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How Customers’ Resources Influence Their
Co-creation Experience

Helena Alves and Catia Jesus

1 Introduction

Consumer experience (CE) has been a focus of study in management, because
creating memorable experiences for customers results in satisfaction, which is
fundamental in achieving competitive advantage (McColl-Kennedy et al.,
2015; Mosavi et al., 2018). Experiences emerge throughout dynamic experi-
ences, formed, and reformed through interactive cultural and social processes
(Akaka & Vargo, 2015), and consequently, each consumer’s experience will be
unique, based on a different combination of relations and resources as well as
individual and shared knowledge (Vargo & Lusch, 2008, 2016). Each con-
sumer’s experience is influenced by their resources, although these can be
complemented by others existing in the market (Gummesson & Mele, 2010).

According to service-dominant logic (SDL), no individual actor possesses
all the resources necessary to co-create value (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). Rather,
actors have access to and can operate on a wide range of resources to extract
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value during service-for-service exchanges. Through resource integration,
actors can co-create value for themselves but also create new potential resources
that they might exchange with other actors (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). Value is
co-created when an actor integrates and operates on own resources, such as
knowledge, skills, and competences with other public, private, or market-
faced resources in an effort to arrive at intended outcomes such as increased
well-being for the focal actor and/or for other actors (Vargo & Lusch, 2004,
2008, 2011). Each actor’s context, as well as their knowledge and skills, affects
their ability to access and leverage resources, as well as their ability to indi-
rectly access and leverage resources beyond the immediate context (Uzzi, 1997).

Albrecht et al. (2017) consider that resource integration (RI) provides a
promising lens to explore how customers use service offers together with a
variety of other resources in contexts of collective consumption, where various
actors and consumers are also present, and how that creates value. However,
creating value in these contexts is still little explored (Kelleher et al., 2019),
highlighting the need for research in this field.

Research and narratives related to resource integration are conceptually
rich, but predominantly theoretical. Among the few empirical studies,
business-to-business research has shown the collective nature of RI in that
context, emphasizing collaborative activities between organizations’ manag-
ers, customers, and suppliers (Macdonald et al., 2016). Also standing out are
empirical studies exploring the consumer’s role in a business-to-consumer
context (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2012) and studies focusing on customers as
resource integrators (Baron & Warnaby, 2011). All the studies/approaches
have enhanced understanding of the resources individuals integrate, but this
matter is not yet clear in a dynamic context of events.! Therefore, the inten-
tion here is to study resource integration in an event context.

The research combines the theoretical groundings of consumer experience
(CE) with its value co-creation processes, according to service-dominant logic
(SDL), giving particular importance to resource integration by event consum-
ers. The intention is to understand the operant physical, cultural, and social
resources essential for the consumer’s experience of global co-creation. The
co-creation process will have repercussions in results of the experience—such
as satisfaction and behavioural intentions—which will also be studied and
analysed. The review of studies on consumption experience revealed this has

! Considering the typology of Getz and Page (2016), this research defined ‘“event context” as festivals or
cultural phenomena/celebrations. These celebrations are less dependent on premises, since they can take
place in parks, streets, theatres, and other public or private places. In this typology, the authors identified
and underlined as classic topics: myths, rituals, traditions, symbolism, ceremonies/celebrations, shows,
host-guest interactions (and the role of the outsider), authenticities, pilgrimages, carnivals, commemora-
tions, and there is some debate about their impacts and meanings.
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been studied in relation to antecedents, consumers’ personal factors, physical
structure, service quality, collaborators, access, and trust (Bueno et al., 2019).
However, so far, no study has determined the influence of the various types of
resources on the results of service experience.

To fulfil this objective, the influence of consumer resources in the event
context will be studied. Events, whether cultural, sporting, political, or of
another nature, are characterized by the absence of controllability and risks
they present for operation and marketing management, as they are held in
different contexts (of time, space, or consumers) (Tum et al., 2006; Berridge,
2007; Bowdin et al., 2012). Their mobility and irregularity present challenges
to event management and the co-creation of experiences, due to the uncer-
tainty regarding the value propositions that can be offered and the expecta-
tions that can be created (Lugosi et al., 2020).

