalised group. An 

example of this is the outrage that Starbucks faced when employees 

treated paying customers in terms of race rather than consumption 

(Edgecliffe-Johnson & Nicolaou, 2018). As noted earlier, CCT makes 

provision for conflict between social, cultural and commercial roles; 

SDL does not. 
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Research question 

The research question for stage two is therefore: 

 
RQ3: How does differential access to resources impact value during the acquisition 

process? 

 

 

Stage 3: Usage and disposal 
 
An overview of the stage 

The final stage is the age old “value-in-use” stage (Vargo & Lusch, 

2004, 2016), where the provider is most often absent (Grönroos, 2008) 

and the goods or service fulfils its intended purpose over time. The 

predominant work on this stage has been done by CCT, which has sought 

to understand consumer relationships with possessions and the value 

they obtain from them from use (Arnould & Thompson, 2005; Richins, 

1994) and even in death (Bonsu & Belk, 2003). The stage could be 

extended to include the end of the consumption lifecycle: disposal and 

wilful destruction of products. The disposal literature covers disposal as 

destruction, recycling, repurposing or re-distribution of goods (Cruz-

Cárdenas & Arávalo-Chávez, 2018; Kaur & Bawa, 2018). The usage of 

products and services in customer experience journey research is limited 

to how it provides feedback to shape expectations and judgements of 

future customer experience journeys (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Verhoef et 

al., 2009) and services which are inherently experiential in nature 

(Følstad & Kvale, 2018). 

 

Value creation processes and value outcomes 

The clearest part of value creation is the value outcomes. Consumers 

undertook the consumption activity to achieve a desired end state 

(Gummerus, 2013) and, thus, during value-in-use, the desired end state 

should be met. Many consumer researchers have spent time detailing 

taxonomies of value outcomes and these are generally viewed as post-

purchase or post-consumption (Gallarza et al., 2011; Sánchez-Fernández 

et al., 2009). In terms of SDL and the concept that resources are 

becoming rather than existing, repeated interactions in market place 

exchanges should form value-in-use post acquisition for other resource 

exchange activities (Wieland et al., 2016). In simpler terms, consumers 

learn from service interactions and this learning increases a skill set for 
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future interactions (Payne et al., 2008). Thus, value-in-use could be 

both value outcome (such as the desired state of personal status) and 

value process as it forms part of the resources and activities for future 

value creation. 

The value outcomes from disposal can be very large for society and 

the environment if they entail recycling; for less privileged groups 

through charity and for individuals through personal wellbeing by 

being responsible citizens (Cruz-Cárdenas & Arávalo-Chávez, 2018). 

There may also be a sense of loss if the possession is held to be 

sentimental or part of an individual’s self-concept (Cruz-Cárdenas & 

Arávalo-Chávez, 2018). 

 

The contribution of institutional arrangements 

Part of the value outcomes in usage are closely tied to society. For 

example, a desire for a status outcome implies a social hierarchy in 

which the product or service serves a status affirming or elevating 

function. Status, often used to confer prestige, refers to a position 

within a social system, both a relative economic standing to others 

within a society as well as a sociological evaluation of success or 

deprivation (Van Kempen, 2003). Much literature tends to emphasise 

to status signalling in the general market by means of luxury product 

purchase rather than services or service interactions; when researched 

in services, it is mainly in terms of luxury hotel and travel (Gurzki & 

Woisetschläger, 2017). Status is a source of power and thus feelings of 

powerlessness could be partially redressed by increased desire on the 

part of the consumer to purchase the product in question and re-

establish power (Rucker & Galinsky, 2008). Research on low-income 

consumers finds they often consume products and brands to 

compensate for lower societal status and consequent risk to self-esteem 

(Inesi, Botti, Dubois, Rucker, & Galinsky, 2011; Rucker & Galinsky, 

2008; Rucker, Galinsky, & Dubois, 2012; Witt, 2010). The poor have 

been found to engage in deceptive status signalling to demonstrate that 

they are part of a consumption society (Van Kempen, 2003). Therefore, 

value outcomes are deeply influenced by societal arrangements. What 

is therefore needed is the extent to which access to resources and 

institutional norms (or the violation thereof) influence value-in-use. 

This stage thus gives rise to the fourth research question: 
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Research question 

The research question for stage three is therefore: 

 
RQ4: How can active resource destruction provide value outcomes? 

 

 

Summary of chapter 
 

The aim of this research is to understand value outcomes as separate and distinct 

depending on the stage of the consumption lifecycle and as influenced by the 

broader macro-environment. 

 

The research builds on the work of Grönroos and Voima (2013), who 

asserted that the notion of value as a holistic construct obscures its locus. 

The pertinent stages of the service are: (1) the development of the value 

proposition; (2) the service interaction during the acquisition phase; (3) 

the value derived from the use of the good or service and the value found 

in the destruction of the good. 

During each stage, as described above, value is explored in terms of 

value creation processes and value creation outcomes (Gummerus, 2013). 

Value creation processes include the activities, resources and interactions 

that lead to value creation; value creation processes are continuous 

throughout the service process (Corsaro, 2018; Gummerus, 2013). Value 

creation outcomes concern how consumers make value assessments to 

determine the value outcomes; value outcomes are inclined to be tied to a 

specific point in time (Corsaro, 2018; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; 

Gummerus, 2013). 

Value stages, value creation processes and value outcomes are 

embedded in a cultural context. Value in a context has been subject to two 

different perspectives. The first perspective views value as contingent and 

dependent on the personal experiences of a particular consumer at a 

point in time (Helkkula et al., 2012a; Woodall, 2003). The second 

perspective views value as socially framed; value depends a consumer’s 

role, access to resources, position and interaction with a broader macro-

environment (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015; Heinonen et al., 2013). Over 

time, the second perspective, that of value as embedded in a macro-

environmental context, has come into greater prominence. Increasingly, 

authors in SDL referred to “value-in-cultural-context” and this was 

developed into extending service encounters (an individual event) into 

“service ecosystems” (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Storbacka et al., 2016). Value 
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is therefore determined and derived in a macro-environmental context; 

such a perspective has recently been formally made part of SDL and is 

termed “institutional arrangements” (Hartmann, Wieland, & Vargo, 

2018; Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Wieland, Koskela-Huotari, & Vargo, 2016). 

The current research focuses on the impact of institutional 

arrangements on resource access, since resources are central to an 

exchange. 

The consumption stages under review occur during different spheres 

of influence in the generation and use of goods or a service, according 

to the work of Grönroos and Voima (2013). Unlike Grönroos and 

Voima (2013) and scholars from the services literature, the current 

research looks beyond value processes in services. It rather looks at a 

complete picture of value processes in consumption. The value process 

starts at product or service inception and ends with the end of the 

product or service lifecycle. The entirety of the consumption experience 

is primarily in the realm of consumer behaviour. The current research 

is positioned at the juncture of SDL and CCT.  

The literature on services (particularly that of SDL) has increasingly 

interfaced with the literature on consumer behaviour. Arnould et al. 

(2006), a consumer behaviour scholar, felt that CCT was natural 

bedfellows with SDL – a position which was warmly received by the 

main scholar in SDL, Vargo himself (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Through 

building on the intersection of these two fields, the current research 

sets out a consumption lifecycle which overlays a service process. The 

stages of value in a consumption lifecycle are illustrated in Figure 13 

and a summary of the research questions appears in Table 8. The 

discussion now turns to the research methodology, which is covered in 

Chapter 3. 
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Figure 13: Proposed consumer value process 

The research questions and how they fit into the consumer journey 

 

 

Value process

Joint SphereProvider Sphere Customer Sphere

Design Development Manufacturing Delivery Acquisition Usage

Front 
Office

Institutional arrangments: Resource access and agency

Research Questions

Pre-purchase Purchase Post-purchase

Stage 1: Inception Stage 2: Acquisition
Stage 3: Use & 

Disposal

RQ1: How does resource access affect consumer agency and power?

RQ2: How can resource 
networks be used to design 
a value proposition? 

RQ3: How does differential 
access to resources impact 
value during the acquisition 
process?

RQ4: How can active 
resource destruction 
provide value outcomes?
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Table 8: Summary of the research questions and corresponding motivations 

An overview of the research questions 

 

Research question Foundation for the research question and associated paper 

RQ1: How does resource 

access affect consumer 

agency and power? 

Changes in the institutional logic of technology have either increased or decreased consumer 

resource access and thereby value creation. The first paper reviews how institutional arrangements 

are said to always facilitate and circumscribe resources and thus reviews how consumer resource 

access is both facilitated and hindered by institutional logics. 

RQ2: How can resource 

networks be used to design 

a value proposition? 

At the outset of the consumer journey, areas where value could be potentially unlocked lie in 

understanding the consumer’s lifeworld. Potentially instrumental in the development of value 

propositions is resource access. Using social network theory, the development and test of a value 

proposition is undertaken.  

RQ3: How does differential 

access to resources impact 

value during the acquisition 

process? 

The acquisition stage has been found to be particularly influenced by macro-environmental forces. It 

could also potentially be a site for value separate to value-in-use, as predicted by many service 

theorists, who place great weight on interactions as the core of value. While taking the perspective of 

less resourced, that is, low-income consumers, the potential for value in the acquisition process itself 

is explored. 

RQ4: How can active 

resource destruction provide 

value outcomes? 

The consumption journey for customer experience typically ends when the touchpoints do; that is, 

when there are no further points of interaction between consumer and producer. Nevertheless, 

consumer theorists have focused on value-in-use a lot and thus it could be a necessary formal 

addition to the customer experience journey. From the perspective of low-resourced consumers, 

product destruction is explored. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
 
Research design and approach 

The aim of this chapter is to provide insight into the research 

paradigm and research philosophy used in the study. In doing so, the 

approach to the research, assumptions regarding the nature of reality 

and of data to reality are clarified (Saunders & Lewis, 2012). At a more 

granular level, the chapter aims to provide a rational and 

understanding of how the research was conducted, the methods used 

to collect and analyse data and how data verification processes were 

followed. This section of the review covers the research design and 

approach along with the method undertaken for each study. Also 

reviewed are sample selection, data collection, measurement and 

analysis.  

There are broadly three types of research, namely exploratory, 

descriptive and causal research (Churchill & Iacobucci, 2002). 

Generally, exploratory research is employed when little is known and 

the field has only nascent theory development (Berthon, Pitt, Ewing, & 

Carr, 2002). Research on value creation and outcomes is extensive and 

there is much theorising on the subject. Yet, since the field has 

witnessed a divergence rather than a convergence of views 

(O’Shaughnessy & O’Shaughnessy, 2011) there have been many calls 

for researchers to delve deep into the lifeworlds of consumers to 

understand their lived experience (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015; 

Helkkula et al., 2012b). Consequently, of the four empirical studies, 

three employed exploratory research and made use of an interpretivist 

lens to delve deeper into the lived experience of consumers. 

When theory is mature and clear hypotheses can be developed for 

testing, Churchill and Iacobucci (2002) recommended explanatory 

research. One study, which employed explanatory research, dealt with 

the value proposition and hence the proposition was developed from 

extensive existing theory; the study thus needed to be tested in an 

investigative context (Berthon et al., 2002). 
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Research paradigm 
 

A research paradigm set can be viewed as the set of beliefs or 

assumptions that a scientific community has regarding the nature of the 

world and its individuals (O’Reilly & Kiyimba, 2015). Within disciplines 

there can be specific dichotomies regarding how the subject should be 

studied, whether this be in a nomotheic or etic approach or an idiographic 

or emic approach (O’Reilly & Kiyimba, 2015). Nomotheism seeks general 

patterns to predict and explain phenomena and an etic approach similarly 

strives for universal laws and behaviours (O’Reilly & Kiyimba, 2015). It 

has been noted above that service theorists in general and SDL 

researchers in particular strive for general principles and use the 

language of “axioms” or universal truths (Vargo & Lusch, 2017). Hence, 

service theorists tend to take a nomotheic and etic approach. Consumer 

behaviour theorists do not strive for any guiding principles (Arnould & 

Thompson, 2005; Askegaard & Linnet, 2011; Bajde, 2013; Saatcioglu & 

Corus, 2018; Thompson et al., 2013). Even as CCT uses the word “theory”, 

its theorists assert that it is not one (Bajde, 2013). Two research 

paradigms were followed in the current research. Epistemology, defined 

as the relation between the knower and what can be known (O’Reilly & 

Kiyimba, 2015), in CCT takes a subjectivist standpoint, in that there is no 

independent reality outside of our own perception of it (Bajde, 2013). By 

corollary, subjectivists tend to emphasise what is idiographic and 

objectivists believe that knowledge can be subject to impartial public 

verification (O’Reilly & Kiyimba, 2015).  

Leading theorists in CCT and SDL, despite the different paradigms 

they inhabit, have stated that the two research streams are “natural allies” 

(Arnould et al., 2006, pp. 293–294) as both sets of theorists have 

embraced the context of experience and define value as 

“phenomenologically determined” (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a, p.7). 

Therefore, even as research in services has often taken on an objectivist 

framework, they have recognised the value and the need for an 

interpretivist one. 

 

Interpretivism  

The research paradigm sets out the nature of the world and how 

meaning is understood based on the first principles (Saunders & Lewis, 

2012). Both SDL (Helkkula et al., 2012a) and CCT (Askegaard & Linnet, 
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2011) have a strong connection with the interpretivist paradigm. SDL 

and the services ecosystem perspective demand that meaning is 

socially constructed and embedded in the experienced subjective 

lifeworld. Vargo and Lusch (2008) grounded value to be in 

phenomenology, thus making an interpretivist approach imperative. 

Recent literature has isolated the need for more phenomenological 

research on value and its creation processes as the main method for a 

deep understanding of lived experience since the ontological focus of 

this method is subjective experience and individual sense-making 

(Helkkula et al., 2012a). Phenomenography focuses on the meaning of 

lived experiences; that is, the meaning on an aspect of reality for a 

group of people (Schembri & Sandberg, 2011). In their suggestions for 

future research into value-in-experience, methodologically Helkkula et 

al. (2012b) exhorted researchers to adopt interpretive approaches in 

terms of first-person views of customer sense-making and isolate the 

critical incident technique (CIT), among other techniques, as of 

potential value.  

One of the two qualitative papers (paper 4) here made use of CIT. 

Others have noted critical incidents as having capacity to exert 

influence through memory (Woodall, 2003). Moreover, the reflective 

nature of experience (Heinonen et al., 2010) may play out particularly 

as consumers engage in sense-making over past incidents which 

occurred during the acquisition process. The critical incident technique 

is a flexible approach that enables the reflection of important direct 

observations or incidents (Flanagan, 1954). Two papers were 

interpretive in nature and based on depth and expert interviews. One 

paper (Paper 1) was conceptual. The second paper in the series was 

quantitative, as it served to test the market appetite for a value 

proposition as developed in a factorial 2x2 design. 

 

Objectivism 

Objectivism has a different concept regarding the nature of reality 

than the subjective paradigm under which intepretivism falls (Mills, 

Durepos, & Wiebe, 2010). Reality is viewed as independent of 

observation but there is the epistemological claim that reality may be 

known to the human mind (Mills et al., 2010). All knowledge claims 

must be critically evaluated and tested and the paradigm stresses 

replication (Berthon et al., 2002). The second study in the series, one 
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of value proposition, has a value proposition to be verified and tested 

within the market. 

