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Abstract
Since the value co-creation (VCC) concept was introduced as an alternative to 
the traditional value creation model, VCC has been studied in various contexts. 
The literature has mostly focused on a specific research context or a specific 
type of stakeholder group, leaving a comprehensive view of the stakeholders’ 
value elements in VCC poorly understood. To address this research gap, we 
conducted a systematic literature review to provide an overview of the concep-
tualization of VCC as well as stakeholders’ expected and realized value through 
collaboration. In accordance with the literature review, six value dimensions 
(economic, experiential, functional, relational, personal growth and corporate 
sustainability) are identified. On the basis of the findings of our literature review, 
we identify gaps in the literature and suggest an agenda for future research. 
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Introduction

In the twenty-first century business context, where the society is facing severe sus-
tainability challenges, focusing only on maximizing the value for shareholders or 
customers is not enough. Thus, how to create collective and sustainable value for 
the whole group of stakeholders has become a hot topic in the academic debate on 
value creation (Dyllick & Muff, 2016). Meanwhile, the focus of value creation has 
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shifted from the linear model of a value chain, where the firm is the primary value 
creator, to the collaborative approach of value co-creation (VCC), where various 
resources of different actors are integrated (Grönroos et al., 2011; Ranjan & Read, 
2016; Vargo et al., 2020). This implies a more systemic perspective on VCC where 
the focus is not only on the dyadic relationship between the service provider and the 
customer but more broadly on the whole ecosystem of different stakeholders, that 
is, on collaborative VCC. Value is always co-created through the cultivation of com-
plex networks within an ecosystem comprising not only firms and customers but 
also their contextual communities and stakeholders (Altinay et al., 2016; Lusch & 
Vargo, 2014; Merz et al., 2009). Gouillart (2014) argued that firms now compete 
based on the value produced by their networks as a whole. 

Collaborative stakeholder-oriented perspective on VCC has thus been recog-
nized. However, a comprehensive view on what value elements stakeholders may 
expect and gain from collaborative VCC is still lacking. Though researchers have 
discussed VCC in different fields, such as marketing (Merz et al., 2009; Ranjan & 
Read, 2016), management (Chang et al., 2013; Gouillart, 2014; Grönroos, 2017), 
service (Mayangsari & Novani, 2015; Ramadhan et  al., 2015), sustainability 
(Arnold, 2017; Biggemann et al., 2014), technology and innovation (Han & Hong, 
2016; Herrera, 2016) and knowledge management (Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 
2012). Prior research has mainly focused on a specific research context or a spe-
cific type of stakeholder group, leaving a comprehensive view of the stakehold-
ers’ value elements in VCC in vague. 

To address this research gap, we take a stakeholder perspective by focusing on 
VCC literature that not only understands customers as actors in VCC alongside 
businesses but also considers stakeholders more broadly. Specifically, this study 
aims to answer the research question: What value elements do stakeholders expect 
and gain from VCC? The current study contributes to the VCC research by pro-
viding a comprehensive explanation of the value elements in VCC from a stake-
holder perspective. 

Methodology

In the current study, we conducted a systematic literature review to overview the 
current state of the VCC literature, following guidelines for a structured literature 
review (Gabbott, 2004). Gabbott (2004) divided the literature review process into 
five consecutive stages: (1) identifying research gaps; (2) retrieving relevant lit-
erature; (3) reviewing the retrieved literature; (4) documenting findings and  
(5) formulating research questions based on the findings. We retrieved relevant 
literature for our review from three databases: The Business Source Complete 
(EBSCO), ABI/INFORM Collection and Scopus. We selected these databases 
based on the following two primary criteria: (1) these databases include business-
centric peer-reviewed journals; and (2) these databases offer an advanced search 
function to obtain precise search results. 

Our initial database search terms included the keywords ‘value co-creation’ or 
‘value co-production’ and ‘stakeholder’ in publications’ title, abstract or keywords. 
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Because of the VCC-related research streams’ broadness, our article selection pro-
cess had to be restricted by inclusion criteria (Gabbott, 2004). In this study, we 
selected only peer-reviewed articles published in English between January 2009 
and May 2022. In total, we retrieved 405 articles through our search. After screen-
ing their titles, abstracts and keywords, we included a total of 112 articles in our 
literature review, having excluded irrelevant articles and duplicate articles included 
in multiple databases. 

We analyzed these 112 selected articles by reading them in full. Our analysis 
focuses on two aspects: the definition of VCC and VCC dimensions and elements. 
Since the VCC concept was introduced by Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004), more 
and more articles have addressed stakeholder participation in VCC. The research 
interest in VCC has been steadily increasing in the reviewed years. VCC has been 
an attractive research topic since 2013 since most of the identified articles have been 
published after 2013. Conceptual articles were more popular at the beginning of the 
specific review period; however, empirical studies have become more dominant 
after 2012, accounting for more than 70% of the total reviewed articles. 

More than half of the total reviewed articles (around 55%) addressed the B2B 
field, whereas approximately one-tenth focused on B2C. Five articles discussed 
both B2B and B2C contexts. The public sector was also a prominent research 
context, addressed by 19% of the total reviewed articles. Additionally, nine arti-
cles focused on other related perspectives, such as a general literature review. 

Findings

Definition of VCC

Academics have used the term co-creation in different contexts over time, making 
the phrase an ambiguous buzzword (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018; Roncha & 
Thomas, 2016; Vargo et al., 2017). Table 1 summarizes the VCC definitions pre-
sented in the reviewed literature. Most VCC definitions have emphasized collab-
orative activities (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014; Merz et al., 2009) in which effective 
engagement and interactions foster collaboration, consistent with the initial VCC 
concept proposed by Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004). Regarding actors’ partici-
pation in VCC, some articles have emphasized stakeholders (Galvagno & Dalli, 
2014; Gouillart, 2014; Merz et al., 2009; Ramaswamy, 2009; Tossavainen, 2017), 
while Ng (2010), Méndez and Gummesson (2012) and Grace and Iacono (2015) 
have emphasized solely customers in a narrow view of stakeholders. 