So far, the literature on service and experience co-creation has been based on
the ability to manage consumption experiences, in spaces and times outside the
organization’s influence (Gronroos & Voima, 2013) and has therefore high-
lighted the need to develop propositions or strategies to manage or facilitate
co-creation (Ellis et al., 2019). However, empirical evidence of what happens in
consumption experiences in the event context is limited (Laing, 2018; Lugosi
et al., 2020). Therefore, this research aims to study the resources most used by
consumers in the context of cultural events, as well as the influence these have
on the final result of the experience. To do so, two studies were carried out, one
qualitative (Study 1), based on the Customer Journey Maps method, aiming to
identify the resources used by consumers in the event context (first research
objective); and another quantitative (Study 2), aiming to test the relationship
between the resources of event consumers and the results of their co-creation
experience (second research objective). The study hopes to contribute to the
management of co-creation experiences in the context of cultural events. From
a theoretical perspective, it intends to contribute to the literature on value co-
creation, above all regarding integration of the consumer’s operant resources, in
an event context, and their effect on the results of the experience.

2 Theoretical Background
The Consumer Experience
For some authors, consumers’ experience is their personal interpretation of

the service process and their interaction/involvement during the various con-
tacts with the service (Meyer & Schwager, 2007; Ding et al., 2010; Johnston
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& Kong, 2011). Adhikari and Bhattacharya (2016) classify the consumer
experience according to two visions: the prospective vision, which analyses
CE as the expectation in relation to a sensory involvement with the product/
service, and the reflective vision, which analyses CE during and after con-
sumption of the experiential product/service or sensory interaction (Bos et al.,
2015). Meyer and Schwager (2007) define consumer experience as the inter-
nal and subjective responses of consumers who have direct and indirect con-
tact with organizations, which end up being a cumulative impact—both
emotional and practical—of the customer’s encounters and interactions with
the organization (Stangl, 2014). In the same connection, Klaus and Maklan
(2013) highlight it as the affective and cognitive assessment of direct and
indirect encounters with the organization. This assessment results from the
interaction between the consumer and the organization, being moulded by
the characteristics of both and by the influence of the surrounding environ-
ment (Same & Larimo, 2012). For Gentile et al. (2007), the consumer experi-
ence is the result of a series of interactions between the consumer and the
experience, which causes reactions. Therefore, Brakus et al. (2009) state that
the experience derives from behavioural and affective constructions of
assessment.

Many researchers concentrate on a more wide-ranging perspective, where
holistically the consumer experience incorporates all the cognitive, sensory,
social, emotional, and spiritual responses from the consumer’s interaction
with the organization (Schmitt, 1999, 2003; Gentile et al., 2007; Brakus
et al., 2009; Verhoef et al., 2009; Lemke et al., 2011; Bolton et al., 2014;
Keyser et al., 2015). For Walls et al. (2011), CE is also a multi-dimensional
construction of a holistic nature, resulting from the interaction of internal
factors, such as emotion and cognition, but also external factors, such as inter-
actions, physical experiences, and situational factors. Therefore, when con-
sumers consider or have a consumption experience, they are influenced by
internal factors of a subjective situation, but also, be external factors produced
by the organizations which will influence how consumers engage in the con-
sumption experience. Here, Schmitt et al. (2015) defend the most wide-rang-
ing view of the subject, suggesting that all service exchanges lead to consumer
experience, irrespective or their form and nature.

Based on different epistemological and ontological origins, experience (of
the customer, consumer, or service) has been characterized in the marketing
and service literature in three ways: as a process, a result, or a phenomenon
(Helkkula, 2011). Experience based on the process implies understanding of
the different elements and phases that are interlinked with experiential learn-
ing (Edvardsson et al., 2005). Conception/management of the customer’s
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experience requires the existence of various elements that function holistically
to meet or exceed their expectations, that is, delivering value to the customer
requires an inter-functional perspective (Bitner et al., 2008). Network
approaches facilitate the inclusion of stakeholders in creating experiences
(Binkhorst & Dekker, 2009).

Experiences have also been presented based on the results being considered
as an antecedent/consequence of other constructions (Helkkula, 2011). This
approach was used by many studies focusing on service management and
marketing, seeking to understand how organizations could delineate and
manage their experiences to create competitive advantage. Therefore, it
became extremely important to identify the factors that affect experience
(Doorn et al., 2010; Verhoef et al., 2009), as well as the creation of perfor-
mance variables (Klaus & Maklan, 2012). Employees’ behaviour and atti-
tudes, the environment, inter-personal relations, and technical quality emerge
as elements with an influence and direct impact on CE (Bharwani & Jauhari,
2013). This field of research has analysed how experiences are co-created
within encounters and relations between the organization and its consumers,
which means the parties can directly influence each other’s experiences and
value processes (Gronroos, 2008).