 

Research approach 
 

The research approach can be either qualitative or quantitative 

(Churchill & Iacobucci, 2002). In academic research, the degree of prior 

knowledge and theory development often dictates the approach to be 

followed, with nascent theory requiring qualitative approaches and 

established theory quantitative ones (Churchill & Iacobucci, 2002). 

Nevertheless, various authors expressed that qualitative approaches can 

be used subsequent to quantitative ones when new insights are required 

(Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). Two of the three empirical studies 

pursued a qualitative approach and one followed a quantitative 

approach.Table 9 provides an overview of the papers. 

 
Table 9: Summary of research methodology 

 

Study Research 

design & 

paradigm 

Sample Measuremen

t instrument 

Analysis 

One Conceptual N/A N/A Inductive 

Two 

Quantitative 

(Causal EVM) 

Positivist 

Purchased list 

of employees 

of corporates 

who had 

short-term 

insurance 

Experimental 

vignette 

methodology 

(between 

subject 

design) 

2 x 2 Factoral 

design 

Generalised 

ordered logit 

model 

Three 

Qualitative 

(critical 

incident 

technique) 

Interpretivist 

Low-income 

consumers 

recruited from 

business 

school 

immersive 

activity 

Critical 

incident 

technique 

Abductive 

Axial and 

selective 

coding 

Four 

Qualitative 

(case study) 

Interpretivist 

Ukukhothana 

occasions 

(trips), 

participants, 

community 

members, 

families 

Case study – 

multiple 

methods 

Inductive 

In vivo coding 
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Methodologies for the papers 
 
Paper 1 
 

Since the first study was conceptual in nature, data relating to 

perceived consumer empowerment were gathered from academic 

databases to access the existing literature. No empirical methodology 

was required. 

 

Paper 2 
 
Research design and measure 

Study 2 approached the data collection in a quantitative manner 

since it was grounded in the objectivist paradigm. It used an 

experimental vignette methodology in terms of a between-subjects 

factorial design (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). In a between-subjects 

design, respondents are exposed to only one stimulus and then asked 

to respond; a within-subjects design exposes all respondents to all 

stimuli (Churchill & Iacobucci, 2002). Churchill and Iacobucci (2002) 

classify experimental vignette methodology as a type of causal research 

termed statistical design.  

In a statistical design, the independent variables are manipulated in 

such a way that the design forms a matrix and a control group is not 

overtly necessary due to the way in which the independent variables 

are either present or absent (Malhotra, 2015). The independent 

variables are termed factors and can occur at different levels. Vignettes 

were structured by two factors: social distance and cultural view. The 

first factor was social distance and had three levels depending on 

strength of network ties (a community care scheme, a domestic worker 

or an extended family member). The second factor was aimed at 

invoking a shared sense of culture by either alerting the respondent to 

broader shared social hardship or not. There were three levels of social 

distance and two levels of cultural view, making this a three-by-two 

design (3x2), which entailed six sets of exposure conditions (or 

vignettes). The six conditions arose because every factor was paired 

with every level of every other factor; each respondent saw only one 



 85 ǀ CHAPTER 3 

 

 

type (Howell, 2002; Malhotra & Peterson, 2006). Table 10 (1 and 2) 

details the factors, levels and vignettes.  

Factorial designs have the advantage of enabling the researcher to 

assess the interaction between different independent variables and 

efficiency in use of subjects in comparison with other designs (Collins, 

Dziak, & Li, 2009). The analysis enables the testing of both main effects 

(effects on the dependent variable from the one independent variable) 

and interaction effects (the impact of the interaction between 

independent variables on the dependent variable) (Collins et al., 2009).  
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Table 10: Scenarios/Vignettes for the factoral design (1) 

 

 Lens present Lens absent 

Social 

distance 

(family) 

Levels of poverty are extremely high in South Africa. Those 

of us fortune enough to have the security of an insurance policy 

are in the minority. Are you willing to do something small to 

improve the security of all of South Africa and living 

conditions of a less fortunate family member? A small 

amount from you means a lot to them. Your insurance company 

offers you the opportunity to extend your policy to cover the 

home and contents of a low-income household. Assuming you 

currently pay R500 per month, how much would you be willing to 

add to your monthly premium to extend your cover for your 

domestic employee’s home? 

Your insurance company offers 

you the opportunity to extend 

your policy to cover the home 

and contents of a less fortunate 

family member. Assuming you 

currently pay R500 per month, 

how much would you be willing 

to add to your monthly premium to 

extend your cover for a family 

member’s home? 

 

Social 

distance 

(domestic 

employee) 

Levels of poverty are extremely high in South Africa. Those 

of us fortune enough to have the security of an insurance policy 

are in the minority. Are you willing to do something small to 

improve the security of all of South Africa and living 

conditions of our less fortunate domestic employee? A 

small amount from you means a lot to them. Your insurance 

company is offers you the opportunity to extend your policy to 

cover the home and contents of a low-income household. 

Assuming you currently pay R500 per month, how much would 

you be willing to add to your monthly premium to extend your 

cover for your domestic employee’s home? 

Your insurance company offers 

you the opportunity to extend 

your policy to cover the home 

and contents of a less fortunate 

employee. Assuming you currently 

pay R500 per month, how much 

would you be willing to add to 

your monthly premium to extend 

your cover for an employee’s 

home? 
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Table 10: Scenarios/Vignettes for the factoral design (2) 

 

 Lens present Lens absent 

Social 

distance 

(impoverished 

community) 

Levels of poverty are extremely high in South Africa. 

Those of us fortune enough to have the security of an 

insurance policy are in the minority. Are you willing to do 

something small to improve the security of all of South 

Africa and living conditions of an impoverished local 

community? A small amount from you means a lot to them. 

Your insurance company offers you the opportunity to extend 

your policy to cover the fire and flood cover of a low-income 

community. Assuming you currently pay R500 per month. 

How much would you be willing to add to your monthly 

premium to extend your cover for an impoverished local 

community? 

Your insurance company 

offers you the opportunity to 

extend your policy to cover 

the fire and risk of an 

impoverished low-income 

community. Assuming you 

currently pay R500 per month, 

how much would you be 

willing to add to your monthly 

premium to extend your cover 

for an impoverished 

community in case of fire 

and flood? 
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Paper 3 
 
Research design and measure 

Paper 3, the second empirical study, used the critical incident 

technique. This technique has been recommended for value research 

on experience as it covers the reflective nature of experience (Heinonen 

et al., 2010), which is particularly of value as customers pay to engage 

in sense-making of past events. Management studies have viewed CIT 

as suited to complex situations and groupings (Breunig & 

Christoffersen, 2016). It is flexible and enables respondents to express 

in their own words (Gremler, 2004). It has been successfully used in 

retail settings before (Arnold, Reynolds, Ponder, & Lueg, 2005). 

The respondents were selected through a recruitment effort. The 

business school led students on an immersive activity to poor 

communities in close geographic proximity to the school. The 

respondents were people whom Karnani (2007) would term “urban 

poor”. Their location close to the economic hub privileges them in 

terms of access to goods and services, even as it increases their sense of 

relative deprivation, compared with impoverished consumers further 

away from the economic hub. 

Respondents recruited occupied one of the four lowest of the 10 tiers 

of the South African living standard measure (LSM™) of socio-

economic status. Respondents had to match the criteria for defining 

the urban poor in this country, or tiers 1–4 (out of a possible 10) in the 

national socio-economic measure, LSM™. While many approaches 

have used a dollar per day metric, monetary definitions vary and are 

relative to the environment (Kolk, Rivera-Santos, & Rufín, 2014). 

LSM™ is an empirically established classification system based on 

their access to utilities and use of goods and services. The 

measurement system is similar to 79 other national systems (Kolenikov 

& Angeles, 2009), for example Brazil (Kamakura & Mazzon, 2013). 

LSM™ makes use of 29 variables that reflect access to utilities (e.g. 

water) and household or personal consumption items, which are 

formative measures of social class (Cavusgil et al., 2018). Hence, 

LSM™ was used since it is not monetary but based on access to goods 

and services (such as running water) reflective of lived experience 

(Chipp, Corder, & Kapelianis, 2012). Sixteen interviews were 

completed, lasting between 30 minutes to an hour. Only 3 out of the 16 
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interviewees were male. The gender imbalance could have emerged from 

the gendered nature of poverty in South Africa (Rogan, 2016). Women are 

more likely to match the criteria of low socio-economic status, because 

poverty is gender biased, and women tend to have fewer years of 

schooling, multiple dependents in single-headed households, and 

reduced access to labour markets (Rogan, 2016). The sample displays the 

parallel characteristics of generally low education levels and low access to 

basic amenities. 

 

Paper 4 
 
Research design and measure 

The third empirical study was extremely sensitive in nature as it 

investigated what may be viewed as socially deviant behaviour. The 

behaviour itself was treated as a case study and grounded in 

intepretivism. Taking the phenomenon of ukukothana, translated as “the 

licking” (Mnisi, 2015), as a case study, multiple data types and variety 

were collected (Yin, 2009). Izikhothane (translated as “the lickers”) are 

participants in public contests (“trips”) where teams of young people 

compete for who has the most expensive item; the group with the most 

extravagant product destroys that product upon winning, usually by 

burning it. A study of ukukothana as a phenomenon has close affinity to 

the emic approaches of CCT. The event is extreme in type and involves 

consumer-to-consumer interactions, similar to consumer studies on 

white river rafting and climbing Mount Everest (Arnould & Price, 1993; 

Tumbat, 2011). These studies employed ethnographic methods to study 

their extreme events (Arnould & Price, 1993; Tumbat, 2011). Such an 

ethnographic approach was not possible since the izikhothane were 

teenagers and the phenomena occur among school groups. Thus, a case 

study approach was taken with multiple methods to understand the 

context and events.  

One of the researchers (the second author) obtained knowledge of the 

phenomenon through family members. There was no media reporting of 

ukukothana at the time. Press coverage came a year after the data were 

collected, in the form of newspaper reports and a coverage on an 

investigative television programme (Mnisi, 2015). The case employed a 

multiplicity of data gathering strategies, in line with recommendations 

(Yin, 2009). The research employed pre-ethnographic data gathering 
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strategies, similar to those used by consumer behaviour researchers in 

other extreme experiences (Arnould & Price, 1993; Tumbat, 2011; 

Tumbat & Belk, 2010), since the second author had deep access into 

the communities where izikhothane resided. Similar to the consumer 

studies, the second author had credibility in the community, which 

enabled her to conduct pre-interviews with community members, 

parents and teenagers who were aware, if not participant in, the 

phenomenon. The second author could also conduct the pre-interviews 

in the home language of the respondents and their community 

members since she was one of them herself. Since distance is needed in 

qualitative research and analysis (McCracken, 1988), the other two 

researchers approached the phenomenon as outsiders and could 

therefore have detailed discussions with the second researcher as to 

meanings and symbols. On occasion, the second researcher consulted 

with other community members and language experts to ensure that 

the translation and reporting were as reflective of the respondents’ 

lifeworld as possible. 

After the initial immersion into the community lifeworld, the formal 

data gathering took the form of both observation and in-depth 

interviews. First, we attended and observed several ukukhothana 

occasions (known as “trips”) to develop an initial understanding. Here 

we began recruitment of ukukhothana participants for face-to-face in-

depth interviews using a snowball sampling technique, also known as 

chain referral, where one respondent refers the researcher to other 

potential respondents. This technique is particularly useful for 

accessing hidden and hard-to-reach populations, especially if these 

populations are seen as deviant or stigmatised (Biernacki & Waldorf, 

1981). In total, we interviewed ten participants and attended four 

ukukothana events. We viewed the limited coverage that the 

phenomenon had received in the popular press at the time. Data were 

collected by means of in-depth interviews, unstructured observation 

and photographic evidence from participants and events themselves. 

Once the primary data collection had ended, the broadcast media 

began to pay attention to the phenomenon itself. The subsequent data, 

which included television footage, were also used in the final analysis. 
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Research quality 
 
Qualitative studies 

The predominant approach across the studies was qualitative. There 

are a multitude of approaches to data veracity, and no one accepted a set 

of principles to be used. Some group these into the broad categories of: 

“commitment and rigour”, “transparency and coherence” and “impact 

and importance” (Lyons & Coyle, 2018). Others advocate transparency, 

reflexivity, transferability, ethicality and integrity (O’Reilly & Kiyimba, 

2015). Some debate if it is contrary to the qualitative ethos to employ 

criteria at all (O’Reilly & Kiyimba, 2015). What is agreed is that data 

quality is determined throughout the data construction, collection and 

analysis process (Fick, 2018; Rheinhardt, Kreiner, Gioia, & Corley, 2018; 

Seale, 2010); thus, it is best to review the data collection and analyses 

processes before reflecting on how the research meets the guiding 

principles. Indeed, the guiding principles are all generated from how the 

data are constructed, collected and analysed (Fick, 2018) (Table ). The 

guiding principles selected for the current research are some of the most 

common: credibility, rigour, transparency, dependability, ethics and 

transferability. Consequently, the discussion will turn first to data 

construction and analysis (data construction, selection and transcription) 

and then review the studies in terms of their adherence to the guiding 

principles for qualitative research (Table 11 and Table 12). 

 

Data construction 

Fick (2018) emphasises that good qualitative data analysis begins with 

effective data construction. Fick’s (2018) starting recommendation for 

ensuring rich data suitable for thick description lies in the selection and 

questioning procedures. Fick (2018) advocates close attention to selecting 

for a diverse respondent base. The interview itself should be co-

constructed with open questions – such as what McCracken (1988) would 

term “grand narrative questions” – allowing respondents to take the lead, 

seeking within interview clarification and explanation and interviewer 

between interviewer reflection (Barbour, 2014; Fick, 2018).  

In study three (Paper 3), sampling for the low-income consumer made 

use of a business school immersive activity in impoverished urban areas. 

With that basis, though, respondents had to meet the criteria of low 

socio-economic status, as defined through possessions and access to 
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amenities. The resultant sample had a good mix of age, from 23 years 

to 44, although the gender split was biased towards females. Given the 

gendered nature of poverty in the country where the study took place, 

such an overwhelmingly female sample would speak to some of the 

most disempowered respondents (Rogan, 2016).  

The most difficult sampling took place for the sensitive study of 

brand destruction (RQ4, the fourth study). Recruitment had to take 

place through extended family networks of the one researcher. A family 

introduction through age-matched relatives ensured an opportunity for 

recruitment of the relevant respondents and an initial sample of 16 

respondents were recruited. Nevertheless, when the researchers 

endeavoured to obtain parental consent, a third of the sample declined 

since they did not wish to disclose their activities to their parents. 

While sampling of respondents was hampered by the sensitive nature 

of the topic, this was not the sole source of information. The 

researchers made use of observational data from the brand burning 

events themselves, taking extensive photographic evidence of 

consenting participants.  