Based on these varying definitions, we propose that VCC can be defined from 
stakeholders’ perspective as an intensive, collaborative process of engaging and 
integrating stakeholders through sharing a common platform (face-to-face or vir-
tual) in order to realize the expected value of collaboration for each stakeholder. 
Firms facilitate the VCC platform, and all stakeholders act as resource integrators 
to further determine the realized value (at the individual, organizational or soci-
etal level) from their own perspective. This definition recognizes the important 
aspects of VCC: collaborative activities, participating actors, the engagement 
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Table 1.    The Definitions of Value Co-creation. 

Publication Definition

Merz et al. (2009) VCC involves collaborative activities between firms 
and stakeholders, and value is the sum of stakeholders’ 
collectively perceived value-in-use

Ramaswamy (2009) VCC is a process in which firms and stakeholders develop 
products, services and experiences jointly for mutual value 
creation

Ng (2010) VCC is the idea that firms do not provide value but merely 
value propositions, while customers determine and co-
create value alongside a firm

Méndez and Gummesson 
(2012)

VCC refers to that firms actively participate in a joint 
process in which customers also play an active role through 
direct interaction

Sarker et al. (2012) VCC is a symbiotic relationship between firms and 
stakeholders in which stakeholders customize or co-
produce products or services

Gouillart (2014) Through VCC, firms open their value chain offering as a 
docking point to attract a dynamic ecosystem of customers 
and other stakeholders to collaborate in order to create 
economic value

Galvagno and Dalli (2014) VCC is a joint, collaborative, peer-based process between 
firms and stakeholders to produce new value, both 
materially and symbolically

Grandy and Levit (2015) VCC is a process that increases use-value at the individual, 
organizational, or societal level that is subjectively realized 
by the target user

Hsieh (2015) VCC creates value through interactions, experiences and 
relationships between customers, firms and related parties

Grace and Iacono (2015) The firm facilitates the VCC process, through which 
customers co-create and determine value through 
experiential and contextual meanings

Reypens et al. (2016) VCC realizes benefits by integrating resources through 
activities and interactions with collaborators

Tossavainen (2017) VCC is an interactive, creative and social process initiated 
by a firm and all stakeholders who actively participate in 
service development

Cannas et al. (2018) VCC only occurs in a social context, comprising a network 
of multiple actors who reshape and develop value

Best et al. (2018) Under VCC, actors exchange resources to reciprocally 
create collaborative value by performing two sequential 
roles as provider and beneficiary

Note:  VCC, value co-creation. 
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platform, resource integration and the value’s nature. After stakeholders have 
shared a common platform, their continuous interaction, negotiation and  
compromises will determine their realized value in VCC (Cannas, 2018). 

Value Dimensions in VCC

Of the 112 articles we reviewed, 36 discussed value elements directly or indirectly. 
Terminological complexities were noted in that these publications used different 
terms to refer to these value elements—for example, value expectations, value driv-
ers, value motivations, value perceptions, value outcomes or captured value. To 
categorize these value elements, we grouped all the identified elements as expected 
value (described as value expectations, value drivers or motivations) and realized 
value (described as value outcomes, value perceptions, or captured value). 

Most of the value elements discussed in the reviewed literature can be catego-
rized into six value dimensions: economic value, experiential value, functional 
value, relational value, personal growth and corporate sustainability. These value 
dimensions, along with their respective elements, are presented in Table 2. 

The economic value dimension refers to financial benefits and costs, and it 
includes such value elements as economic incentives and cost reduction. Though 
financial incentives are generally assumed to be the easiest and most utilized prac-
tice of realizing the value for stakeholders (Pedrosa, 2009), considering only eco-
nomic value may obscure the actual reasons for stakeholders’ collaboration (Best 
et al., 2018). As Biggemann et al. (2014, p. 310) noted, ‘value is derived from 
what is gained from using the money, not only the fact of having the money’. 
Several scholars mentioned expected economic values, such as financial incen-
tives and rewards (Best et al., 2018; Grace & Iacono, 2015; Pyatt et al., 2017), as 

Table 2.    Value Dimensions and Elements. 

Value Dimensions Amount of Articles Identified Value Elements

Economic value 13 Financial benefits (profit, incentives or 
rewards) and cost reduction

Experiential value 17 Intrinsic value (emotional or symbolic) 
and extrinsic value (achieving rewards or 
predetermined objectives)

Functional value 16 Better performance and service, mitigating 
complex problems and innovative solutions

Relational value 17 Trust, loyalty, commitment, credibility, 
goodwill, care, intimacy and support

Personal growth 15 The enhancement of knowledge and 
intellectual capital, skill development, creativity 
or the identification of opportunities 

Corporate 
sustainability

12 Sustainability, human welfare, well-being of 
society and environmental performance
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well as realized economic values, such as economic growth, industry growth or 
revenue growth (Cannas, 2018; Leavy, 2013; Permatasari et al., 2021). 

Regarding the experiential value dimension, many researchers suggested that 
co-created value is perceived through the lens of stakeholders’ experiences (Merz 
et al., 2009; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2016; White et al., 2009). Experiential value 
can include either intrinsic or extrinsic value (Best et  al., 2018; Fedorenko & 
Berthon, 2017; Hong & Lee, 2015; Sarmah & Rahman, 2017). Intrinsic value 
comprises emotional and symbolic value (Fedorenko & Berthon, 2017; Grandy & 
Levit, 2015). Examples of emotional value include a sense of belonging, enjoy-
ment, pleasure, entertainment, excitement or fun (Biggemann et al., 2014; Cannas, 
2018; Grace & Iacono, 2015; Grandy & Levit, 2015). Meanwhile, symbolic val-
ues include psychological achievements through collaboration (Cannas, 2018; 
Frow & Payne, 2011)—such as privilege, social status, recognition, identity and 
legitimacy within society (Biggemann et al., 2014; Fedorenko & Berthon, 2017; 
Grace and Iacono, 2015; Sarmah & Rahman, 2017). In contrast, extrinsic value is 
related to the outcome of financial targets and the achievement of rewards, prede-
termined goals or objectives (Fedorenko & Berthon, 2017; Pera et  al., 2016; 
Sarmah & Rahman, 2017). Most of the reviewed authors emphasized intrinsic 
value’s impact on stakeholders’ active participation (Grace & Iacono, 2015; 
Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2016; Ranjan and Read, 2016; Wiltshier & Clarke, 2016); 
however, some also argued that stakeholders are greatly motivated by extrinsic 
value (Cannas et al., 2018; Pera et al., 2016). 