Finally, experiences can be based on a phenomenological perspective, high-
lighting service-dominant logic, service logic, and the theory of consumer
culture. This phenomenological perspective is a very useful lens, since it
intends to understand the consumer’s value creation experience, rather than
focusing on organizations’ attempts to incorporate value in market offers or
appropriating the values created by consumers (Kelleher & Peppard, 2011).

The discussion around service-dominant logic re-centred attention on the
consumer experience, on the premise that the value is singular and phenom-
enologically determined by the consumer (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Here,
authors were concerned about summarizing and characterizing what had been
identified as an evolutionary change in marketing: (a) the focus changed to
the beneficial processes, that is, the service; (b) the conceptualization of value
changed from the value of the exchange to the use of the value, and (c) value
came to be understood as something that is co-created, rather than produced
and delivered. The experience is considered as subjective and specific to the
context (Vargo & Lusch, 2008; Mukhtar et al., 2012; Helkkula et al., 2012).
Instead of the value being assessed objectively in monetary terms, it is assessed
subjectively in the social context (Edvardsson et al., 2011). This scenario
highlights consumers’ active and pro-active role in creating value, which can
influence individually and collectively where, when, and how value is created

(Kelleher & Peppard, 2011; Grénroos, 2011). This approach is the one that
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recognizes best the co-creation experience in relation to actual encounters and
services, considering direct and indirect interactions in forming value. As
such, the experience is personal, relational, and social (Helkkula, 2011;
Helkkula et al., 2012).

This research will be based on a phenomenological perspective, to under-
stand the consumer’s resources and their influence on the experience.
According to Bueno et al. (2019), studies on customer experience have identi-
fied satisfaction and behavioural intentions as outcomes of experience, with
these two variables being most commonly used in studies to measure the
results of the customer experience. These two outcomes of experience will also
be adopted in this research.

Customers’ Resources and Experience

Becker and Jaakkola (2020) systematized studies on consumer experience
from two perspectives: (1) the experience as a response to firms’ stimuli, or (2)
the response to consumption processes. These authors also systematized the
fields of marketing that have focused most on the consumer experience,
namely service marketing, studying the experience as the response to the ser-
vice environment, service personnel, and core service; experiential marketing,
where the consumer experience has been studied as the response to cues, the-
matic content, events, and brand-related advertising; or SDL, where the expe-
rience has been studied as the result of eco-systems.

According to this last perspective, SDL, experience is seen as “a subjective
phenomenon emerging through responses to the holistic service process.
Experiences are co-created among many actors involved in resource integra-
tion, embedded in context, and connected with value” (Becker & Jaakkola,
2020, p. 635), which underlines the fundamental role of resources. According
to SDL, all actors try to increase the viability of their systems through the
exchange and integration of resources, whether market, public or private
(Lusch & Vargo, 2014). Therefore, a fundamental starting point is the actor’s
own resources.

According to Kleinaltenkamp (2015), the resources integrated by actors are
all the tangible and intangible elements characteristic of the actor or which are
accessible at the moment of making the decision to incorporate resources,
being used by the actors to achieve intended objectives with recourse to inte-
gration processes. Altinay et al. (2016) emphasize the existence of operant
resources—which act on other resources—and operand resources—which are
tangible resources attributed or put into practice.
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A resource effectively becomes a resource according to the context of its
use: useless for some actors in certain contexts, or crucial, with great value, for
other actors in other contexts (Frery et al., 2015). Resources can be defined as
something that has the potential to be produced or used by actors, allowing,
and promoting resource integration, as well as effort to co-create value
(Edvardsson & Tronvoll, 2013; Bharwani & Jauhari, 2013; Yi & Gong, 2013;
Tommasetti et al., 2015; Aal et al., 2016, Iyanna, 2016; Troisi et al., 2019;
Zhangetal., 2019; Xiao et al., 2020; Halbusi et al., 2020; Becker & Jaakkola,
2020). In this respect, the authors distance themselves from the narrow view
of resources, as only being linked to offers, and concentrate on facilitators of
the service eco-system, including information, knowledge, values, skills, phys-
ical products, brands, natural resources, and experience rooms. Chandler and
Vargo (2011), Kleinaltenkamp (2015) and Plé (2016) qualify resources as
valuable since they are central to SDL and directly related to the actors.