Part of the data construction process lay in the formulation of the 

interview guide. Across all three studies it was imperative to follow 

McCracken’s interview protocol which encourages openness and allows 

gentle probing through the use of grand narrative questions and fixed 

and floating prompts. This approach enabled respondents to take the 

lead (Fick, 2018) as well as afforded the interviewer the opportunity to 

probe for explanation and reflection. In accordance with Fick’s (2018) 

and McCracken’s (1988) directives, a reflective feedback loop was 

employed between interviews. Such a systematic process enables both 

rigour and commitment as well as transparency and coherence (Lyons 

& Coyle, 2018). 

 

Data collection 

Best practice for data collection is verbatim transcription (Barbour, 

2014; Fick, 2018). All interviews across the three studies were audio-

recorded and then transcribed by a professional transcription firm. 

Barbour (2014) emphasises that more important than a verbatim 

transcription is the use that is made thereof; a superficial analysis of a 

rich document does not lend richness. Therefore, a process was set out 

where the transcripts were first assessed for veracity through listening 

to the audio recording and then comparing it with the captured text. 
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Any discrepancies were highlighted, and a final set of complete 

transcripts were then reviewed independently, both within and between 

cases. If there were multiple researchers on a particular paper, all 

researchers listened to both the recorded audio and the recorded 

transcript. Most transcripts were read a minimum of three times. After 

the initial reading, the second reading made use of open coding to 

develop a set of codes based on issues and key themes that recur, which 

could be used as the basis for categorisation or coding (Braun & Clarke, 

2008). Both Excel and Atlas.ti 8.3. were used. Again, at all points, the 

collection was systematic, with both rigour and transparency foremost 

(Lyons & Coyle, 2018). 

 

Integrity of the coding process 

There is much discussion over the systematic and reflective process 

which is desired in the coding process to determine both rigour and 

transparency (Barbour, 2014; Fick, 2018; Rheinhardt et al., 2018). 

Barbour (2014) referred to in vivo codes, where the language and terms 

of the respondents themselves are at the forefront. In vivo coding is more 

suited to an inductive frame and has stronger ties to grounded theory 

(Barbour, 2014). Therefore, such coding was appropriate for only the 

fourth study (brand burning), since this study was focused more on 

contextual experience than prior theory. Coding, analysis and reporting 

which reflects closely the worldview of respondents has been said to have 

the much-needed property of verisimilitude (Rheinhardt et al., 2018). 

Once the open coding process had been completed, an axial coding 

process was initiated, where the data were reduced to the key dimensions 

present (Fick, 2018). The axial coding process constituted reassembling 

the data into categories and subcategories to understand the core factors 

involved. A third stage in our data analysis constituted each author 

independently applying the axial codes to the data, while employing 

continuous comparison of data and theory (Strauss & Corbin, 2008).  

Since the study on the acquisition process had a stronger theoretical 

lens from the outset, an abductive approach was taken, where there was 

explicit incorporation of theory into the coding and analysis process 

(Rheinhardt et al., 2018). In the article itself, the major contributory 

theoretical sources were provided as starting points to the coding process 

and a table of axial codes is provided as evidence of the procedure itself. 
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The research followed the following typical process: 

 

1. The codes were initially generated according to an initial coding 

scheme. In the case of the third paper, an example would be a scheme 

that consisted of agency, institutional arrangements and value of the 

acquisition process. 

2. The authors coded individually, first in an open manner and then in an 

axial one, as detailed in the revised text. 

3. Inter-coder reliability was checked through discussions and the use of 

a third independent researcher who was not involved in the projects. 

4. The axial codes where then applied to the data. 

5. Continuous comparison of data and theory was used and the work of 

key authors was highlighted in this stage. In the case of the third paper, 

these were authors, such as Edvardsson et al. (2014), Gummerus 

(2013), Hartmann et al. (2018) and Storbacka et al. (2016). The detail 

of the code categories and subcategories in the paper itself demarcated 

how the theory contributed to each category. 

 

Multiple methods were used to improve the quality of the analysis, 

namely an independent reviewer, multiple interviews and a single, 

main interviewer to conduct the interviews themselves. Discussions 

followed each stage of the analysis, and theory was compared to 

findings. 

In Table 11 (1 to 3) below, the guiding principles that reflect on the 

data construction and analysis process are presented. A short 

presentation of each principle is provided and then a column is 

dedicated to demonstrating how each was employed in the current 

research. 
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Table 11: Data validation in qualitative studies (1) 

1 

Quality 

assessment 

criterion 

Recommended principle How used in the research 

Data 

construction: 

Selection 

 

Advised (Fick, 2018) 

1. Selection for diversity of 

respondent base 

2. Encouraging co-construction 

of the interview – use of 

broad, open questions; 

Seeking within interview 

clarification; encouraging 

respondents to contextualise 

their responses 

3. Allowing respondents to take 

the lead 

4. Between interview reflection 

Respondents selected for 

diversity in the low-income 

group; 

The Long Interview (McCracken, 

1988) process used throughout 

to give maximum voice to 

respondents; 

Interviews done on an iterative 

and reflective basis; and 

Interview reflection done to a 

great extent for the ukukothana 

case study. 

Data 

transcription 

Full transcription supplemented 

with note-taking (Fick, 2018) 

All interviews fully transcribed; 

Photographic and documentary 

evidence collected for the brand 

burning research; 

Transcripts translated for the 

ukukothana case and the 

meaning discussed with several 

experts in the original language. 

Credibility  What is needed (Rheinhardt et 

al., 2018): 

1. Sufficient detail for the 

audience to ascertain 

plausibility 

2. Enough information 

describing data collection and 

analysis procedures  

3. A review of the types of data 

used by the researcher 

Extensive detail provided on the 

data construction, collection and 

analysis process; and 

The data type documented. 
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Table 11: Data validation in qualitative studies (2) 

 

Quality 

assessment 

criterion 

Recommended principle How used in the research 

Rigour / 

Transparency 

What is needed (Rheinhardt et 

al., 2018) 

1. Research endeavours to 

remain true to the informant 

by accurately capturing all 

that is relevant of the 

informant’s descriptions 

2. Explication of how theory was 

used; that is, the degree to 

which the process was 

inductive (open coding), 

deductive or abductive  

Results relied on a spread of 

direct quotations; 

In vivo coding for media and 

brand burning articles; 

Axial and selective coding 

for the value-in-acquisition 

research; and 

Extensive reviews of the 

coding process provided. 

Dependability In place of consistency, or 

reliability, conceived by Lincoln 

and Guba is “dependability’, 

achieved by “auditing” (Seale, 

2010). An audit trail should be 

kept by the researcher which 

documents the data, methods 

and decisions made (Seale, 

2010) 

All parts of the data 

collection and methods 

recorded, as was the 

categorisation; and 

The use of Excel and Atlas.ti 

enabled clear record of 

coding and saturation. 

Confirmability 

To be used to replace the 

convention of neutrality or 

objectivity (Jensen, 2012) 

1. Presence of an audit trail 

2. Exercises in reflexivity, that is 

the methodologically self-

critical account of the 

research process 

3. Could also involve 

triangulation  

4. Demonstration that the data 

is grounded in the 

participant’s lifeworld 

An audit trail kept; 

On the shared research 

work, authors conferred and 

codes were compared; 

Where there were 

disagreements, a third 

independent party was 

consulted; and 

In vivo coding and the use 

of quotations in reporting 

ensured that the participants 

lifeworld was represented. 
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Table 11: Data validation in qualitative studies (3) 

 

Quality 

assessment 

criterion 

Recommended principle How used in the research 

Ethicality  

Important for the worthiness 

and contribution (O’Reilly & 

Kiyimba, 2015) 

1. A risk and benefit 

assessment 

2. Significance of 

contribution 

3. Worthiness of topic 

For both qualitative research 

studies, the respondents were 

keen to express their lifeworlds. 

There is the caveat that in the 

brand burning research, a 

significant number of initial 

respondents declined to 

participate once their parent’s 

consent was needed. 

Both research studies had 

import for the research 

community. One reviewed the 

lived experience of the urban 

poor in retail space and the 

second reviewed why teenagers 

unlock value from brands by 

destroying them. 

Transferability  

In place of generalisability, 

transferability: (O’Reilly & 

Kiyimba, 2015, p. 40) “the 

degree that the research can 

be related to other contexts.” 

The experience of low income in 

retail settings is reflected upon in 

other contexts, such as the 

impact of membership of a 

marginalised group, whether this 

be due to race, language or 

religion. 

Large commercial clothing 

brands have burned their own 

unsold inventories to retain their 

value; thus, the actions of 

teenagers to do the same is 

informative of power and value 

in commercial societies. 
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Quantitative study (Paper 2) 
 

Paper 2 employed an experimental vignette methodology where 

scenarios were developed. Aguinis and Bradley (2014) stated that 

vignettes need to be transparent and published with the research so 

that they are available for full inspection. The vignettes are provided in 

Table 10. The main concern in experimental vignette methodology is 

external validity; hence, the vignettes must be as realistic as possible. 

To this end, a professional from the insurance industry was used to 

help devise the vignettes themselves so they reflected actual wording 

that would be used on policy offers. 

The stimulus (or vignette) described an addendum to an insurance 

product that was aimed at the middle class. It offered to cover lower 

income individuals who they knew for an additional amount. Table 10 

provides all the vignettes (termed scenarios in psychology) used. The 

vignettes themselves were designed in conjunction with an expert from 

the insurance industry who was active in insurance product design to 

maximise the external validity of the experiment itself.  

A list of insurance policy holders was purchased from a reputable list 

provider, a well-established company called Interactive Direct 

(https://interactivedirect.co.za/). Interactive Direct has operated in the 

national market for 25 years and counts top national brands as clients 

(https://interactivedirect.co.za/). Lists of individuals in large 

organisations were requested, on the basis that employees of large 

brands were more likely to have personal insurance and the funds to 

consider extending their own insurance policies to family members or 

employees. Once the lists had been sourced, individual respondents 

were randomly selected and then randomly exposed to one of the six 

vignettes. Random assignment is imperative to minimise the effects of 

unmeasured confounding variables and is only possible when the 

factors are actively manipulated, which was the case here (Allen, 2017). 

The Qualtrics software was used for this purpose. A final sample of 389 

was obtained. 

 

 

 

 

 

https://interactivedirect.co.za/
https://interactivedirect.co.za/


 99 ǀ CHAPTER 3 

 

 

Chapter summary 
The current chapter covered the methodological processes employed in 

the current research. The research design and approach were reviewed, 

followed by a discussion of the research paradigm. The research paradigm 

was positioned within the conventional practice of researchers who work 

on the main theories used in the current research. Following the 

discussion of the research paradigm, each research paper’s methodology 

was set out individually. The chapter concluded with a discussion on how 

the quality of the research was ascertained. The outcomes of the 

methodology are presented in the findings section of the next chapter. 
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Chapter 4: Summary of findings 
 

This chapter provides an overview of the findings obtained in the 

four studies which employed primary data. These findings are laid out 

according to key developments on existing theory. A representation of 

the model of the consumer value journey is presented. The key findings 

per research study are reviewed and related to existing literature. The 

chapter concludes with sections on theoretical contributions, 

managerial implications and suggestions for future research. 

 

Overall findings 
 
The contrasting perspectives of service dominant logic, customer 

experience and consumer culture 

The current research has sought to explore the intersection between 

SDL, customer experience and CCT, through the lens of the consumer 

journey and value for the consumer. To appreciate the import of the 

findings of this research at an overall level, the discussion first needs to 

reflect on the original approach. The current research was firstly 

undertaken as an effort to answer the ongoing call for a deeper 

understanding of value (Kumar et al., 2016) and the current need to 

understand the customer experience through the customer experience 

journey (Marketing Science Institute, 2018). It was posited that these 

two calls are related, since value itself has been accepted to be in the 

domain of consumer experience (Gallarza et al., 2011; Gummerus, 

2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2008a).  
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The research therefore undertook to review the value creation process 

from the services literature and overlay that process on the customer 

journey purchase funnel through the lens of the consumer (not 

customer). Consumer theorists have traditionally eschewed management 

orientation (Askegaard & Linnet, 2011; Heinonen et al., 2013; Holbrook, 

2006, 2008), while service theorists adopt managerial perspectives 

(Grönroos & Gummerus, 2014; Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). Moreover, 

apart from CDL, researchers in services do not have the customer at the 

centre of their logic; they place service as the main purpose of exchange 

(Lusch et al., 2016; Vargo & Lusch, 2016). The current research placed 

consumer (not customer or service) as the heart of an exchange. In doing 

so, the following factors were found to be important:  

 

 the consumer lifeworld prior to the exchange, the social, political and 

economic milieu shapes the agency of consumers in an exchange;  

 the consumer ecosystem enabled access to resources and hence the 

development of value propositions;  

 there is value-in-acquisition, which is shaped by resource access; and 

 there is value-in-disposal, when resources are actively destroyed. 

 

The value of consumer value 
 
A broader consumer value process 

Consumer and service academics have found common ground in terms 

of what constitutes value, and share a common definition (Arnould et al., 

2006; Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009; Vargo & Lusch, 2008a). Latterly, 

the contextual emphasis of CCT’s emic practice has come to the attention 

of service theorists, who acknowledged that their lack of broader societal 

forces needed to be addressed (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). In SDL, this has 

manifested in an incorporation of institutional theory into the logic itself 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2016). For researchers into customer experience, 

consumer value was until recently viewed as value for the firm (such as 

customer lifetime value) (Bolton, Lemon, & Verhoef, 2004; Verhoef & 

Lemon, 2013).  

At the outset of the research, the question was asked: what is lost when 

customer experience is limited to a narrow frame of provider-consumer? 

An initial review of the literature in CDL and CCT suggested that the 

interaction between provider and customer was over-emphasised, leading 
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to a narrow view of the customer journey, with provider/consumer 

interactions prioritised above consumer value across the purchase and 

use process. Since value has been equated with the phenomenological 

experience of the beneficiary (Vargo & Lusch, 2007, 2016) or the 

consumer (Gallarza et al., 2011; Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009), the 

emphasis on provider/customer rather than consumer (where the 

provider is not present at all) restricts insights into how value is 

designed and actualised.  

Nascent work between customer value creation processes and 

customer experience has been done by McColl-Kennedy et al. (2019), 

who incorporated resources into their model of customer experience. 

These authors narrowly defined customer resources as “knowledge of 

products/equipment, skills that enable customers to efficiently use 

goods/services”(McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019, p. 12). The current 

research has built on the work of McColl-Kennedy et al. (2019) by 

expanding the resource set to a consumer rather than a customer 

resource set. A consumer resource set is wider than a customer 

resource set and, as such, is instrumental across need generation to 

product disposal. The current research reviews resource sets as 

resource assets, compensation and deficits:  

 

 Resource assets: customer roles, individual networks, personal operant 

knowledge of the marketplace in general; 

 Resource compensation: consumer roles, individual networks and 

resource destruction; and 

 Resource deficits: marginalised societal roles, lack of operant resources 

such as literacy, lack of economic and legal recourse.  