The functional value dimension includes offerings’ overall performance, such 
as better service (lead time reduction, inventory management and increased flex-
ibilities), mitigating complex problems and innovative solutions (Leone et  al., 
2021; Polat, 2022; Schiavone et al., 2021). Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2016) argued 
that stakeholders mostly consider functional, emotional and self-expressive ben-
efits as expected values of collaboration. Biggemann et al. (2014) also indicated 
functional benefits as a major expected value for stakeholders; such realized func-
tional values were mostly related to performance improvements, reduced associ-
ated risks and stimulating innovation (Grace & Iacono, 2015; Reypens et  al., 
2016; Rojas et al., 2018). 

Describing the relational value dimension, Ranjan and Read (2016, p. 294) 
stated that ‘relationship manifests in the form of collaboration, outside-in perspec-
tive, engagement and use of the mutual resources, and reciprocity’. Stakeholders 
mostly seek trust, loyalty, commitment, credibility and goodwill from a relation-
ship. Rojas et  al. (2018), Pera et  al. (2016) and Hsieh (2015) also particularly 
emphasized the relational value dimension in understanding stakeholders’ expec-
tations. Some scholars mentioned trust, commitment, goodwill, loyalty and cred-
ibility as the primary relational value elements (Ciasullo & Troisi, 2013; Kennedy 
& Guzmán, 2016; Raman et  al., 2017; Sarker et  al., 2012; Thiruvattal, 2017), 
while others emphasized establishing a new relationship, care, intimacy and sup-
port (Hsieh, 2015; Pedrosa, 2009; Pera et al., 2016; Reypens et al., 2016). 

The personal growth value dimension involves the potential for stakeholders’ 
own development as a result of collaboration. Knowledge advancement and intel-
lectual capital enhancement were cited more frequently as value elements for both 
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expected (Herrera, 2016; Pedrosa, 2009; Sarker et al., 2012) and realized personal 
growth value (Arnold, 2017; Chang et al., 2013; Kruger et al., 2018; Reypens et al., 
2016). Other value elements—specifically, learning, skill development, creativity 
and identifying opportunities—were also mentioned in the literature as elements of 
stakeholders’ personal growth (Kennedy & Guzmán, 2016; Kinnula et al., 2018; 
Nudurupati et al., 2015; Park & Kohler, 2018; Wiltshier & Clarke, 2016). 

Finally, the corporate sustainability value dimension reflects an approach of offer-
ing environmental, ethical, societal and cultural benefits to stakeholders for long-term 
value creation. Improved sustainability, sustainable values and social legitimacy are 
considered as expected values (Arnold, 2017; Best et al., 2018; Ciasullo & Troisi, 
2013; Kennedy & Guzmán, 2016), whereas corporate social responsibility, conscious 
citizenship, human welfare, well-being of society, sustainability and environmental 
performance are considered as realized values (Cannas et al., 2018; Juriett et al., 2017; 
Leavy, 2013; Line et al., 2018; Park & Kohler, 2018). 

These value elements can be interchanged or overlapped with different value 
dimensions to fulfil different objectives, depending on the collaboration context. 
For example, Jaakkola and Alexander (2014) considered legitimacy as an improved 
experiential value in a community, while Kruger et al. (2018) emphasized social 
legitimacy as a valuable element in enhancing corporate sustainability. Hsieh (2015) 
argued that utilitarian value (accomplishing or learning new things) are experiential 
value; however, some other scholars considered learning as a value element of the 
personal growth dimension (Fedorenko & Berthon, 2017; Park & Kohler, 2018). 

The reviewed articles discussed both expected and realized value for stakehold-
ers. Realized values in VCC were mentioned in the reviewed literature more than 
expected values (Appendix A). Expected values include stakeholders’ own expecta-
tions for a VCC collaboration, whereas realized value comprises actual achieve-
ments from collaboration as outcomes for the stakeholder. Because the expected 
outcome of one stakeholder can dissatisfy other stakeholders, such expectations 
may lead to conflicts during collaboration (Cannas, 2018; Raman et  al., 2017; 
Sarker et al., 2012). Another possible VCC outcome is that the expected value is not 
realized or captured due to value slippage or value co-destruction (Chang et al., 
2013; Millspaugh & Kent, 2016; Yngfalk, 2013). Importantly, realized values do 
not always match expected values (Kinnula et al., 2018; Kumar & Rajan, 2017). 

Future Research Agenda

Our findings from this literature review suggest potential new avenues for future 
VCC research. Because we have identified the value elements of collaborative 
VCC from a stakeholder perspective, including expected and realized value ele-
ments, it would be meaningful to apply these identified value dimensions among 
different stakeholders in different VCC contexts and study the generalizability of 
the emerged value typology. 

Even though we reviewed studies that discuss stakeholders in VCC, prior lit-
erature did not explore stakeholders’ value broadly. Future research is needed 
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about VCC in contexts where stakeholders are broadly recognized and studied. 
That may induce changes to the emerged value typology as well. 

In addition, some of the reviewed studies have focused on both expected and 
realized values. The variation between expected and realized value elements that 
we identified in this study also merits further research exploring the reasons for 
this discrepancy from stakeholders’ perspective. This analysis could provide new 
insights on how to realize value through different collaboration strategies in VCC. 

Furthermore, among the different value dimensions discussed in the reviewed 
literature, the corporate sustainability value dimension has been found to be 
related to different elements but has not been investigated in depth. Future research 
could consider about investigating the specific value elements regarding corpo-
rate sustainability value in VCC across contexts. 

Stakeholder collaboration in VCC aims at different expectations (Darškuvienė 
& Bendoraitienė, 2014; Näsholm & Blomquist, 2015). Currently, such differences 
commonly spark conflicts and cause value co-destruction or value slippage 
(Yngfalk, 2013). However, little research has attempted to examine such occur-
rences in VCC. However, the reasons for value co-destruction or value slippage—
and how to manage and mitigate these challenges—must be explored further. 

Conclusion

In this article, we have overviewed state-of-the-art VCC studies from a stake-
holder perspective. The current study offers two important theoretical contribu-
tions to VCC research. First, it enriches the VCC literature by identifying the 
value dimensions and value elements in VCC process from the stakeholder per-
spective. Second, this study presents avenues for future research in the area of 
expected and realized value across research contexts, and the meaning and prac-
tice of value slippage or value co-destruction in VCC process for stakeholders. 