Rodie and Kleine (2000) divide resources into mental, emotional, and physi-
cal. In turn, Hobfoll (2002) underlines that an individual’s resources can include
materials, conditions (social status), the self (self-esteem and self-efficacy), and
social resources; also highlighting the existence of “energies” (time, money, and
knowledge) as resources that do not have an intrinsic value but gain value in
acquiring other resources. Then again, Arnould et al. (2006) classify operant
resources in physical resources (physical and mental capacity such as energy,
emotion, and strengths), social resources (family and commercial relations and
brand, or consumer communities), and cultural resources (specialized aptitudes
and knowledge, as well as life experiences, stories, and imagination).

3 Studies: Qualitative
and Quantitative Approach

Study 1: Study of the Customer Journey Map
at the Obidos Christmas Town event (OCT)?

Since there is little empirical evidence on what resources are integrated by
consumers in the event context, a first study of a qualitative nature was carried
out, based on the Customer Journey Maps method, to understand and

2OCT is an event held annually in the town of Obidos in Portugal. It takes place in December in the out-
door space of the castle, in an open field, in a scenario with its own characteristics. From year to year,
the organization changes the theme of the event, but always involving many craft establishments, exhibi-
tions, and medieval aspects of this enchanting town, even before entering the enclosure. The enjoyment
of children and adults is ensured after entering the venue with many games, activities, amusements,
shows, and entertainment everywhere.
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identify what types of resources are used by consumers in the event context
(first research objective).

Methodology

The customer journey maps (CJM) are a visual, process-oriented method
that conceptualizes and structures consumers” experiences (Nenonen et al.,
2008). They are used to “reflect patterns of thought, processes, consider-
ations, paths and experiences that individuals pass through in their daily
lives” (Nenonen et al., 2008, p. 5), that is, they allow understanding of how
customers behave, feel and what their motivations/attitudes are throughout
the journey taken (Zomerdijk & Voss, 2010), considering consumers’ men-
tal models, the flow of interactions and touchpoints. Thus, consumer’s jour-
ney is a systematic and schematic approach that, through several contact
episodes, facilitates the understanding of the experience and processes
(Hagen & Bron, 2014).

CJM method was chosen to understand, describe, and schematize in detail
the experience, as well as resource integration and co-creation processes (CP)
of consumers at the OCT event. Adopting an exploratory, interpretative, and
descriptive approach, the aim was to: (1) describe the CE throughout the
purchase stages; and (2) identify the resources integrated by consumers and
understand how and when the co-creation process occurs in an event context.

Considering the exploratory character of this qualitative study, it was
decided to hold 12 semi-structured interviews with consumers (the interview
script can be provided by the authors) who had attended the eleventh OCT
event, that is, the one held in 2016/2017. The participants agreed to the inter-
views being recorded on an audio file (WAV). This solution allowed the con-
versation to flow better, capturing details, and facilitated transcription, coding,
and analysis of each interview held. The interviews were held between 20
January and 25 February 2017, each one lasting 40 minutes on average. The
interviewees were 5 men and 7 women, all national/Portuguese tourists aged
between 25 and 64. Seven were married and five were single, with a level of
education between secondary school and a master’s degree. Five had already
visited the event previously, while seven were visiting for the first time.
However, all the interviewees visited the event with someone (spouse, family,
or friends). The data obtained were treated and analysed using NVIVO 11
PLUS software.
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Results

The results of Study 1 will be presented briefly, and these will be the basis of
Study 2. The results obtained demonstrate the existence of various processes
of value co-creation and resource integration by consumers at the event. It was
therefore possible to determine and understand what type of resources are
integrated and in what circumstances, finding that during their experience
consumers valorize, activate, and use all the operant (physical, social, and
cultural) and operand resources (monetary and tangible goods). However, it
is important to underline that their importance varied over the three phases of
purchase. Table 1 presents the summary of the results obtained regarding
resource integration and co-creation processes in the three stages of purchase.
The Appendix 1 presents some excerpts from the interviews and additional
observations.