 

The literature has established that resource deficits can lead to 

compensatory consumption (Abdalla & Zambaldi, 2016; Koles et al., 

2018; Rucker & Galinsky, 2008; Sivanathan & Pettit, 2010; Van 

Kempen, 2003). The current research has established framed resource 

deficits in a value context and demonstrated how lack of resources can 

be compensated through social capital and resource networks as well 

as conspicuous destruction. 
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The neglect of explicit value outcomes: Value outcomes are more 

than service optimisation 

Value outcomes have received much attention in the literature, with 

value processes being viewed as continuous and consisting of the 

activities, resources and interactions that lead to value creation 

(Gummerus, 2013). Value outcomes tend to be tied to a specific point in 

time and refer to what those value outcomes are (Gummerus, 2013). 

Building on the work of Gummerus (2013), the current research has 

found that value processes lead to value outcomes and, importantly, these 

are different according to the stage of the consumer journey. Value is 

therefore compartmentalised along the consumer journey and not one 

holistic evaluation, which is in support of Grönroos and Voima (2013) 

and Gummerus (2013) and in contrast with the unidimensional view of 

value of Kumar and Reinartz (2016). Since business-to-business 

marketing defines value-in-use to be “all customer perceived 

consequences” (Macdonald, Kleinaltenkamp, & Wilson, 2016, p. 97), the 

current research unpacks all consequences into consequences at different 

stages of the consumer journey.  

A potential source of value outcomes at different stages of the 

consumer value journey can be found in value typologies. Holbrook has 

categorised value outcomes on two dimensions (self/other orientated; 

extrinsic/intrinsic) and four types of value (economic, social, hedonic and 

altruistic) (Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009). This typology contains the 

following value outcomes: efficiency, excellence, status, esteem, play, 

aesthetics, ethics and spirituality (Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009). The 

value proposition paper (support for network members in an insurance 

product) could cover economic, status and community value outcomes; 

the value-in-acquisition covers status and inclusion as outcomes from a 

retail setting that are independent of the product or service obtained. The 

value-in-destruction also conveys a status and empowerment outcome 

from brand destruction. All of these outcomes are not necessarily the 

ostensible purpose of the product or service itself. For example, the shoes 

which are purchased have a value-in-use different to the value-in-

acquisition of status that comes from shopping in aspirational retailers. 

Providing insurance for lower income relatives relieves the economic 

burden from the middle class, but also conveys status within a network as 

a provider or caregiver for others. Burning branded shoes in a 

competition is far from the intended value-in-use purpose of the shoes, 

but it enables the value outcomes of status and empowerment. 
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The value outcomes outlined above are not dealt with in the current 

discussion on customer experience (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016), even from the authors who do look at value when 

dealing with customer experience and its management (McColl-

Kennedy et al., 2019). Instead of a focus on experience optimisation 

alone, the customer experience literature could focus on the user-

desired consequences of the product or service. Moreover, if value is 

viewed as multiple and across stages, as it is in the current research, 

there could be multiple desired consequences from each stage of the 

consumer journey.  

 

Overview of findings per paper 
 

In response to the initial question on the impact of customer 

experience viewed through a consumer value lens, the key findings of 

the current research, its relation to extant literature and the key 

findings are as follows: 

 

Paper 1: How does resource access affect consumer agency and 

power? 

 

The institutional environment: Changes in the institutional 

environment change the ability of actors to draw resouces. Since value 

creation processes are defined as the resources, activities and 

interactions (Gummerus, 2013), the institutional environment was 

found to be very influential in resource access and norms and roles 

which shaped behaviour. An ostensible change in institutional 

arrangements, such as the advent of technological change, changes 

resource sets rather than rebalances these. For example, digital 

environs were viewed as empowering for consumers; later work has 

found issues with data collection, use and privacy to result in the 

opposite. Consumers have been provided with new resources; so have 

companies. Resources can be drawn at three levels: the macro, meso 

and micro.  

 

Power and Agency: Consumer agency was both enabled and 

constrained by institutional logics, as predicted by the theory (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2016). Institutional logics provided agency through access to 
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resources, such as pro-consumer law, social networks, technological tools 

and marketing norms. A view from institutional theory’s structures from 

which resources are drawn parallels Foucaldian discourse analysis of 

knowledge structures.  Power, like agency, is diffused throughout society 

and there is a continued exchange between individual action or 

subjectivity and control of the structure, or objectification.  

 

Actors in an exchange have different access to resources and 

thereby power. Discourses of dominance are accessed in relation to the 

individual’s access to operant resources, such as their skills at fostering 

and managing social networks and knowledge of the law. Power was also 

accessed in due to operand resources, such as size of social network, 

access to technological devices and living in a jurisdiction where laws 

favour consumers (Singh, 2011).  

 

Paper 2: How can resource networks affect the development of a 

value proposition? 

 

Social institutions: Access to resources depends on institutional 

arrangements, such as social institutions (Edvardsson et al., 2014). The 

social institution used in the current research enables social networks 

which can be used for economic resources. 

 

Consumer ecosystems: The paper demonstrated that knowledge of 

how resources are accessed through the consumer’s ecosystem enables 

need identification for a service and the development of a consequent 

value proposition.  

 

Paper 3: How does differential access to resources impact value in 

the acquisition process?  

 

Value creation processes: The key to understanding consumer 

lifeworlds and their intersection with value lies in understanding the 

value creation processes of consumers (resources, activities and 

interactions) (Gummerus, 2013). Resources are shaped by institutional 

arrangements and activities and interactions are shaped by cultural, 

social and economic norms. Paper 3 outlined that both value processes 

and value outcomes are different for low-resourced consumers. Low-
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income consumers have less operant resources (such as knowledge and 

literacy).  

 

Value outcomes: The conditions for value outcomes, that is the 

desired end states that consumers seek through products and services, 

are laid in the consumer’s immediate lifeworld. When services are 

conceived, designed and executed, value outcomes should be included. 

Currently, value outcomes are narrowly viewed in purely experience 

optimisation. Value outcomes can be different based on the stage in the 

consumer value journey; hence, the multidimensional nature of value 

(Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Gummerus, 2013) has been supported and 

extended to be different at various stages of the value journey. Low-

income consumers seek different outcomes from retail spaces (such as 

feelings of status and inclusion) than more resourced consumers. 

 

Paper 4: How can active resource destruction impact value 

outcomes? 

 

Resources as outcomes of interactions: Resources are viewed 

as the product of interactions; resources not only are integrated in 

market exchanges to create value but are outcomes of exchanges 

(Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016; Wieland et al., 2016). Resources 

generated from past exchanges become resources for future exchanges 

(Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016; Wieland et al., 2016).  

 

Reclaiming agency: Consumers, outside of the interaction 

between provider and customer, enact value-in-use not only by using 

the product for its ostensible purpose but also when that product or 

resource is destroyed. 

 

An extended scope of the consumer value journey: A 

broader scope of where the value journey begins and where it ends. 

Currently, the service literature conceptualises the value journey to 

begin with the processes of the provider; the current research found 

the journey to begin in the contextual environment which shapes the 

consumer’s lifeworld. Moreover, the broader contextual environment is 

present in the acquisition process and can either facilitate value or 

destroy it. Value is facilitated, for example in inclusive retail spaces for 

the socially excluded; value is destroyed when social role conflict enters 
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marketing spaces, such as the race disputes witnessed in Starbucks 

(Gabbatt, 2018). The value journey extends to the end of the product or 

service’s use; the disposal or destruction of the product or service is 

potentially a site of value creation processes and value outcomes. 

 

The findings per research question are now dealt with in turn. 

 

 
The central role of resources: resource access and 
power 
 
RQ1: How does resource access affect consumer agency and 

power? 

 

Overview of paper 

This conceptual paper began with the perspective of the resource 

power of oligopolies such as airlines. It presents the spectacle of an old 

man being thrown from a plane combined with the perceived injustice 

that this “happens all the time” (Business Leader, 2017; Mahdawi, 2017; 

Ohlin, 2017). The paper therefore reviewed how resource access is linked 

to power and agency, critical in service integration and value processes 

(Storbacka et al., 2016). In terms of the theories on power, an approach 

which pits the resources of one actor against those of the other sets power 

out to be a zero-sum game (Denegri-Knott et al., 2006). When comparing 

the anecdote of David Dao to institutional theory and institutional 

arrangements, which stipulate that agency is both enabled and hindered 

by institutions (Vargo & Lusch, 2016), agency and power arrangements 

are not a simple win/lose (Shankar, Cherrier, & Canniford, 2006; 

Weisgerber & Butler, 2016).  

Foucaldian notions of discursive power have strong overlaps with 

institutional arrangements. Power and agency in a Foucauldian sense are 

not centred on one actor or group of actors but are distributed through 

society. It is not owned or lost; not divided between those who have it and 

those who do not, or exchanged between producers and consumers. 

Instead, power creates both consumers and producers within knowledge 

discourses (Shankar et al., 2006). Knowledge discourses have marked 

similarity to the cognitive and normative structures that institutional 

arrangements possess. Foucault also provides possibilities for market 
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subversion. David Dao, who was forcefully thrown from the United 

Airlines flight, violated the norms of personal engagement by refusing 

to co-operate; in doing so, he demonstrated that the airline has 

violated the norms of commercial engagement. In doing so, Dao 

reclaimed his subjectivity, his power in the exchange. Dao accessed 

network based power of social media; United Airlilnes was forced to 

respond when their share price dropped. Actors do not always function 

independently and smoothly together towards mutually beneficial 

goals, as SDL suggests. Dao’s goals and those of the airline diverged 

dramatically. Discourses of dominance in marketing include the tenant 

of consumer centricity.  Such discourses also include equally that in 

asymmetrical relationships, the party with greater resources will use 

these to extract greater value for themselves.    

 

Key import of paper 

 

The role of power and disempowerment in value creation processes 

and outcomes 

Access to resources shapes actor agency, or the ability to act (Laud et 

al., 2015). Across the research, there was an overall finding that power 

shapes value creation processes and could well dictate desired value 

outcomes. Power dominants the context, or the institutional 

arrangements, as institutional theory maintains that institutions both 

enable and constrain agency (Edvardsson et al., 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 

2016). The current research finds that agency shapes what consumers 

are both willing and able to do; it also determines their value 

outcomes. The first study, a conceptual one, posits that an 

understanding of power is vital if we are to understand how resources 

are integrated. Hence, the power literature, particularly that of 

Foucault, is instructive in how resources are marshalled between actors 

when creating value outcomes. In a Foucauldian view, discourse 

analysis, power is distributed through an institutional system. Key in 

that system are institutions of technology, commerce, legal and social. 

A resource matrix can be constructed to track the flow of agency in 

exchanges (Table 12).  
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Table 12: Sources of resources 

 

Institutional logic Resources  Norms and roles 
Commercial Organisational as 

possessing vastly more 
resources (Denegri-
Knott et al., 2006) 

Consumer role as 
powerful (Gummerus, 
2013) 
 

Social Social capital Obligations of bonded 
networks; 
Publicising of 
transgressions through 
social media. 

Legal Protectionist law 
(Bachouche & Sabri, 
2019) 

The degree to which 
legal frameworks set out 
expected behavioural 
norms. 

Cultural / Religious Cultural obligations to 
help and sanctions / 
endorsements of 
protest; 
Cultural values (power 
distance, collectivism, 
individualism) 

Collectivist cultures 
emphasise solidarity, 
while individualist may 
stress individual action. 

Technology  Access to technology 
itself; access to 
information and social 
networks 

Brand distance because 
technology channels 
interactions through 
technological platforms; 
brand attachment 
through multiple 
engagement 
opportunities 

 

SDL institutional logic: are consumers empowered / is the buyer 

prioritised over the seller? 

The findings bring into question SDL’s possible contradictory 

arguments that (1) an exchange is between “actors” who are “unique”, (2) 

while simultaneously asserting that value is always adjudicated by the 

beneficiary (Vargo & Lusch, 2011, 2016). If the consumer is central 

(Lemon & Verhoef, 2016) and the judge of value (Vargo & Lusch, 2011, 

2016), implicitly one actor is favoured in an exchange in SDL, namely the 

beneficiary. When the all-important question of resources and their 

access is included, there could be an institutional logic that prioritises the 

actor with the greater resources over the other. Actors are therefore not 
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only unique, but the one with greater access to operant and operand 

resources has greater power in an exchange.  

 

“Actor” “uniqueness explained as different resource sets and 

agency 

Vargo and Lusch (2016) assert that actors are unique in exchanges 

but did not provide the grounds for such uniqueness. In other work, 

they describe actors as resource bundles without reference to structural 

differences between resource bundles (Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 

2016). The current research found access to operand and operant 

resources to differ between producers and consumers and the 

organisational structure. Low-income consumers were hampered with 

literacy, lack of mobility and lower margin for error due to lower funds. 

These findings are in line with the work of other scholars (Barki & 

Parente, 2010; Blocker et al., 2013; Hamilton & Catterall, 2005). The 

current work extends this to how digital environments do not 

necessarily bestow additional resource access to consumers. 

“Uniqueness” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016) is therefore unpacked in terms of 

resource access. Resource bundles between actors in an exchange are 

not equivalent and therefore determine individual actor agency in a 

value exchange. 

 

The digital world was reviewed in terms of key components of 

resources, namely: 

 

 Resource assets: customer roles, individual networks, personal operant 

knowledge of the marketplace in general, and the recorded spectacle; 

 Resource compensation: consumer roles and individual networks 

(number of followers, size of network, position within network, for 

example influencer);  

 Resource deficits: lack of access to operand resources of technology, 

data and time.  
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A review of the stages of the consumer value journey 
 
Inception 

 

RQ2: How can resource networks be used to design a value 

proposition? 

 

Overview of paper 

Core to this paper was the concept that the market is constructed of a 

network structure of individuals who have varying ties that can be turned 

into resources. The paper itself reviewed an ongoing question in the 

insurance industry: how to sell insurance to low-income consumers 

(Churchill, 2007) by incorporating a much discussed phenomenon in the 

socio-cultural consumer context: the widespread financial support of the 

middle class for their extended families and employees (Ratlebjane, 

2015). Colloquially, the practice of supporting extended families is termed 

“black tax” (Magubane, 2017; Ratlebjane, 2015). The paper built on Laud 

et al.'s (2015) conceptualisation of embedded networks as sources of 

resource access and, in so doing, developed a value proposition for an 

insurance product. The insurance product was designed to determine the 

import of social distance and cultural factors (Ubuntu, a cultural value) 

on the propensity to accept the insurance cover.  

 

Key import of paper 

 

Consumer ecosystems 

The results showed that middle-income respondents are inclined to 

add relatives and employees to their own insurance cover. Such results 

break from the atomistic perspective of consumer behaviour, which is 

focused on the individual level of analysis, to truly rethink the well-

established consumer buying centre of users, gatekeepers, purchasers, 

users and influencers (Arnould et al., 2002) at a macro level. Such an 

approach goes towards the desire of CCT to speak more to the macro level 

or societal factors of consumption (Saatcioglu & Corus, 2018). The value 

outcomes of one group can be achieved through the resources of another 

who are obligated to support them (Arun, Annim, & Arun, 2015).  
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From a broader social view, the paper and its results challenge the 

binary nature of low-income and middle-income consumers. 