Based on our review of 112 articles published between 2009 and 2022, we 
have discussed different value dimensions and their elements in VCC. All the 
value elements emphasized in the literature can be grouped into six value dimen-
sions: economic, experiential, functional, relational, personal growth and corpo-
rate sustainability. The experiential value dimension was emphasized more in the 
reviewed studies than the other value dimensions, followed by the relational value 
elements. The review further indicates how stakeholders’ conflicts of interests can 
cause value slippage or value co-destruction in the VCC process (Chang et al., 
2013; Millspaugh & Kent, 2016; Yngfalk, 2013). 

As a literature review, this study has faced some limitations that must be con-
sidered while generalizing our findings. We have focused on peer-reviewed scien-
tific articles published between 2009 and 2022 that used the terms ‘value 
co-creation’, or ‘value co-production’ and ‘stakeholder. ’ Relevant articles outside 
these criteria may have been excluded. Finally, the main motive in this study was 
to provide a multi-stakeholder perspective on VCC that covered all possible 
research streams. Thus, we have not selected a specific research stream in our 
literature searching. Future research can consider about focusing on a specific 
research stream when conducting literature review on VCC. 



A
pp

en
di

x 
A

Ta
bl

e 
1A

.  
Id

en
tif

ie
d 

Va
lu

e 
D

im
en

si
on

s 
an

d 
Va

lu
e 

El
em

en
ts

 in
 V

C
C

 fr
om

 S
ta

ke
ho

ld
er

 P
er

sp
ec

tiv
e.

 

R
es

ea
rc

h 
St

re
am

R
ef

er
en

ce
s

V
al

ue
 D

im
en

si
on

s

Ex
pe

ct
ed

 o
r 

R
ea

liz
ed

 V
al

ue
Id

en
tif

ie
d 

V
al

ue
 E

le
m

en
ts

Ec
on

om
ic

Ex
pe

ri
en

tia
l

Fu
nc

tio
na

l
R

el
at

io
na

l
Pe

rs
on

al
 

G
ro

w
th

C
or

po
ra

te
 

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y

M
ar

ke
tin

g
Sa

rk
er

 e
t 

al
. 

(2
01

2)
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
G

oo
dw

ill
, t

ru
st

, c
om

m
itm

en
t 

an
d 

in
te

lle
ct

ua
l c

ap
ita

l 
en

ha
nc

em
en

t

Li
ne

 e
t 

al
. (

20
18

)
X

X
X

R
ea

liz
ed

R
ep

ut
at

io
n,

 e
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
l a

w
ar

en
es

s,
 o

ve
ra

ll 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 (

ec
on

om
ic

, s
oc

ia
l, 

an
d 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l) 
an

d 
in

no
va

tio
n

K
en

ne
dy

 a
nd

 
G

uz
m

án
 (

20
16

)
X

X
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
Po

pu
la

ri
ty

, s
ta

tu
s,

 e
m

ot
io

na
l v

al
ue

 (
ex

ci
te

m
en

t, 
en

te
rt

ai
nm

en
t)

, c
om

m
itm

en
t 

an
d 

lo
ya

lty
, s

oc
ia

l 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y 

an
d 

op
po

rt
un

ity
 s

po
tt

in
g

G
ra

ce
 a

nd
 

Ia
co

no
 (

20
15

)
X

X
X

X
R

ea
liz

ed
Fi

na
nc

ia
l i

nc
en

tiv
es

, p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 im
pr

ov
em

en
t, 

em
ot

io
na

l v
al

ue
 (

en
jo

ym
en

t, 
fu

n,
 a

nd
 e

xc
ite

m
en

t)
 a

nd
 

so
ci

al
 a

cc
ep

ta
nc

e

H
si

eh
 (

20
15

X
X

R
ea

liz
ed

Em
ot

io
na

l (
fu

n,
 e

xc
ite

m
en

t 
an

d 
en

jo
ym

en
t)

 a
nd

 
ut

ili
ta

ri
an

 (
ac

co
m

pl
is

hm
en

t 
an

d 
le

ar
ni

ng
) 

va
lu

e,
 

in
te

rp
er

so
na

l (
st

at
us

 a
nd

 r
ep

ut
at

io
n)

 a
nd

 s
oc

ia
l 

(c
om

m
un

ity
 b

ui
ld

in
g)

 r
el

at
io

ns
hi

p

R
am

as
w

am
y 

an
d 

O
zc

an
 (

20
16

)
X

X
X

Ex
pe

ct
ed

Fu
nc

tio
na

l, 
em

ot
io

na
l a

nd
 s

el
f-e

xp
re

ss
iv

e 
be

ne
fit

s

R
ea

liz
ed

T
ru

st
 a

nd
 c

om
m

itm
en

t 
in

 r
el

at
io

ns
hi

ps

Fe
do

re
nk

o 
an

d 
Be

rt
ho

n 
(2

01
7)

X
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
Ec

on
om

ic
 b

en
ef

its
, I

nt
ri

ns
ic

 (
em

ot
io

na
l a

nd
 

ps
yc

ho
lo

gi
ca

l) 
an

d 
ex

tr
in

si
c 

(fi
na

nc
ia

l r
ew

ar
ds

, t
as

k 
ch

al
le

ng
e)

, s
oc

ia
l i

de
nt

ity
, l

ea
rn

in
g 

an
d 

kn
ow

le
dg

e 
ac

cu
m

ul
at

io
n

Pa
rk

 a
nd

 K
oh

le
r 

(2
01

8)
X

X
R

ea
liz

ed
C

ap
ab

ili
ty

 b
ui

ld
in

g,
 le

ar
ni

ng
, k

no
w

le
dg

e 
ac

cu
m

ul
at

io
n,

 
so

ci
al

 c
ap

ita
l e

nh
an

ce
m

en
t 

an
d 

im
pr

ov
ed

 
su

st
ai

na
bi

lit
y

�
(T

ab
le

 1
A 

co
nt

in
ue

d)



(T
ab

le
 1

A 
co

nt
in

ue
d)

R
es

ea
rc

h 
St

re
am

R
ef

er
en

ce
s

V
al

ue
 D

im
en

si
on

s

Ex
pe

ct
ed

 o
r 

R
ea

liz
ed

 V
al

ue
Id

en
tif

ie
d 

V
al

ue
 E

le
m

en
ts

Ec
on

om
ic

Ex
pe

ri
en

tia
l

Fu
nc

tio
na

l
R

el
at

io
na

l
Pe

rs
on

al
 

G
ro

w
th

C
or

po
ra

te
 

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y

Se
rv

ic
e

Ja
ak

ko
la

 a
nd

 
A

le
xa

nd
er

 (
20

14
)

X
X

X
R

ea
liz

ed
Im

pr
ov

ed
 s

er
vi

ce
 o

ffe
ri

ng
s,

 r
ec

og
ni

tio
n,

 im
pr

ov
ed

 
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

, c
om

m
un

ity
 g

en
er

at
io

n,
 t

ru
st

, l
oy

al
ty

 a
nd

 
co

m
m

itm
en

t

W
ilt

sh
ie

r 
an

d 
C

la
rk

e 
(2

01
6)

X
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
Em

ot
io

na
l v

al
ue

, r
el

at
io

na
l v

al
ue

, a
nd

 n
ov

el
ty

R
ea

liz
ed

Em
ot

io
na

l (
en

jo
ym

en
t, 

en
te

rt
ai

nm
en

t, 
no

st
al

gi
a)

 
va

lu
e,

 le
ar

ni
ng

/s
ki

ll 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t

R
am

an
 e

t 
al

. 
(2

01
7)

X
X

Ex
pe

ct
ed

In
cl

us
iv

ity
, e

m
pa

th
y 

an
d 

re
ci

pr
oc

ity

R
ea

liz
ed

T
ru

st
 a

m
on

g 
ac

to
rs

T
hi

ru
va

tt
al

 
(2

01
7)

X
X

R
ea

liz
ed

Su
pe

ri
or

 s
er

vi
ce

 s
ol

ut
io

ns
, l

oy
al

ty
, s

at
is

fa
ct

io
n 

an
d 

tr
us

t

Py
at

t 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

7)
X

X
X

Ex
pe

ct
ed

Fi
na

nc
ia

l b
en

ef
its

, i
nt

eg
ra

te
d 

ca
re

, e
m

pa
th

y,
 t

ru
st

 
(h

on
es

ty
), 

be
lo

ng
in

gn
es

s 
an

d 
cr

ed
ib

ili
ty

Be
st

 e
t 

al
. (

20
18

)
X

X
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
Fi

na
nc

ia
l b

en
ef

its
, i

nt
ri

ns
ic

 a
nd

 e
xt

ri
ns

ic
 v

al
ue

, 
im

pr
ov

ed
 s

us
ta

in
ab

ili
ty

, s
oc

ia
l l

eg
iti

m
ac

y 
an

d 
st

im
ul

at
in

g 
in

no
va

tio
n

K
in

nu
la

 e
t 

al
. 

(2
01

8)
X

X
R

ea
liz

ed
En

jo
ym

en
t, 

ow
ne

rs
hi

p 
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

, l
ea

rn
in

g 
of

 n
ew

 
sk

ill
s 

an
d 

ca
pa

bi
lit

y

Pe
rm

at
as

ar
i e

t 
al

. 
(2

02
1)

X
X

X
R

ea
liz

ed
Ec

on
om

ic
 a

nd
 s

oc
ia

l v
al

ue
, k

no
w

le
dg

e 
tr

an
sf

er
, 

re
du

ci
ng

 r
is

ks
, i

nn
ov

at
iv

e 
so

lu
tio

ns

Po
la

t 
(2

02
2)

X
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
In

ce
nt

iv
es

, p
ro

fe
ss

io
na

l b
us

in
es

s 
su

pp
or

t, 
in

cu
ba

tio
n 

an
d 

ac
ce

le
ra

tio
n,

 n
et

w
or

ki
ng

, e
du

ca
tio

n 
an

d 
tr

ai
ni

ng
, 

le
gi

tim
iz

at
io

n 
an

d 
re

co
gn

iti
on

Sc
hi

av
on

e 
et

 a
l. 

(2
02

1)
X

X
R

ea
liz

ed
G

re
at

 e
ffi

ci
en

cy
, l

ow
er

 c
os

t 
an

d 
se

rv
ic

e 
sp

ee
d,

 c
lo

se
 

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
n 

an
d 

hi
gh

 s
er

vi
ce

 q
ua

lit
y

�
(T

ab
le

 1
A 

co
nt

in
ue

d)



(T
ab

le
 1

A 
co

nt
in

ue
d)

R
es

ea
rc

h 
St

re
am

R
ef

er
en

ce
s

V
al

ue
 D

im
en

si
on

s

Ex
pe

ct
ed

 o
r 

R
ea

liz
ed

 V
al

ue
Id

en
tif

ie
d 

V
al

ue
 E

le
m

en
ts

Ec
on

om
ic

Ex
pe

ri
en

tia
l

Fu
nc

tio
na

l
R

el
at

io
na

l
Pe

rs
on

al
 

G
ro

w
th

C
or

po
ra

te
 

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y

M
an

ag
em

en
t

Le
av

y 
(2

01
3)

X
X

X
R

ea
liz

ed
W

ea
lth

 (
ec

on
om

ic
 g

ro
w

th
), 

hu
m

an
 w

el
fa

re
, a

nd
 w

el
l-

be
in

g 
of

 s
oc

ie
ty

G
ra

nd
y 

an
d 

Le
vi

t 
(2

01
5)

X
X

R
ea

liz
ed

Em
ot

io
na

l a
nd

 s
ym

bo
lic

 (
st

at
us

, s
oc

ia
l i

de
nt

ity
, 

af
fe

ct
io

n,
 r

es
pe

ct
 a

nd
 s

en
se

 o
f b

el
on

gi
ng

ne
ss

)

R
oj

as
 e

t 
al

. 
(2

01
8)

X
X

Ex
pe

ct
ed

So
lv

in
g 

co
m

pl
ex

 p
ro

bl
em

s,
 r

ed
uc

in
g 

ri
sk

s,
 t

ru
st

 
am

on
g 

ac
to

rs
 a

nd
 in

no
va

tiv
e 

so
lu

tio
ns

Sa
rm

ah
 a

nd
 

R
ah

m
an

 (
20

17
)