Prahalad’s (Prahalad & Hammond, 2002) bottom of the economic 

pyramid was conceptualised as a market segment and its relation to 

other market segments was not discussed. Paper 2 demonstrated that 

low-income groups are interconnected with the middle-class in 

emerging markets. In developed markets, the poor are generally 

treated by scholars to be a breed apart; they are studied as a group and 

their relations to other members of society scarcely more than one of 

reference, avoidance or aspiration (Hamilton, 2012; Hamilton & 

Catterall, 2005; Hamilton et al., 2014). 

Service theory has developed the conception of service ecosystems 

and primarily used B2B contexts to explore them (Akaka & Vargo, 

2015; Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016; Prior & Marcos-Cuevas, 2016). 

Heinonen and Strandvik (2015) discussed customer ecosystems (not 

consumer) and defined these in generic terms as “the systems of actors 

and spheres that customers are involved with” (p. 5) and “referring to a 

network of actors, activities and practices that shape and are shaped by 

experiences” (p. 9). The current research built on the idea that there 

are many actors in an exchange from service ecosystems, not all of 

whom are beneficiaries (Wieland et al., 2016), but from a consumer 

perspective. From a consumer perspective, there is already the notion 

of many actors present in the conventional consumer behaviour buying 

centre. A consumer buying centre contains a purchaser, influencer, 

decider, user and gatekeeper (Hawkins, Best, & Coney, 2004). The 

current research placed the consumer buying centre in a wide social 

network; here, social networks could be the source of resources and 

hence the buyer, decider and gatekeeper. Social network theory was 

demonstrated to provide resources to individuals within the network. A 

consumer ecosystem is therefore a system of interconnected 

consumers who are called on to provide each other with resources 

according to shared institutional arrangements. Consumers are part of 

their own ecosystems comprised of social and cultural ties. The current 

research views consumer ecosystems as: 

 

 The social milieu in which consumers live, which includes the norms 

around social class, social support structures, social recognition and 

social value. The research questions explored have provided evidence 



113 ǀ CHAPTER 4 

 

 

that social networks are part of social institutions. Social institutions 

are a source of resources (papers 1 and 2).  

 The social network of consumer actors, whether this be relatives, 

friends or connections on social media. 

 

It could be argued that the results may not be generalisable to 

developed markets. In developed markets, firstly, lower social mobility 

leads to fewer social ties between classes (Chantarat & Barrett, 2012). 

Secondly, greater state support structures, in the form of public welfare, 

remove the burden of care from social networks to government ones 

(Zoogah, Peng, & Woldu, 2015). Nevertheless, if state support falters in 

developed markets, access to resources and value creation for relatives 

could fall onto social support structures. Increasingly, the documented 

psychological support for aging parents and children (O’Sullivan, 2015) is 

turning into financial support (Bogan, 2015) in the USA. 

 

Addition of consumer sphere 

The finding of the current research is that there is a prior sphere of the 

consumer value process: the consumer sphere. Such a sphere is 

particularly influential in the development of the value proposition and 

hence the sphere is added at the outset of the consumer value journey. 

What is required of the provider is market intelligence and consumer 

insights (Figure 14).  

Consumer experience begins in the conditions which give rise to the 

recognition that there is a need in the consumer’s lifeworld which could 

be met by producers. In consumer behaviour, this has historically been 

termed “need recognition” (Arnould, Price, & Zinkhan, 2002; Hawkins, 

Best, & Coney, 2004; Karimi et al., 2018). Need recognition implies 

something conscious and this is not necessarily the case. Karimi et al. 

(2018) describe a prior stage they term “context setting” which is followed 

by a stage of “initial exploration”, subsequent to which there is a 

“cognitive exploration” stage. Therefore, a consumer view of value, and 

thereby experience, incorporates a prior stage that sets up the need for 

the product or service. The current findings suggest a “consumer sphere” 

should be added to Grönroos and Voima (2013) (Figure 4). The consumer 

sphere consists of the consumer lifeworld. The proposed sphere and its 

contrast to Grönroos and Voima (2013) is illustrated in Figure 14. 

The consumer lifeworld is deeply embedded in context (Arnould & 

Thompson, 2005; Askegaard & Linnet, 2011; Thompson et al., 2013). 
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Many organisations have mechanisms for understanding the consumer 

and their context, whether this be through conventional market 

research or big data (Columbus, 2018; Desrochers & Nelson, 2006; 

Hamilton, 2016; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019; Van Auken, 2015; Wedel 

& Kannan, 2016). Most companies have market research departments, 

often renamed “consumer insights” departments (Schäfer, 2012) and 

even “consumer insights processes” (Bergstedt & Nilssen, 2013). 

Consumer insights, since they are focused on the consumer and their 

wider world, are particularly useful in developing value propositions. 

Figure 14 demarcates the intersection between the consumer sphere 

and the producer sphere to occur in the consumer insights function of 

providers. 

The current research set out to build on Grönroos and Voima's 

(2013) spheres (producer, joint and customer sphere) view of value. 

Grönroos and Voima (2013) had no sphere for the consumer lifeworld. 

The first sphere in their model was the producer. Within the producer 

sphere, Grönroos and Voima (2013) detailed four stages: design, 

development, manufacturing and delivery. The current research firstly 

adds a consumer sphere prior to the producer sphere. Second, the 

current study includes the consumer insights function in the producer 

sphere. Figure 14 illustrates that the proposed new approach focuses 

on consumer value-orientated functions of consumer insights, design 

and acquisition. 
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Figure 14: Extension of Grönroos and Voima (2013) by current research – consumer sphere at outset 
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The current research therefore suggests that there is an intersection 

of the consumer sphere and the producer sphere at the inception stage. 

On the consumer’s part the “context setting”, “initial exploration” and 

“need recognition” of Karimi et al. (2018) can be placed. On the 

provider’s part, consumer insights (whether a formal organised team 

or process) feed into service/product design and thereby the 

development of the value proposition.  

The value proposition literature focuses on the benefit of the service 

or product itself (Eggert, Ulaga, Frow, & Payne, 2018). By formally 

incorporating the consumer sphere, consumer insights and value 

proposition to the consumer experience, the service experience 

literature can shift from service optimisation to include and, indeed 

make primary, the service/product value outcome or end benefit.  

 

Social institutions and resources 

The concept of “benefit” should include cognisance of the broader 

institutional context. The current research suggests that consumer 

insights not be done on solely the level of the individual consumer, as 

what so often happens (Hamilton, 2016) but with their connection with 

broader society and social networks.  
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Acquisition  
 
RQ3: How does differential access to resources impact value during 

the acquisition process? 

 

Overview of paper 

This paper was on whether there was value in the acquisition process 

itself. It posited that the acquisition stage could be treated as containing 

its own value processes and outcomes, potentially independent of the 

final value-in-use of the product or service. Termed “value in acquisition”, 

the paper explored the experience of retail settings for low-income 

consumers in terms of value creation processes and value outcomes. 

The paper sought to investigate interactions in the joint sphere of 

Grönroos and Voima (2013) during the acquisition process. In doing so, 

the data were analysed in terms of value processes and value outcomes 

(Gummerus, 2013). One of the most prominent findings was that 

marketing is an institutional arrangement. Institutions are “humanly 

devised rules, norms, and beliefs that enable and constrain action and 

make social life predictable and meaningful” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p. 11). 

Institutions come in three central forms (cognitive, normative and 

regulative) which cover shared beliefs and assumptions, prescribed 

behaviour and the monitoring and sanctioning of noncompliance 

(Edvardsson et al., 2014; Hartmann et al., 2018). Individuals internalise 

these practices from the broader environment of institutions (Edvardsson 

et al., 2014). Edvardsson et al. (2014) outlines four types of institutions: 

legal, social, commercial and religious. Paper 2 found social institutions 

to be important.  

 

Marketing as an institutional arrangement 

The findings of the current research suggest that it is the very 

pronunciations of customer centricity by marketers themselves (Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016) that have endowed the term “customer” with the power 

which comes from being at the centre of the exchange. As much as 

marketers seek to explain and predict the market, their actions define and 

shape it: marketing itself is an institutional arrangement. An institutional 

arrangement is a set of “value assumptions, cognitive frames, rules and 

routines” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, pp. 14–15) “that guide actors in 

exchanging service with other actors” (Hartmann et al., 2018, p. 3). Even 
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as Hartmann et al. (2018) outline the theoretical foundations for 

selling, they provide “implications for practice” (pp. 13–14), which 

outline value assumptions, frames and the like to guide business in 

how to deal with sales. It should not be surprising that the institutional 

logic of marketing governs market exchanges. Indeed, a review of 

Vargo and Lusch’s etic endeavours, particularly in their 2017 paper, 

suggests that SDL underlies all theories of the market. Edvardsson et 

al. (2014) outline four institutions which provide structures of rules for 

actors in market exchanges: legal, social, commercial and religious. 

The findings of the current research suggest that the “commercial” 

institution can be understood as partially comprising of the marketing 

discipline itself. Thus, marketers need to be clear on terminology and 

aware of the normative influence of their own work. 

 

Terminology: the commercial, cultural and social role of “customer” 

and “consumer” 

The language of service and customer experience researchers tends 

to refer to “customers” (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Gummerus, 2013; 

Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019; Voorhees et al., 

2017), while SDL eschews both “producer” and “consumer” 

nomenclature for that of “actors” (Akaka & Vargo, 2015; Vargo & 

Lusch, 2011, 2016). The term consumer dominates the consumer 

culture literature (Arnould & Thompson, 2005; Holbrook, 2006; 

Saatcioglu & Corus, 2018; Thompson et al., 2013). In the spirit of 

Holbrook’s (2006) critique of SDL, the current research has embraced 

the term “consumers” (not customers) at the heart of value since the 

concept is far broader than service exchanges and value is defined as 

phenomenologically determined by the consumer (Gallarza et al., 2011; 

Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009).  

The current research found that language does matter, particularly 

to consumers as customers. The term “customer” had a distinct 

meaning for respondents, who asserted that the role was an 

empowered one. This is in line with Gummerus (2013) and contrary to 

Vargo and Lusch, who felt that the term “customer” denoted passivity 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2011, 2016). Moreover, the role of customer should be 

kept distinct from other social roles, whether these be membership of 

an ethnic group or socio-economic status. Similar to the customer 

experience literature, the term “customer” is associated with the joint 
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sphere of interactions with providers (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; McColl-

Kennedy et al., 2019).  

These findings were in stark contrast to Vargo and Lusch (2011; 2016), 

who discarded the terminology of “consumer” as “passive.” Respondents 

here found the role of the consumer to be empowering, echoing 

Gummerus’s (2013) assertion that the consumer is “empowered.” Since 

the study was done on low-income respondents, the role of “consumer” is 

a role which equalises them to others. Marketing discourse centres on 

customer centricity; hence marketing makes consumers the most 

important party in an exchange (Kennedy & Laczniak, 2016). Consumers 

in the study believed they should be equal to all others because the unit 

value of their money is the same. We live in societies that are imbued with 

marketing (Thompson et al., 2013); therefore, society is imbued with 

marketing practices, marketing roles and marketing norms. Marketing is 

an institutional arrangement. Years of promoting consumer centricity 

and the “consumer is always right” has created a normalising force in the 

market, which, when violated, destroys value. 

At a micro level, respondents felt that marketing roles were separate to 

social ones; they should not be treated according to their socio-economic 

status when in marketing environments. They often felt that they were 

treated according to their community membership rather than their 

purchasing power. Such a finding echoes the blur of social categories 

between marginalised identities and the consumer identity, which in the 

US plays out in terms of both race and class, as the Starbucks example 

demonstrates (Edgecliffe-Johnson & Nicolaou, 2018). Consumer culture 

theorists have investigated how multiple social roles converge and 

sometimes conflict at the individual level (Arnould & Thompson, 2005) 

but little has been done to assess the implications for value creation 

processes and value outcomes. 

 

Value processes and value outcomes 

A number of value outcomes, independent of the product or service, 

were found to arise from the acquisition process. Such value outcomes 

bear close resemblance to notions of value as an end benefit, a means to 

an end and thereby the taxonomies of value (Sánchez-Fernández et al., 

2009). Sánchez-Fernández et al. (2009) outline social value (status and 

esteem) and altruistic value (ethics and spirituality) among their eight 

value outcomes in their taxonomy.  
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Benefit-focused outcomes are in contrast to the experience-based 

cognition and emotion customer responses in customer experience 

management (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; McColl-

Kennedy et al., 2019). Respondents in this study found much social 

value outcomes from the acquisition process. They found status in 

acquiring goods; they were treated as “queens”; they found social 

inclusion. Social inclusion is important for a group traditionally 

excluded from society. Status has been studied as a value outcome in 

goods rather than services (Hamilton, 2012) and thus status signalling 

can occur in retail environments. The value of the acquisition process 

as a place of exclusion has been demonstrated in luxury industry 

(Ward & Dahl, 2014); the current research outlined the need for 

marketing environments to be inclusive. 

In terms of value processes, the acquisition process increased their 

operant resources through learning or acquiring skills to function 

better in future market exchanges. Respondents in the current research 

found affirmation when treated according to the Kantian notion of 

respect, which includes justice and fair dealing (Garcia, 2012). 

 

 

Key import of paper 

One of the largest questions around the notion of value in 

acquisition is how it differs from related concepts used in service 

environments such as the most used (1) “value co-creation” (Alves, 

Fernandes, & Raposo, 2016; Wieland et al., 2016), (2) “value-in-

experience” (Tynan, McKechnie, & Hartley, 2014) and (3) customer 

experience management (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). These are discussed 

below. 

Value co-creation has strong associations with SDL and sits firmly in 

the joint sphere and value produced as the interaction between actors 

in an exchange (Eggert et al., 2018; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). From 

a consumer perspective in SDL, there is a strong association with 

prosumption (where consumers expend effort to create value) and 

relationship management (Alves et al., 2016).  

The value-in-experience approach has a greater consumer focus and 

acknowledges that value can be created in the joint sphere without the 

involvement of the producer (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015; Tynan et 

al., 2014). However, value-in-experience is framed primarily in terms 

of experience goods (Tynan et al., 2014) and holistically; that is, with 
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the end value-in-use in mind (Plewa, Sweeney, & Michayluk, 2015) and 

not value as separate and resident in the acquisition experience. 

Customer experience management focuses on experience optimisation 

and value is largely defined in such terms (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). The 

primary emphasis is on the consumer and their response to the provider 

in emotional and cognitive terms (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019).  

The findings in the current research suggest that there are value 

processes and value outcomes in and of the acquisition process itself. The 

findings outline how both value processes and value outcomes are present 

and independent of final value-in-use. The findings here extend and 

support McColl-Kennedy et al's. (2019) value processes in service 

interactions, which were resources, interactions, context and customer 

role, which are deliberated next. 