X
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
Ec

on
om

ic
 r

ew
ar

ds
 a

nd
 in

ce
nt

iv
es

, e
xp

er
ie

nt
ia

l 
(p

sy
ch

ol
og

ic
al

, b
el

on
gi

ng
ne

ss
, r

ec
og

ni
tio

n)
 v

al
ue

R
ea

liz
ed

R
ed

uc
in

g 
co

st
, e

nh
an

ce
m

en
t 

of
 p

ro
du

ct
iv

ity
 a

nd
 

qu
al

ity

C
ha

ng
 e

t 
al

. 
(2

01
3)

X
X

R
ea

liz
ed

Em
ot

io
na

l, 
co

gn
iti

ve
, a

nd
 b

eh
av

io
ur

al
 v

al
ue

, 
kn

ow
le

dg
e 

ac
cu

m
ul

at
io

n 
an

d 
co

m
pe

te
nc

ie
s 

en
ha

nc
em

en
t

Pe
ra

 e
t 

al
. (

20
16

)
X

X
X

Ex
pe

ct
ed

R
ep

ut
at

io
n 

en
ha

nc
em

en
t, 

id
ea

tio
n,

 d
ev

el
op

in
g 

sk
ill

s,
 

cr
ea

tiv
ity

, s
oc

ia
l s

up
po

rt
, f

ri
en

ds
hi

p,
 in

tim
ac

y 
an

d 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
bu

ild
in

g

N
ud

ur
up

at
i e

t 
al

. 
(2

01
5)

X
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
In

cr
em

en
t 

in
 c

as
h 

flo
w

, l
ea

d 
tim

e 
re

du
ct

io
n,

 in
ve

nt
or

y 
m

an
ag

em
en

t, 
in

cr
ea

se
s 

fle
xi

bi
lit

y,
 le

ar
ni

ng
 a

nd
 g

ro
w

th
 

po
te

nt
ia

l

C
an

na
s 

et
al

. 
(2

01
8)

X
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
R

ep
ut

at
io

n 
en

ha
nc

em
en

t, 
ex

pe
ri

m
en

ta
tio

n 
an

d 
ne

tw
or

ki
ng

R
ea

liz
ed

C
or

po
ra

te
 s

oc
ia

l r
es

po
ns

iv
ity

 (
C

SR
), 

an
d 

so
ci

al
 v

al
ue

 
en

ha
nc

em
en

t

Le
on

e 
et

 a
l. 

(2
02

1)
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
Pr

od
uc

t 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
, e

co
no

m
ic

 im
pa

ct
, r

el
at

io
ns

hi
p 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t, 

an
d 

in
no

va
tio

n

�
(T

ab
le

 1
A 

co
nt

in
ue

d)



(T
ab

le
 1

A 
co

nt
in

ue
d)

R
es

ea
rc

h 
St

re
am

R
ef

er
en

ce
s

V
al

ue
 D

im
en

si
on

s

Ex
pe

ct
ed

 o
r 

R
ea

liz
ed

 V
al

ue
Id

en
tif

ie
d 

V
al

ue
 E

le
m

en
ts

Ec
on

om
ic

Ex
pe

ri
en

tia
l

Fu
nc

tio
na

l
R

el
at

io
na

l
Pe

rs
on

al
 

G
ro

w
th

C
or

po
ra

te
 

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y

T
ec

hn
ol

og
y 

an
d 

in
no

va
tio

n
Pe

dr
os

a 
(2

00
9)

X
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
R

ed
uc

in
g 

ri
sk

s,
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 im

pr
ov

em
en

t, 
bu

ild
in

g 
ne

w
 r

el
at

io
ns

hi
ps

, k
no

w
le

dg
e 

ac
cu

m
ul

at
io

n 
an

d 
ca

pa
bi

lit
ie

s 
bu

ild
in

g

H
er

re
ra

 (
20

16
)

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
K

no
w

le
dg

e 
ac

cu
m

ul
at

io
n 

an
d 

op
po

rt
un

ity
 s

po
tt

in
g

R
ey

pe
ns

 e
t 

al
. 

(2
01

6)
X

X
X

R
ea

liz
ed

R
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
bu

ild
in

g,
 k

no
w

le
dg

e 
ac

cu
m

ul
at

io
n 

(t
ec

hn
ol

og
ic

al
, m

ar
ke

t 
an

d 
m

an
ag

er
ia

l),
 a

nd
 in

no
va

tiv
e 

so
lu

tio
n 

(d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
of

 in
te

rn
al

 p
ro

ce
ss

, R
&

D
)

So
ci

et
y 

an
d 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Bi
gg

em
an

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

4)
X

X
X

Ex
pe

ct
ed

Fu
nc

tio
na

l, 
he

do
ni

c,
 s

ym
bo

lic
 a

nd
 e

co
no

m
ic

 v
al

ue

R
ea

liz
ed

So
ci

al
 r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

 b
y 

fo
st

er
in

g 
va

lu
e 

ch
ai

n 
in

te
gr

ity
 

(p
ri

de
, t

ru
st

 a
nd

 c
om

m
itm

en
t)

C
an

na
s 

(2
01

8)
X

X
R

ea
liz

ed
In

du
st

ry
 a

nd
 r

ev
en

ue
 g

ro
w

th
, s

oc
ia

l v
al

ue
 

en
ha

nc
em

en
t, 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l p
ro

te
ct

io
n 

an
d 

co
ns

ci
ou

s 
ci

tiz
en

sh
ip

Ju
ri

et
ti 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
7)

X
R

ea
liz

ed
C

SR
 a

nd
 s

oc
ia

l v
al

ue

C
ia

su
llo

 a
nd

 
T

ro
is

i (
20

13
)

X
X

X
Ex

pe
ct

ed
C

re
at

io
n 

of
 s

us
ta

in
ab

le
 v

al
ue

 a
nd

 in
te

lle
ct

ua
l c

ap
ita

l o
f 

hu
m

an
 (

sk
ill

 a
nd

 k
no

w
le

dg
e)

, s
tr

uc
tu

ra
l a

nd
 r

el
at

io
na

l 
(t

ru
st

, l
oy

al
ty

 a
nd

 s
at

is
fa

ct
io

n)
 v

al
ue

A
rn

ol
d 

(2
01

7)
X

X
R

ea
liz

ed
Fo

st
er

in
g 

su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y 
an

d 
kn

ow
le

dg
e 

ac
cu

m
ul

at
io

n

K
ru

ge
r 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
8)

X
X

X
R

ea
liz

ed
In

te
gr

ity
 w

ith
in

 v
al

ue
 c

ha
in

, k
no

w
le

dg
e 

ac
cu

m
ul

at
io

n,
 

ca
pa

bi
lit

ie
s 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t 

an
d 

fo
st

er
in

g 
so

ci
al

 
le

gi
tim

ac
y



Bal et al. 	 13

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the 
research, authorship and/or publication of this article. 

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, 
authorship, and/or publication of this article: This research was supported by the 
Strategic Research Council’s Project CORE (313013 +313016) funded by the 
Academy of Finland. 

References

Aarikka-Stenroos, L., & Jaakkola, E. (2012). Value co-creation in knowledge intensive 
business services: A dyadic perspective on the joint problem solving process. Industrial 
Marketing Management, 41(1), 15–26. 

Altinay, L., Sigala, M., & Waligo, V. (2016). Social value creation through tourism enter-
prise. Tourism Management, 54, 404–417. 

Arnold, M. (2017). Fostering sustainability by linking co-creation and relationship man-
agement concepts. Journal of Cleaner Production, 140, 179–188. 

Best, B., Moffett, S., Hannibal, C., & McAdam, R. (2018). Examining networked NGO 
services: Reconceptualising value co-creation. International Journal of Operations 
and Production Management, 38(7), 1540–1561. 

Biggemann, S., Williams, M., & Kro, G. (2014). Building in sustainability, social responsibility 
and value co-creation. Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 29(4), 304–312. 

Cannas, R. (2018). Diverse economies of collective value co-creation: The Open 
Monuments event. Tourism Planning and Development, 15(5), 535–550. 

Cannas, R., Argiolas, G., & Cabiddu, F. (2018). Fostering corporate sustainability in tour-
ism management through social values within collective value co-creation processes. 
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27(1), 139–155. 

Chang, A., Chih, Y. Y., Chew, E., & Pisarski, A. (2013). Reconceptualising mega project 
success in Australian Defence: Recognising the importance of value co-creation. 
International Journal of Project Management, 31(8), 1139–1153. 

Ciasullo, M. V., & Troisi, O. (2013). Sustainable value creation in SMEs: A case study. 
TQM Journal, 25(1), 44–61. 

Darškuvienė, V., & Bendoraitienė, E. (2014). Stakeholder expectations and influence on 
company decisions. Applied Economics: Systematic Research, 8(2), 83–96. 

Fedorenko, I., & Berthon, P. (2017). Beyond the expected benefits: Unpacking value co-
creation in crowdsourcing business models. AMS Review, 7(3–4), 183–194. 

Frow, P., & Payne, A. (2011). A stakeholder perspective of the value proposition concept. 
European Journal of Marketing, 45(1), 223–240. 

Gabbott, M. (2004). Undertaking a literature review in marketing. The Marketing Review, 
4, 411–429. 

Galvagno, M., & Dalli, D. (2014). Theory of value co-creation: A systematic literature 
review. Managing Service Quality, 24(6), 643–683. 

Gouillart, F. J. (2014). The race to implement co-creation of value with stakeholders: Five 
approaches to competitive advantage. Strategy and Leadership, 42(1), 2–8. 

Grace, D., & Iacono, J. L. (2015). Value creation: An internal customers’ perspective. 
Journal of Services Marketing, 29(6–7), 560–570. 



14	 Journal of Creating Value 

Grandy, G., & Levit, T. Value co-creation and stakeholder complexity: What strategy can 
learn from churches. Qualitative Research in Organizations and Management: An 
International Journal, 10(3), 243–273. 

Grönroos, C. (2017). On value and value creation in service: A management perspective. 
Journal of Creating Value, 3(2), 125–141. 

Grönroos, C., Ravald, A., & Voima, P. (2011). A service perspective on business relation-
ships: The value creation, interaction and marketing interface. Marketing Theory, 
40(2), 279–301. 

Han, E., & Hong, S. -G. (2016). 2017 A study on co-creation strategy to implement innova-
tion in digital ecosystems. Information, 19(11A), 5025–5032. 

Herrera, M. E. B. (2016). Innovation for impact: Business innovation for inclusive growth. 
Journal of Business Research, 69(5), 1725–1730. 

Hong, S. G., & Lee, H. M. (2015). Developing Gamcheon cultural village as a tourist des-
tination through co-creation. Service Business, 9(4), 749–769. 

Hsieh, P. -L. (2015). Encounters in an online brand community: Development and valida-
tion of a metric for value co-creation by customers. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and 
Social Networking, 18(5), 286–295. 

Jaakkola, E., & Alexander, M. (2014). The role of customer engagement behavior in value 
co-creation: A service system perspective. Journal of Service Research, 17(3), 
247–261. 

Jurietti, E., Mandelli, A., & Fudurić, M. (2017). How do virtual corporate social responsi-
bility dialogs generate value? A case study of The Unilever Sustainable Living Lab. 
Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 24(5), 357–367. 

Kennedy, E., & Guzmán, F. (2016). Co-creation of brand identities: Consumer and industry 
influence and motivations. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 33(5), 313–323. 

Kinnula, M., Iivari, N., Isomursu, M., & Laari-Salmela, S. (2018). ‘Worksome but reward-
ing’—Stakeholder perceptions on value in collaborative design work. Computer 
Supported Cooperative Work, 27(3–6), 463–494. 

Kruger, C., Caiado, R. G. G., França, S. L. B., & Quelhas, O. L. G. (2018). A holistic model 
integrating value co-creation methodologies towards the sustainable development. 
Journal of Cleaner Production, 191, 400–416. 

Kumar, V., & Rajan, B. (2017). What’s in it for me? The creation and destruction of value 
for firms from stakeholders. Journal of Creating Value, 3(2), 142–156. 

Leavy, B. (2013). Venkat Ramaswamy – A ten-year perspective on how the value co-cre-
ation revolution is transforming competition. Strategy and Leadership, 41(6), 11–17. 

Leone, D., Schiavone, F., & Simoni, M. (2021). Key account management and value co-
creation in multi-stakeholder ecosystems. A “market access” mix. Journal of Business 
and Industrial Marketing, 36(13), 199–209. 