 

Resources: Operand resources are important means of status and 

power within an exchange. Value creation processes have been 

conceptualised as heavily influenced by resources and the ability to 

integrate them. Indeed, value processes have been explained as “resource 

integration practices” (Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016) and are 

dependent on the skill of actors (termed operant resources) to perform 

the integration (Pfisterer & Roth, 2015; Vargo & Lusch, 2007). It is the 

operant resources which are given primacy in value creation activities in 

SDL (Koskela-Huotari & Vargo, 2016; Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Wieland et 

al., 2016) as well as customer experience research (McColl-Kennedy et al., 

2019). The current research found that while operant resources were 

important, so too were operand resources. Operand resources are those 

over which consumers (or any actor) have allocative control, such as time 

and money (Arnould et al., 2006). Operand resources differ according to 

broader social and economic conditions; that is, different groups in 

society have systematically dissimilar access to such resources (Arnould 

et al., 2006). Moreover, respondents viewed operand resources, 

particularly financial ones, as bestowing agency in the acquisition 

process. When respondents were not treated based on the face value of 

their currency, they themselves felt devalued. An omission of operand 

resources when viewing the ability of actors to create value leaves a view 

of value creation processes incomplete. 
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Interactions: At a micro level, interactions were found to be 

enhanced when parties in the interaction were treated according to the 

Kantian notion of respect, which includes accountability, fair dealing 

and treating others with dignity (Garcia, 2012; Miller, 2001). 

Technology was only apparent when it was felt to circumscribe human 

agency. Both parties in the acquisition process were constrained 

“because the computer says so”. 

 

Context was found to include macro and meso level arrangements, 

such as social roles (for example socio-economic status) and 

organisational partner arrangements (for example, subcontracting 

arrangements).  

 

The customer role: The findings were less focused on the degree 

of activity of the customer role (active versus passive), as found by SDL 

scholars and customer experience researchers (Alves et al., 2016; 

McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019) but focused on the role and status of the 

term “customer”. The context captured the broader societal 

institutional logics, such as social, financial and racial differences 

which came into play in the acquisition process. 

The value creation processes described above led to identifiable 

value outcomes which were independent of the good or service being 

acquired. Such outcomes (for example social inclusion, status and 

esteem) can easily be mapped to various taxonomies of value-in-use. 

The current research suggests that there is value-in-use in acquisition 

and this is apart from the value-in-use of the goods or service. 

Correspondingly, companies should develop value propositions for the 

acquisition process itself, alongside value propositions pertaining to 

the core product or service. 
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Usage and disposal 
 
RQ4: How can active resource destruction provide value outcomes? 

 

Overview of findings 

 

This paper investigated the value-in-use outside of the provider sphere. 

The most apparent nature of burning expensive goods publicly is 

conspicuous consumption; some have interpreted the activity of brand 

burning as aspirational consumption (Mnisi, 2015). Conspicuous 

consumption itself has long attracted interest as it is a practice which is 

independent of the utilitarian and functional value of the product 

(Jaikumar, Singh, & Sarin, 2016). Very little literature views conspicuous 

consumption as a value creation practice, however. Since conspicuous 

consumption requires a social order for social signalling to work, as 

practice of value creation (to attain status), conspicuous consumption 

cannot operate without a set of norms and roles where there is economic 

differences (Gurzki & Woisetschläger, 2017; Strombeck & Shu, 2016). 

Indeed, the respondents in the current study are some of the most 

impoverished; at the extreme end, izikhothane (the participants) have 

been documented as burning money and destroying food.  

Access to resources and perceived powerlessness in a materialistic 

society is prominent in the findings. Similar to the low-income 

respondents in retail settings, respondents here seek to assert themselves 

as resource owners. The burning of the resource could be a 

demonstration of reclaiming agency; it also had a social value outcome, 

where respondents used the display in sexual signalling. Like David Dao 

in Paper 1, loss of agency results in a spectacle; the subversive tactics of 

Foucault (Shankar et al., 2006). The use of the spectacle is therefore 

potentially part of disruptive resource integration practice. 

One of the most interesting findings of the investigation into 

ukukhothana is that there is value-in-destruction. Veblen (1899), in The 

Theory of the Leisure Class, stated that only slaves consume only what is 

necessary; excess is a sign of freedom. Destruction could then be the 

ultimate sign of excess and, therewith, freedom. Such a finding opens up 

the route to investigate the value-in-disposal, regardless of type of 

disposal (Cruz-Cárdenas & Arávalo-Chávez, 2018; Kaur & Bawa, 2018). 
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Key import of paper 

Value-in-use has been depicted as resident in the customer sphere 

(Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015; Tynan et al., 

2014). The customer experience literature is more concerned with 

experience in response to producer contact (Følstad & Kvale, 2018; 

Lemon & Verhoef, 2016) and is interested in post-interaction 

experiences to the degree that they form expectations and build 

consumer experience (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2017).  

The domain of value-in-use has primarily been studied by consumer 

culture theorists who have documented many goods being used for 

purposes other than what their designers had in mind (Ger & Belk, 

1996). Therefore, CCT in general and this research in particular signal 

that there is an additional sphere that is needed to understand 

consumer value. The additional consumer sphere, which overlaps with 

the customer sphere, covers value-in-use and extends until the end of 

the product or services lifecycle. Earlier, a consumer sphere was added 

to the value journey before contact with the producer (Figure 14). It is 

proposed to add another consumer sphere at the end of the consumer 

journey (Figure 15). 
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Figure 15: Extended spheres of consumer value journey in comparison to Grönroos & Voima 

Current research in relation to Grönroos and Voima 
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The end of product life has received limited attention. There is work 

on the destruction of value (Bowman & Ambrosini, 2010; Gyrd-Jones 

& Kornum, 2013; Prior & Marcos-Cuevas, 2016; Vafeas, Hughes, & 

Hilton, 2016), but this focuses on how value is diminished. Value-in-

destruction or disposal can be a positive value outcome in itself. 

Business practice has burned stock in order to preserve value: H&M 

and Burberry famously have done so (BBC, 2018a, 2018b; Paton, 

2018). The respondents in the current study had value outcomes of 

social status, esteem and reclaimed power from destroying branded 

products.  

Operand resources are those over which actors have allocative power 

(Arnould et al., 2006). Resources have no inherent value in and of 

themselves; resources are useful to an actor only if they have the right 

to use it, the right to expropriate returns arising from exploiting it, the 

right to change its form and substance and, finally, the right to transfer 

these rights to another (Edvardsson et al., 2014). Part of exercising the 

right to change the form and substance is the right to destroy a 

resource. Therefore, part of the power display can come through 

destruction. The results are framed in an institutional environment 

where the consumers in question are disempowered; they have 

structural possession of few operand resources. In other institutional 

arrangements where norms and roles are different, value could 

manifest through other forms of resource disposal, such as re-gifting or 

recycling. The fourth research question asked how resource destruction 

could create value outcomes. Respondents realised social benefits in 

terms of Holbrook’s value taxonomy (Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009). 

The growth of the circular economy speaks to value which is resident 

at the end of the customer value journey. The clothing brand Patagonia 

has developed value propositions which stretch from the value-in-use 

to the value-in-disposal, since consumers are encouraged to repair, 

reuse (through on-selling to others) and recycle (returning clothing 

which cannot be repaired to Patagonia for repurposing). Patagonia also 

motivates consumers to buy less through a “do not buy this jacket 

campaign” or to pay more for better, longer lasting quality (Rattalino, 

2018). Authors in the circular economy refer to “sustainable value” 

which emphasises value-in-use and value-in-disposal to promote the 

efficient use of assets, whether this be extending product lifetimes, 

products to be accessed and shared (Spring & Araujo, 2017) or for 

repurposing and recycling (Esposito, Tse, & Soufani, 2018; Rattalino, 
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2018). From a producer perspective, the circular economy brings reverse 

rather than forward flows of resources and places greater emphasis on 

networks of suppliers (Spring & Araujo, 2017). Indeed, Spring and Araujo 

(2017) contended that the move to sustainability requires large 

institutional change; hence, the circular economy may alter institutional 

logics and arrangements substantially. Therefore, the conceptualisation 

of value-in-use and value-in-disposal may alter also. 

 

 

Theoretical contributions 
 
Extending the relationship between consumer culture and customer 

orientation 

The research developed an understanding of the consumer value 

journey. The value journey is comprised of the broader institutional 

environment and across three main stages: pre-acquisition, acquisition 

and post-consumption. In doing so, the research incorporated a 

consumer culture perspective on SDL, CDL and customer experience.  

 

The broader institutional environment:  

Between the 2008 and 2016 iterations of SDL, there is a growing 

awareness of and desire to incorporate critique from anthropology and 

CCT, most notably that of Arnould, Price and Malshe (2006). CCT itself 

has been reaching towards societal theories to understand macro-

arrangements (Askegaard & Linnet, 2011; Saatcioglu & Corus, 2018). CDL 

lies between CCT and SDL in that it has the customer as its focus, while it 

maintains a managerial perspective. The current research was developed 

on the relation between these approaches to value through the 

incorporation of a consumer (not customer) orientation on the value 

creation process.  

 

The consumer value journey:  

The largest contribution lies in the development of the consumer value 

journey (Figure 16). Figure 16 depicts the full consumer journey, with its 

two additional spheres. This value journey adds a consumer sphere at the 

outset and the end to Grönroos and Voima's (2013) three spheres of 

producer, joint and customer spheres. The customer experience literature 

is depicted in Figure 16; it lies in the joint sphere of Grönroos and 
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Voima's (2013) three spheres. The journey adds to the literature 

through embracing a truly consumer-orientated process. Four stages 

are demarcated: inception, acquisition, use and disposal. There are 

correspondingly four sets of value types: value in potential (inception 

of consumer need); value-in-acquisition (when goods/services are 

acquired from the producer); value-in-use (conventional use of the 

product or service) and value-in-disposal (product end of life). 

The contribution of each marketing approach (SDL, CCT, CDL) to 

the current research is outlined in Table 12 below. Table 12 outlines the 

focus area, the types of value, the stages and the contribution towards a 

consumer value process of the marketing approach. Taking a service 

perspective, SDL contributed the concepts of value-in-use and value-

in-interaction (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). Latterly, SDL has also 

incorporated macro-environmental factors in value with the concept of 

institutional arrangements (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). 

Customer experience management focuses solely on the interaction 

between producer and consumer. Value is defined in terms of how the 

interaction is optimised and on the emotional and cognitive response 

of the customer (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). Customer experience 

management includes a pre- and post-stage of consumption, but notes 

that it is understudied (Voorhees et al., 2017). The contribution of 

customer experience management to the research is the focus on the 

acquisition process. The contribution of the current research to 

customer experience management is one of value-in-acquisition rather 

than value optimisation.  

CDL introduced the customer (here adapted to consumer) focus. 

Incumbent in a customer focus is the view that value does not require 

the producer to be present, a departure from SDL (Heinonen & 

Strandvik, 2015). The current research extends the customer focus to a 

broader consumer focus. 

Of the four approaches, CCT tends to be emic rather than etic, while 

SDL, customer experience management and CDL tend to be etic. The 

current research takes an etic perspective but is grounded in CC 
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Figure 16: Consumer value journey 
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Table 12: Model synthesis from approaches to consumer value journey 

 

Approach  
Analytical 

focus 
Type of value Stages Elements towards consumer value process 

Service 

dominant 

logic 

Service 

centred 

Value co-creation / value in 

interaction (Alves et al., 2016; 

Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018; Vargo 

& Lusch, 2016; Wieland et al., 2016)  

Value-in-use (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 

2008a, 2016) 

Co-created 

Value-in-use 

Institutional arrangements 

Value creation processes (resources, 

activities, interactions) 

Management orientation 

Etic understanding of market systems 

Customer 

experience 

Interaction 

points 

between 

customer and 

producer 

Customer cognitive and emotive 

response; 

Optimisation of experience (Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016) 

Pre-purchase 

Purchase 

Post-purchase (Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016) 

Touchpoints 

Value creation processes during interaction  

Etic presentation of interaction processes 

Customer 

dominant 

logic 

Customer 

centred 

Value-in-experience (Tynan et al., 

2014) 

Customer-created value 

Overall value increase in wellbeing 

(Anker, Sparks, Moutinho, & 

Grönroos, 2015) 

Provider sphere 

Joint sphere 

Customer sphere (Anker 

et al., 2015; Grönroos & 

Voima, 2013) 

Customer focus  

Customer value independent of provider 

Consumer 

culture 

theory 

Consumer 

centred 
Value-in-use 

Stages of the consumer 

decision journey – various 

models of purchase 

journey (Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016) 

Need recognition to 

purchase 

Value-in-use in CCT 

Consumer focus 

Genesis and formulation of consumer insights 

Emic understanding of consumer lifeworld 

(broader social/cultural context), from need 

genesis in lifeworld (inception); experience 

during acquisition process; value-in-use 

(consumer, emic perspective) 
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Value occurring in stages 

 

A large contribution of the staged model of consumer value is to 

understand value outcomes as separate and distinct depending on the 

stage of the consumer journey. Such a position builds on the work of 

Grönroos and Voima (2013), who asserted that the notion of value as a 

holistic construct obscures its locus. The current research extended 

Grönroos and Voima’s three stages (provider, joint and customer) into 

four types stages (consumer, producer, customer and then consumer 

again). The locus of value at each stage moves from consumer to producer 

as facilitator, to customer and then reverts to consumer (Figure 16).  

Additional types of value have been introduced, most notably value in 

acquisition and value-in-disposal / value-in-destruction. The CDL has 

looked at value during the acquisition phase, but this has not been viewed 

as independent or in any way separate from the overall value assessment 

(Anker et al., 2015; Tynan & McKechnie, 2009; Tynan et al., 2014). The 

current work contributes also by viewing the joint sphere of value 

creation (Anker et al., 2015; Grönroos & Voima, 2013) as in possession of 

its own value type, termed “value-in-acquisition.” Value-in-acquisition is 

an independent locus of value outcomes, separate to the ostensible reason 

for the consumer interaction. Value-in-acquisition is related to service 

value. Service value is typically viewed as utilitarian (Sánchez-Fernández 

& Iniesta-Bonillo, 2009) and nearly always includes service quality 

(Bolton & Drew, 1991; Cronin, 2016). The current research seeks value 

outcomes, such as social inclusion (see Paper 3), not only service utility 

and experience optimisation in service encounters. 

The end of the product or service has not been reviewed as a source of 

value in itself to much extent in the marketing literature. SDL refers to 

resources for future exchanges as outcomes of current exchanges; it does 

not explicitly address resource end of life or resource repurposing and 

reuse (Hartmann et al., 2018; Wieland et al., 2016). Only the product 

lifecycle touches on end of life products in the literature on sustainability 

(Harivardhini, Murali Krishna, & Chakrabarti, 2017). The current 

research highlights the potential for value-in-destruction or value-in-

disposal. Marketers, increasingly cognisant of environmental concerns, 

could be well served in including end of product life value when designing 

products. 
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Interestingly, business-to-business marketing has been cognisant of 

the role of value extraction along a service lifecycle, although this has 

been focused toward maximising customer lifetime value (Rabetino, 

Kohtamäki, Lehtonen, & Kostama, 2015). Servitisation has been 

reviewed as a means of managing the end of the service lifecycle 

(Rabetino et al., 2015).  

Therefore, the thesis contributes to the discussion on “value-in-use” 

(Sweeney, Plewa, & Zurbruegg, 2018; Vargo, Maglio, & Akaka, 2008) 

by assessing the value-in-use as expressed through destruction. More 

pertinently, the emergence of the circular economy could signal a 

change in institutional arrangements where the regulations, norms, 

cognitions and consumption revolve around value-in-use (reuse, 

recycle, repair, share and reduce) (Esposito et al., 2018; Rattalino, 

2018) and value-in-disposal (recycle backwards in the value chain) 

(Spring & Araujo, 2017). The current research has implications for the 

literature on the circular economy. Additionally, as there is a change of 

institutional arrangements in value creation in both business-to-

business and business-to-consumer towards reuse and value extension, 

value-in-disposal could be a pertinent construct. Patagonia, for 

example, includes the company’s encouraging its consumers to resell 

their products to other consumers; value-in-disposal would have 

implications in consumer-to-consumer environs as well. Part of the 

value-in-destruction could be that it enables renewal and innovation. 

 

Value creation processes 

Value creation processes have been conceptualised as resources, 

activities and interactions by Gummerus (2013) in her review of the 

literature. Customer experience theorists have recently begun to 

incorporate value creation processes in the customer experience 

framework (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019). The contribution of this 

research on value creation processes on the consumer value journey is 

a reflection on resources, often depicted as the central element in value 

integration (Eggert et al., 2018; Lusch & Nambisan, 2015; Pera, 

Occhiocupo, & Clarke, 2016; Storbacka et al., 2016). The current 

research contributes to this discussion by outlining three key areas of 

resources: 

 

 Resource assets: customer roles, individual networks, personal operant 

knowledge of the marketplace in general; 
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 Resource compensation: consumer roles and individual networks as 

well as resource destruction; and 

 Resource deficits: marginalised societal roles, lack of operant resources 

such as literacy, lack of economic and legal recourse.  

 

Actors within an ecosystem have differential access to resources and 

hence differential agency (Arnould et al., 2006). Each research question, 

together with its results in terms of resources, is detailed in Table 13 (1 

and 2). Paper 1 in the research established that actors as resource bundles 

(Wieland et al., 2016) have varied access to resources, both operant and 

operand. Digital environments both enabled and constrained consumer 

agency depending on consumer access to social networks and technology 

(data and devices). Since actors are different sets of resource bundles, the 

actor with the greater resource bundle is hypothesised as prioritised, not 

the consumer.  

Paper 2 demonstrated that known resource deficits could be designed 

around in a value proposition. Low-income consumers who cannot afford 

insurance could access resources through their social networks. Paper 3 

reviewed the impact of resource deficits in marketing exchanges and 

would drive the need for particular value outcomes. Here, low-income 

respondents valued inclusion as an outcome. Paper 4 found how resource 

deficits could lead to resource destruction as a value process. The 

destruction would enable status as a value outcome. 
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Table 13: Resource access by research question (1) 

Stage Key question Key Findings  Resources  Contribution 

Overall 

Are resources unequal 

between consumers 

and producers?  

RQ1: How does 

resource access affect 

consumer agency and 

power? 

Consumers and 

producers have 

access to different 

resource sets. 

Actors can to draw 

down resources and 

obtain dominance 

discourses at three 

levels, macro, meso 

and micro.  

Conditions of 

resource access 

are laid out in 

institutional 

arrangements. 

Customer roles, 

individual 

networks, 

personal operant 

knowledge of the 

marketplace. 

Asymmetric relationships, divergent 

actor goals and the use of power in 

exchanges is explained by 

domination discourse. 

Actors are bundles of resources. A 

logic is proposed of the actor with 

the most resources is prioritised 

over the other actor. 

The resources available to any actor 

are a factor of the societal structure 

and individual knowledge and skills 

Inception / 

Value 

proposition / 

Provider 

sphere 

How can resources be 

understood when 

designing value 

propositions? 

RQ2: How can 

resource networks be 

used to design a value 

proposition? 

Empirically 

demonstrate 

resources distribution 

by networks; provider 

service ecosystems 

are mirrored by 

consumer resource 

ecosystems. 

Resource access 

through 

consumer 

ecosystems to 

compensate for 

resource deficits. 

Resource access is fundamental to 

value proposition development. 

Consumers are part of their own 

ecosystems made up of social and 

cultural ties. 

There is a consumer sphere prior to 

the producer sphere. 
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Table 13: Resource access by research question (2) 

 

 

 

 

 

Stage Key question Key Findings  Resources  Contribution 

Interaction / 

Acquisition / 

Joint sphere 

Do low resources 

influence the value 

that is experienced 

in the acquisition 

process? 

RQ3: How does 

differential access 

to resources 

impact value 

during the 

acquisition 

process? 

The resource level of 

consumers shapes 

value outcomes; low 

resource bundles 

shape exchanges with 

producers. 

Marketing is an 

institutional 

arrangement whose 

conventions shape 

social norms and 

expectations. 

Resource deficits drive value 

processes in acquisition of 

products and services: 

marginalised societal roles, 

lack of operant resources 

such as literacy, lack of 

economic and legal 

recourse. 

Marketing provides resource 

access through the role of 

the consumer and the value 

of money. 

Marketing is an institutional 

arrangement which has 

constructed the consumer 

role as an empowered one 

There is value in the 

acquisition process separate 

to value in use 

Use/ 

Customer 

sphere 

Is resource 

destruction a form 

of value outcome?  

RQ4: How can 

active resource 

destruction 

provide value 

outcomes? 

Value-in-use is viewed 

as outside the service 

sphere, yet it is part of 

consumer value. 

Extend consumer 

value journey to 

include use and 

destruction. 

Resource deficits are 

important drivers for value-

in-disposal; compensatory 

destruction of resources / 

Consumer resistance can 

result in active resource 

destruction to unlock 

positive value outcomes of 

social status. 

Current social, cultural and 

economic institutional 

arrangements empower 

those with access to 

material resources.  

There is value-in-disposal of 

products. 

There is a consumer sphere 

after the customer sphere. 
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Institutional logics translated into an etic model to inform practice 

 

CCT has historically been emic rather than etic in nature (Arnould & 

Thompson, 2005; Askegaard & Linnet, 2011; Bajde, 2013). The import 

of cultural, social and anthropological insights from CCT has been 

difficult to institute into formal practice. Vargo and Lusch (2016) strive 

to be etic; thus, when they built on the input from consumer culture 

theorists, they turned to institutional theory and the concept of 

institutional arrangements (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). The concept of 

institutional arrangements itself has been primarily conceptual and has 

not been translated into customer experience management.  

The current research is a contribution towards translating 

institutional arrangements into customer experience management. The 

current research also found that marketing is an institutional 

arrangement and it can conflict with other institutional logics in the 

social milieu. 

Work so far has been primarily conceptual and is at the early stage 

of consolidating how service ecosystems and institutional 

arrangements play out in the value creation process and outcomes. 

This thesis seeks to contribute conceptually through the assessment of 

resource access as mediated through institutions, the role of power and 

power structures, the import of marketing norms, and the roles and 

ethos of shaping service exchanges. Resources were delineated in terms 

of resource deficits, resource assets and resource compensation. A 

model of the consumer value journey was developed (Figure 16). 
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Management implications 
 
Consumer value journey: a staged approach 

Customer experience management is one of the current research 

priorities, particularly in understanding the customer journey funnel 

(Marketing Science Institute, 2018). The current research has outlined a 

broader funnel which intersects with organisational processes. The 

consumer value journey impacts the market research / consumer insight 

team, the service evaluation process, advertising appeals, brand 

positioning and company participation in the circular economy. 

 

Consumer insights  

Many organisations have a formal market research function, often 

labelled as consumer insights (Schäfer, 2012). Consumer insights teams 

have long sought to analyse market and consumer trends to develop 

products and services. The consumer value journey formalises their 

design across inception, acquisition, usage and disposal. The current 

research has large implications for the consumer insights function. The 

value proposition and product/service design are in the remit of the 

consumer insights team, as well as the acquisition process and disposal. 

 Value proposition design should account for what types of resources 

actors have available to them through commercial, legal, cultural, 

technological and social structures.   

 The design of the acquisition process should include value outcomes 

and be cognisant of consumer resources. The consumer insights team 

should be involved in the design of the acquisition process so that 

consumer value is extracted, not only service optimisation. 

  An incorporation of product end of life in the value proposition design. 

 

Advertising appeals 

Advertising appeals could make use of insights related to consumer 

resource access, how to optimise current resources and compensate for 

resource deficits. Advertising potentially has a strong role in shaping 

perceptions around value outcomes across the acquisition, usage and 

disposal stages. Patagonia as a brand has made good use of 

communicating value at the disposal stage. 
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Brand positioning  

Just as there are stages in the consumer value journey, brands could 

position themselves as offering value in one or two stages in particular. 

A service brand, such as Disney, would focus on the acquisition 

experience but also the value-in-use in terms of memories and tangible 

memorabilia. 

 

Product end of life: value-in-disposal 

The consumer value journey extends past post-purchase into a usage 

phase and then a disposal or destruction phase. Some marketers are 

conscious of the environmental hazards of mass consumption and 

incorporating recycling, upcycling or renovation into their value 

propositions. H&M have had recycling campaigns for used clothing, 

while other fashion brands promote upcycling 

(https://about.hm.com/en/sustainability/get-involved/recycle-your-

clothes.html). Marketers of tangible consumer products should be 

increasingly focused on the material impact on the environment of 

product disposal. Business-to-business looks towards servitisation to 

increase relationship life; thus, a category of value at the end of 

product life could be a valuable concept. 

 

Consumer value journey: an applied example 

Insurance products are hard to sell to low-income individuals, yet in 

markets where there is little government support, individual risk is 

great. Paper 2 demonstrated that understanding the social 

environment could give rise to an insurance solution which identifies 

the buyer of insurance in a different socio-economic class to the user of 

that insurance. Consequently, the consumer value journey needs to be 

viewed from different perspectives across the stages of inception, 

acquisition, usage and disposal. The inception stage identifies the 

consumer ecosystem and isolates two key customers: the middle-

income buyer and their potentially multiple low-income dependents. 

Immediately there are two separate value outcomes, one for each 

consumer (the middle-income buyer and the low-income user). The 

acquisition process for each will focus on separate value processes, 

since low-income consumers prefer different interaction styles to 

middle-income ones (Barki & Parente, 2010) (Table 14). 

The value outcomes from the usage of the insurance product are 

apparent only when the insurance product is needed; a perennial 

https://about.hm.com/en/sustainability/get-involved/recycle-your-clothes.html
https://about.hm.com/en/sustainability/get-involved/recycle-your-clothes.html
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problem with insurance is its intangibility and its label as a grudge 

purchase (Eatwell, 2005). Part and parcel of many insurance packages 

are mechanisms to delay claims, whether this be through better risk 

management (for example healthier lifestyles) or rewards systems (for 

example, monetary bonuses for not claiming or not making use of the 

product) (Beswick & Urban, 2012). To this effect, the insurance industry 

does already make use of value-in-disposal or value-in-non-use. For the 

low-income insurance example, the insurer could design mechanisms to 

encourage users to become buyers, thereby reducing the burden on the 

current buyers. Insurers could also become involved in community-based 

low-cost healthcare (Chipp, 2019) to reduce the costs of the service and 

build stronger communities. 

  



CHAPTER 4 ǀ 140  

 

Table 14: Example of management application of staged approach to consumer value 

journey 

 

Stage 

Example: Insurance product – Low income, hard to sell 

insurance product that covers basic healthcare of extended 

family members. Builds on consumer insights that there is a 

large degree of informal social support through families. 

Managerial questions: what are the 

Resources Value processes Value outcomes 

Inception  

Development 

of the value 

proposition 

Economic 

Social (family, 

government 

support) 

Interactions: Provider 

and supporting family 

(buyer); provider and 

user 

Identification other 

members of 

consumer ecosystem 

(community groups, 

religious groups) 

For the buyer: 

Social and non-

social recognition; 

relief from support 

burden; financial 

support 

For the user: Risk 

management; 

community tie 

reinforcement 

Acquisition  Demand on 

time (operand 

resource) for 

buyer 

Lack of 

operant (skills) 

for user 

Interactions: Minimal 

for buyer 

Personal contact for 

low-income user to 

establish trust 

Buyer: 

Convenience 

User: 

Trust 

Value-in-

disposal 

Resource 

transfer 

Scaling down 

premiums to reduce 

buyer’s role and 

increase user’s 

capacity to self-insure 

Strengthening local 

communities to 

reduce overall risk 

Relief from support 

burden for primary 

buyer 

Stronger and less 

hazardous 

communities for 

users 
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Development of a management framework 
 

The consumer value journey turns marketer focus to a wider consumer 

journey. Table 15 (1 and 2) outlines a framework that managers could use. 

The framework identifies four stages for planning: inception, acquisition, 

use and disposal. At each stage, the marketer can consider the type of 

value, the sphere involved (consumer, customer, joint or producer), the 

role of society in resources and the value creation processes and value 

outcomes active. 
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Table 15: Managing the consumer value journey (1) 

 

 

 Inception Acquisition 

Value type Value in potentia Value-in-acquisition 

Consumer sphere 
Need genesis 

Need recognition 
Interaction 

Customer sphere Pre-purchase touchpoints 
Value proposition for acquisition 

Purchase touchpoints management 

Producer sphere 
Consumer Insights process 

Value proposition 

Touchpoints value processes (activities, 

resources, interactions) 

Role of society / 

institutional 

arrangements 

Analysis of key institutions and 

institutional logics (commercial – 

marketing, legal, social, economic) 

Assessment of role of technology 

Review of how institutional logics inform the 

acquisition process 

Value creation 

processes 

Understanding of consumer context 

Review of consumer resources, 

activities and interactions in family 

and community 

Review of resources, activities and interactions 

from provider perspective (McColl-Kennedy et 

al., 2019) 

Review of resources, activities and interactions 

from a consumer perspective (Mickelsson, 

2013) 

Value creation 

outcomes 

Review of key value outcomes / 

benefits sought 

Review of outcomes / benefits possible during 

acquisition 
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Table 15: Managing the consumer value journey (2) 

 

 Use Disposal 

Value type Value-in-use Value-in-disposal / destruction 

Consumer sphere Realisation of value-in-use Recycling, upcycling, re-gifting, destruction 

Customer sphere 

Experience goods 

Credence goods 

Post-purchase touchpoints 

Product returns 

Product reuse / resale 

Producer sphere 
Assessment of post-purchase 

experience 
Value proposition for disposal/renewal 

Role of society / 

institutional 

arrangements 

Understanding of how use is 

realised in the broader institutional 

context 

Review of which institutional logics inform the 

value-in-destruction, preservation or 

reconstruction at the end of the product or 

service lifecycle 

Value creation 

processes 

Understanding of resources, 

activities and interactions enabled 

by the product or service 

The resources, activities and interactions 

required to create value at the end of the 

product or service lifecycle 

Value creation 

outcomes 

An understanding of various 

outcomes / benefits realised during 

use (may be different to value 

proposition) 

Review of outcomes / benefits possible during 

acquisition 
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Across the consumer journey itself, managers could benefit from 

discriminating between consumer frames and customer frames. A 

consumer frame is a wider one and understands value purely from a 

consumer perspective (Anker et al., 2015; Heinonen et al., 2013). The 

role of a customer is a norm and marketers need to be aware of the 

expectations set by marketing communication regarding the 

supremacy of the customer. A normative process of “customer is king” 

could clash with lived experience in two ways. First, the standard itself 

may well be impossible. It is not feasible to manage large volumes of 

consumers in a highly consumer-centric way, particularly for 

routinised services, a longstanding concern in services (Mills & 

Moberg, 1982). While it is true that service automation can increase 

consumer centricity, the intuitiveness of the technological interface 

becomes important (Ostrom et al., 2015; Wedel & Kannan, 2016) and, 

as found in this research, technology can also be felt to end human 

agency because “the computer says so”. The challenge of efficiency 

against customer centricity must be managed delicately, with potential 

escalation mechanisms and recourse to employees with decision-

making authority when faced with service failures due to the limited 

protocols of technology design. 