Line, N. D., Runyan, R. C., & Padron, T. G. (2018). Multiple stakeholder market orienta-
tion: A service-dominant logic perspective of the market orientation paradigm. AMS 
Review, 9(1–2), 42–60. 

Lusch, R. F., & Vargo, S. L. (2014). Service-dominant logic: Premises, perspectives, pos-
sibilities (1st ed. ). Cambridge University Press. 

Mayangsari, L., & Novani, S. (2015). Multi-stakeholder co-creation analysis in smart city 
management: An experience from Bandung, Indonesia. Procedia Manufacturing, 4, 
315–321. 

Méndez, M. D., & Gummesson, E. (2012). Value co-creation and university teaching qual-
ity: Consequences for the European Higher Education Area (EHEA). Journal of 
Service Management, 23(4), 571–592. 

Merz, M. A., He, Y., & Vargo, S. L. (2009). The evolving brand logic: A service-dominant 
logic perspective. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 37(3), 328–344. 



Bal et al. 	 15

Millspaugh, J., & Kent, A. (2016). Co-creation and the development of SME designer fash-
ion enterprises. Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management, 20(3), 322–338. 

Näsholm, M. H., & Blomquist, T. (2015). Co-creation as a strategy for program manage-
ment. International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 8(1), 58–73. 

Ng, I. C. L. (2010). The future of pricing and revenue models. Journal of Revenue and 
Pricing Management, 9(3), 276–281. 

Nudurupati, S. S., Bhattacharya, A., Lascelles, D., & Caton, N. (2015). Strategic sourcing 
with multi-stakeholders through value co-creation: An evidence from global health 
care company. International Journal of Production Economics, 166, 248–257. 

Park, S. Y., & Kohler, T. (2018). Collaboration for sustainable tourism through strategic 
bridging: A case of travel2change. Journal of Vacation Marketing, 25(1), 99–110. 

Pedrosa, A. (2009). Motivating co-created innovation. Technology Innovation Management 
Review, 35–40. 

Pera, R., Occhiocupo, N., & Clarke, J. (2016). Motives and resources for value co-creation 
in a multi-stakeholder ecosystem: A managerial perspective. Journal of Business 
Research, 69(10), 4033–4041. 

Permatasari, A., Dhewanto, W., & Dellyana, D. (2021). A proposed model of value co-
creation through multi-stakeholder collaboration in domestic product development. 
Business: Theory and Practice, 22(2), 414–425. 

Polat, G. (2022). A dynamic business model for Turkish techno parks: Looking through the 
lenses of service perspective and stakeholder theory. Journal of Science and Technology 
Policy Management, 13(2), 238–266. 

Prahalad, C. K., & Ramaswamy, V. (2004). The future of competition: Co-creating unique 
value with customers. Harvard Business School Press. 

Pyatt, A. Z., Wright, G. H., Walley, K. E., & Bleach, E. (2017). Value co-creation in high-
involvement services: The animal healthcare sector. International Journal of Retail 
and Distribution Management, 45(5), 518–531. 

Ramadhan, T., Wibisono, D., Nasution, R. A., & Novani, S. (2015). Design of self-service 
technology for passenger shipping transportation service system in Indonesia. 
Procedia Manufacturing, 4, 402–411. 

Raman, S., French, T., & Tulloch, A. (2017). Design-led approach to co-production of values 
for collective decision-making. The Design Journal, 20(Suppl. 1), S4331–S4342. 

Ramaswamy, V. (2009). Co-creation of value —Towards an expanded paradigm of value 
creation. Marketing Review St. Gallen., 26(6), 11–17. 

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

Ramaswamy, V., & Ozcan, K. (2018). What is co-creation? An interactional creation 
framework and its implications for value creation. Journal of Business Research, 
84(September 2016), 196–205. 

Ranjan, K. R., & Read, S. (2016). Value co-creation: Concept and measurement. Journal 
of the Academy of Marketing Science, 44(3), 290–315. 

Reypens, C., Lievens, A., & Blazevic, V. (2016). Leveraging value in multi-stakeholder 
innovation networks: A process framework for value co-creation and capture. 
Industrial Marketing Management, 56, 40–50. 

Rojas, B. H., Liu, L., & Lu, D. (2018). Moderated effect of value co-creation on project 
performance. International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 11(4), 
854–872. 



16	 Journal of Creating Value 

Roncha, A., & Thomas, N. R. (2016). How TOMS’ “one day without shoes” campaign 
brings stakeholders together and co-creates value for the brand using Instagram as a 
platform. Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management, 20(3), 300–321. 

Sarker, S., Sarker, S., Sahaym, A., & Bjorn-andersen, N. (2012). Exploring value cocre-
ation in relationships between an ERP vendor and its partners: A revelatory case study. 
MIS Quarterly, 36(1), 317–338. 

Sarmah, B., & Rahman, Z. (2017). Transforming jewellery designing: Empowering cus-
tomers through crowdsourcing in India. Global Business Review, 18(5), 1325–1344. 

Schiavone, F., Mancini, D., Leone, D., & Lavorato, D. (2021). Digital business models and 
ridesharing for value co-creation in healthcare: A multi-stakeholder ecosystem analy-
sis. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 166(January), 120647. 

Thiruvattal, E. (2017). Impact of value co-creation on logistics customers’ loyalty. Journal 
of Global Operations and Strategic Sourcing, 10(3), 334–361. 

Tossavainen, P. J. (2017). Co-create with stakeholders: Action research approach in service 
development. Action Research, 15(3), 276–293. 

Vargo, S. L., Akaka, M. A., & Vaughan, C. M. (2017). Conceptualizing value: A service-
ecosystem view. Journal of Creating Value, 3(2), 117–124. 

White, T. R., Hede, A. M., & Rentschler, R. (2009). Lessons from arts experiences for 
service-dominant logic. Marketing Intelligence and Planning, 27(6), 775–788. 

Wiltshier, P., & Clarke, A. (2016). Virtual cultural tourism: Six pillars of VCT using co-
creation, value exchange and exchange value. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 
17(4), 372–383. 

Yngfalk, A. F. (2013). “It’s not us, it’s them!” – Rethinking value co-creation among mul-
tiple actors. Journal of Marketing Management, 29(9–10), 1163–1181. 