A second concern in the narrative of consumer centricity is that it is 

often interpreted in narrow terms of customer satisfaction, service 

optimisation and loyalty (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). Customer centricity 

could be defined in terms of customer outcome value, not the 

assessment of how enjoyable the experience was to get there. This is 

particularly true for credence services, which are defined as those that 

cannot be assessed at time of first delivery, such as education and 

healthcare. Complex services, such as credence goods of education and 

healthcare, should move away from metrics on satisfaction to ones on 

overall value across value-in-use (Plewa et al., 2015) rather than the 

satisfactory nature of the process. 

At a micro-interaction level, the current research uncovered the role 

of Kantian notions of respect for people. Respect could be built into 

measurements of service quality as it is about perceived justice, equal 

treatment and accountability. Complex service agreements among 

providers can diffuse accountability; that is, the more providers in a 

service agreement, the less the accountability and responsibility that 

any one provider may assume. Service recovery too could benefit from 

training on how to treat people as people and not based on their other 
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social identities, such as language, race, gender, religious orientation or 

political affiliation. In societies often riven by negative stereotypes, 

marketers have seen social conflict spill over into marketing spaces and 

the consequences communicated widely through social media. 

 

Suggestions for future research 
 

There are many possible research streams from the current research. 

These are grouped as follows. First, an exploration of institutional logics 

and actor agency. Second, a review of the consumer ecosystem and 

consumer value; third, the import of the additional consumer sphere to 

the work of Grönroos and Voima (2013). Fourth, a revisit of the producer 

sphere to envisage profit as a necessary value outcome for marketers. A 

producer sphere which includes profits could go towards answering 

Hietanen et al.'s (2018) critique of SDL. Finally, research on the sections 

of the consumer value journey, particularly value in potentia, value-in-

acquisition and value-in-disposal, is covered.  

 

Institutional logics and consumer value 

Both CCT researchers and academics in services marketing agree that 

the contextual environment is fundamental in value formation. The term 

“value-in-cultural context” has been used to describe this (Akaka et al., 

2015). The mechanisms of cultural context were identified to be 

“institutional arrangements” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Much theorising on 

institutions and institutional arrangements has taken place at a level of 

general abstraction (Edvardsson et al., 2014; Hartmann et al., 2018; Laud 

et al., 2015; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018; Wieland et al., 2016). SDL has 

been criticised as too context-free and in need of mid-range theories 

(Brodie, 2017; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Schallehn, Seuring, Strähle, & 

Freise, 2019). Mid-range theories are less broad in scope, more specific 

and more closely tied to marketing practices than general theories 

(Brodie, 2017). 

The current research could be developed towards more mid-range 

theory, where researchers and managers can begin to translate 

“institutional arrangements” into testable and practical frameworks. 

There are three pertinent areas here: (1) which institutions are the most 

influential in any given exchange (commercial, social, legal, cultural and 

technological) (2) if there is a asymmetry between resource access 
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between actors in a exchange and (3) the composition of an actor’s 

resource bundles. 

 

In building frameworks to investigate institutional logics, 

Edvardsson et al. (2014) outlined four institutions (legal, commercial, 

religious and cultural) that give rise to institutional arrangements. An 

institutional logic “is related to actors, as it shapes their roles, 

activities, and interactions when integrating resources” (Edvardsson et 

al., 2014, p. 296). The current research suggests that the “commercial” 

institution can be understood as partially comprising of the marketing 

discipline itself. Research could investigate how marketing terminology 

and practice sets up norms of interaction. Future research could 

investigate the power and meaning of marketing concepts such as co-

creation, customer centricity, target market and the like to form 

“normative, regulative and cognitive rules which enable and constrain 

actors” (Edvardsson et al., 2014, p. 296). Marketing overwhelmingly 

advocates customer centricity (Kennedy & Laczniak, 2016) and Vargo 

and Lusch (2016) asserted that the beneficiary adjudicates value. 

Therefore, it is worth investigating if there is an institutional logic in 

marketing which prioritises the consumer over the producer, the buyer 

over the seller. 

Conversely, consumers do not always have choice, especially in 

oligopolistic industries such as the airlines (Kennedy & Laczniak, 

2016). On occasions where buyer choice is limited, the agency reverts 

from the buyer to the supplier in a Porterian sense (Gummerus, 2013; 

Kennedy & Laczniak, 2016). A fruitful avenue of future research rests 

in where agency lies due to resources accessed or denied for different 

actors in the market. Arnould et al. (2006) suggested a resource-based 

view of the consumer, noted as important by Vargo and Lusch (2016), 

but little has been done so far to develop one. SDL has embraced actors 

as resource bundles (Hartmann et al., 2018) and actors as unique 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Resource access or deficits could be explored as 

a basis to categorise differences. Social arrangements were found in the 

current research to give rise to access to economic resources; legal, 

cultural and religious could also be investigated. 
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The consumer ecosystem and consumer value 

Part of the contribution of customer/consumer dominant logic is the 

concept of a customer ecosystem (Anker et al., 2015; Heinonen & 

Strandvik, 2015). A customer ecosystem has been defined as “system of 

actors and elements related to the customer that is relevant in a specific 

service” (Voima et al., 2011, p. 1015). The consumer ecosystem suggested 

by the current research does not include a specific service or service 

provider. It is worth exploring how consumer ecosystems function in the 

consumer sphere, independent of any provider. Such an exploration is 

important for consumer insights and need recognition. In a consumer 

ecosystem, the consumer buying centre (purchaser, decider, user, 

influencer and gatekeeper) could be investigated as part of a broader 

network of consumers. Consumers are socially networked to each other 

through familial, community and social media ties, all of which could be 

explored to develop an understanding of a consumer ecosystem. 

 

Consumer spheres in service logic 

Since the publication of Grönroos and Voima (2013), the producer, 

customer and joint spheres have been of use in classifying and developing 

service experiences. The producer sphere is one of design, development 

and production. The joint sphere is one of interaction and co-creation and 

the customer sphere is one of experience and use. A consumer sphere 

adds to this conceptualisation by bringing the lifeworld that generates 

consumer needs formally into value processes. Future research could 

build on this by (1) investigating consumer need states as the 

cornerstones of the value proposition; (2) probing consumer value-in-

disposal for product end of use; and (3) resolving the conceptual 

confusion between consumer and customer. 

 

Consumer need states as cornerstones of value proposition 

development 

Currently, value propositions are viewed as the domain of the provider 

(Eggert et al., 2018; Frow et al., 2014). Historically, the value proposition 

was used to communicate value and it originated in advertising (Eggert et 

al., 2018). Only recently has the value proposition itself been viewed as 

generated with customers in a co-creative way (Eggert et al., 2018; 

Källström & Hultman, 2019). When the value proposition is viewed as co-

created with consumers, it is connected to value-in-use (Eggert et al., 

2018) or potential value of the product/service (Grönroos & Voima, 2013) 
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and not a latent value in the consumer’s lifeworld. In service theory 

currently, prior experience is termed “pre-service” and is understudied 

(Voorhees et al., 2017). When pre-service is studied, it is viewed as in 

anticipation of current service offerings (Schallehn et al., 2019). Future 

research could consider how producers investigate consumer 

lifeworlds through research and then design value propositions to 

capitalise on latent needs and thereby capture value in potentia. Latent 

value could be conceptualised as consumer needs, market trends and 

environmental demands that producers then capitalise upon to develop 

value propositions. From a purely consumer perspective, Wikström 

and Decosta's (2018) notion of consumer goal-setting could provide 

insights into latent values within a market that is not fully serviced by 

producers. A consumer sphere, disconnected with the actual exchange 

and value-in-use, is worth future study. 

 

Consumer need states as cornerstones of product end of life 

 The value-in-destruction is a stream of research with promising 

implications. Producers and marketers are increasingly faced with the 

negative aspects of consumption (Paton, 2018), and the need to engage 

in sustainable value (Esposito et al., 2018; Rattalino, 2018). Research 

in value proposition and the value outcomes from value-in-disposal 

could be a field with great potential. The current value model of CDL 

embraces value processes in the absence of producers, but concerns 

itself with value-in-use only (Anker et al., 2015). Consumers can regift, 

recycle, re-purpose or destroy (Cruz-Cárdenas & Arávalo-Chávez, 

2018; Kaur & Bawa, 2018). It is worth exploring how value-in-disposal 

or in product-end-of-use forms part of a broader value system. 

Disposal or destruction could be investigated in two ways: 

destruction as brand protest and destruction as renewal. Social media 

is replete with consumers’ destroying products as a sign of protest at 

brand values, such as when Nike used Colin Kapernick as a brand 

ambassador (Jones, 2019). Brand destruction could then extract value 

as social signalling and a reassertion of power. Destruction as renewal 

has implications for the conceptualisation of how resources move 

through the value chain. A circular economy reverses the traditional 

model of resource flow, potentially with large implications for current 

value models, such as in SDL and CDL. A purely consumer 

environment could provide opportunities to investigate C2C value 

creation processes, such as regifting and in pure C2C markets. 



149 ǀ CHAPTER 4 

 

 

 

Resolving the conceptual confusion between consumer and 

customer. 

There is conceptual confusion in the usage of the terms “consumer” 

and “customer” (Anker et al., 2015; Kennedy & Laczniak, 2016). Grönroos 

and Voima's (2013) initial model used the term “customer”. Heinonen 

and her fellow authors, of whom Grönroos was one, developed “customer 

dominant logic” and strongly differentiated the terms “customer” and 

“consumer” (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015; Heinonen et al., 2010, 2013). 

In their paper setting out the tenants of CDL, Heinonen and Strandvik 

(2015) argued that consumer was a broader frame that did not require the 

producer to be present for value to be realised. Heinonen and Strandvik 

(2015) consciously selected the term “customer” because it is narrower 

and entails an interaction with the producer. Grönroos and other service 

authors the same year decided against the term “customer” for much the 

same reason: consumer was broader (Anker et al., 2015). Grönroos was 

therefore part of the move to change the “customer” sphere of Grönroos 

and Voima's (2013) model from “customer” to “consumer”. For Anker et 

al. (2015), consumer dominant logic is the preferred term to Heinonen 

and Strandvik's (2015) customer dominant logic. In CDL, Anker et al. 

(2015) define value as being either consumer orientated, where the 

producer is largely absent, or producer facilitated, where value is co-

created. Consumer-originated value is viewed as value-in-use and 

provider-facilitated value is viewed as value co-creation (Anker et al., 

2015). 

The current research suggests that future research should consider 

both a customer and a consumer sphere, rather than the binary suggested 

by Anker et al. (2015). The consumer sphere exists in the absence of the 

producer, thereby enabling latent value and value-in-disposal to be 

included. The co-creation of value propositions envisaged in conceptual 

work, such as Eggert et al. (2018) and empirical work, such as Källström 

and Hultman (2019), would be in the customer sphere, as there is an 

interaction between producer and customer. Latent value, value-in-use 

and value-in-disposal that occurs outside of producer/consumer 

interactions would occur in the consumer sphere, either before or after 

the engagement. 
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Producer spheres as one of value for the producer 

SDL has received criticism that it fails to incorporate a discussion of 

profit when it comes to value (Hietanen et al., 2018). The service 

literature deals with profit in the service journey in terms of customer 

lifetime value (Bolton et al., 2004; Rabetino et al., 2015; Verhoef & 

Lemon, 2013). Since profit could be the most important value outcome 

for the producer from any exchange, rather than customer-centric 

value (Hietanen et al., 2018), a means of resolving the disconnect 

between profit and consumer value is through investigating different 

value outcomes for different spheres. A value outcome from the 

consumer sphere is realisation of latent needs into a value proposition 

which answers those needs. Another value outcome is from the 

producer sphere, where profit must ultimately be present. Customer 

lifetime value analyses see producers discouraging consumers who are 

not sufficiently profitable from engaging with them (Kennedy & 

Laczniak, 2016). A separation of producer value outcomes from 

consumer value outcomes could bear fruit in studies on both value 

creation, value destruction and actor conflicts in exchanges. 

 

The consumer value journey 

The consumer value journey outlined in the current research 

delineates three additional types of value which can be explored 

further. Latent value or value-in-potential and value-in-disposal have 

been discussed above under the consumer sphere above. 

 

Value-in-acquisition 

The acquisition process could be a difficult one for consumers to 

navigate. Recent work on pain (Riediger, Schmiedek, Wagner, & 

Lindenberger, 2009; Scott, Cayla, & Cova, 2017) suggests that the 

acquisition process can be physically painful, whether in extreme 

sports or healthcare. In such instances, it is difficult to map the 

customer experience funnel as one which is optimal and reflective of 

customer satisfaction, engagement or loyalty, as commonly done 

(Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). Thus, understanding how complex services 

create and realise value could move the literature forward to a values-

based rather than a purely experience-based focus. 

The acquisition process is an interesting avenue to explore for 

credence services in general, particularly for those which are by their 

nature difficult. Services which require personal transformation, such 
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as healthcare, dieting, education and similar, involve value-creation 

processes which may not be experienced as pleasurable. Indeed, the 

degree of difficulty may even add to the overall value estimation: the 

value of something which is difficult to obtain may be higher because it 

was difficult to obtain. Such an approach could challenge the literature on 

value as a trade-off, where costs diminish value rather than increase it. It 

is worth exploring how costs in the service acquisition process could add 

to value, as it does for Veblen goods, where the higher the cost, the higher 

the demand (Veblen, 1899).  

 

 

Summary of the chapter 
 

The current chapter outlined the findings, first overall and then for 

each research question. The overall findings stressed the importance of 

terminology, whether this be consumer or customer, as these terms often 

form roles and have different loci for value formation. At a broad level, 

the research found that consumer value can be conceptualised as a series 

of connected stages, each with its own value imperatives and all shaped 

by the macro-environment in the form of institutional arrangements. 

Important in the findings on institutional arrangements is the role of 

technology and the exercise of power through resource access. Value 

outcomes were found to be neglected. Each research question and its 

findings were reviewed in turn, followed by the key import of the paper. 

The model of the consumer value process was developed and presented. A 

discussion of theoretical and then management implications followed. 

The chapter closed with suggestions for future research. The following 

chapter contains the research papers. 
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Chapter 5: Overview of the research papers 
 

The four research papers explore different aspects of the value 

creation process. The first paper is to establish if resources are good 

proxies for institutional influence in value. Papers 2 to 4 investigate the 

implications of institutional arrangements across Grönroos and 

Voima's (2013) deconstructed value creation process. Paper 2 focuses 

on the value proposition, Paper 3 on value-in-acquisition and the 

fourth paper on value-in-use and value-in-destruction. Figure 17 offers 

a representation of the papers. 
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Figure 17: Overview of research papers 
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