Table 1 Resources and co-creation processes over the three phases of purchase

Phase Stage Resources Co-creation processes
Pre- Awareness and Social Information sharing among actors
purchase  discovery of through relations and communication
the event are essential resources for the

learning basis of the consumer’s value
co-creation and resource integration

Consideration, Cultural, Information processing by the
comparison, physical, consumer allows assessment of the
and seeking/ and benefits and sacrifices of the CP
gathering operational Consumers’ capacities, skills, and
information knowledge can reduce the

uncertainty, increase control of the
co-creation environment, and also
master their role of co-creator and
resource integrator

They turn to operand resources to gain
economic benefits, through discounts
and vouchers

Decision- Cultural, Consumers’ involvement makes them
making and physical, co-producers, allowing a better
online and match with their needs and demands.
purchase operational  They obtain psychological benefits

and confidence in their co-creation
capacities

They resort to their operand resources,
through various electronic means, to
achieve their objectives

(continued)
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Table 1 (continued)

Phase Stage Resources Co-creation processes
Purchase  Arrival/decision Social The existence of relational aspects
during and local commercial  among actors means greater and
the purchase better CP by the consumer
event Entry to the Physical and  The consumer’s capacity to improve
enclosure social the social and emotional bonds with

other actors is considered essential.
This dimension translates into
actions destined to establish or
develop a social and emotional
connection among actors during the

interaction
Use and choices Physical Consumers' physical skills are
during the contextualized within cultural models
event and transposed to the context
Social The relations and social contexts of

the interactions are fundamental
matters. Joint actions can
understand and exploit similarities
among actors, share mutual
interests, adopt perspectives, or
establish a personal bond that
creates a mutual basis of
understanding among actors;
translating into an important CP
that generates social and emotional
value during interaction at the
event

Cultural Consumers’ experiences are dependent
on the context and vary according to
socio-cultural configurations.
Consumers with greater cultural
resources contribute more and better
CP.

Operand Consumers resort mainly to their
economic resources to be able to use
products and services. The amount of
these resources affects the consumer’s
exchange behaviour with
organizations: the greater the
resources the greater the CP
behaviour

(continued)
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Table 1 (continued)

Phase Stage Resources Co-creation processes
Post- Feedback Social Information sharing by consumers
purchase (virtual and face-to-face) is essential

for them to be able to convey details
about their experience to other
consumers, and to convey
information to actors or collaborators
about what displeased them most in
the course of the experience

Cultural At the time of sharing the past
experience and respective
photographs on social networks and
other virtual platforms

Physical Expend energy and efforts in sharing
information (virtual and face-to-face)
with other actors and in spreading
opinions about the event

Operand They resort to their operand resources,
through various electronic means, to
achieve their objectives

Study 2: Relation Between Consumers’ Resources
and the Results of Their Experience

As previously mentioned, the researches related to resource integration are
predominantly theoretical. Thus, this second study intends to fill this gap in
the event context, proposing and testing a model that considers the consum-
er’s resources and the results of their co-creation experience (second research
objective).

Research Hypotheses

Various studies on consumer participation have demonstrated that customers
have personal resources that they use actively in co-creating value (Iyanna,
2016; Xiao et al., 2020). Chan et al. (2010) discovered that consumer satisfac-
tion is increased through that active participation, concluding that consumer
participation allows the organization and the actors involved to create various
categories of value together (such as economic values or relational values). In
this connection, Franke and Schreier (2010) say that if the experience evolves
as expected and ends up being successful, confirming expectations, participa-
tion in co-creation activities will increase the customer’s satisfaction, also
providing a sense of fulfilment. Similarly, Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer
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(2012) confirmed that the level of co-creation affects consumer satisfaction in
relation to the service experience. The authors highlight that, in fact, as satis-
faction results from the consumer’s assessment of the experience, the assess-
ment itself will also depend on the customer’s contribution to the process.
Therefore, when the final result of the co-created service is adjusted to the
customer’s needs, the effort in the process is perceived as positive and comple-
ments the subjective value linked to the experience (Franke & Schreier, 2010).
Chan et al. (2010) also mention that value co-creation is necessary for partici-
pation to have an effect, since customers are willing to cooperate only if they
anticipate benefits in creating the service offer. As such, a hypothesis is estab-
lished, emphasizing the relation between consumers™ physical resources and
their satisfaction, expecting this to have a positive influence:

Hypothesis 1 Consumers’ physical resources have a positive influence on
their satisfaction

Generally, consumers’ assessment of their inputs influences global satisfac-
tion with the experience in the service organization (Grissemann &
Stokburger-Sauer, 2012), but also the other possible contributions. Piller
etal. (2011), Nysveen and Pedersen (2014) and Haro et al. (2014) highlight
that consumers who participate in co-creation activities are more likely to
engage in positive word-of-mouth strategies (word-of-mouth marketing),
form stronger long-term relations with the organization and present higher
levels of trust and loyalty. Consumer involvement in co-creation activities also
influences consumers’ behavioural responses, such as the intention to pur-
chase and willingness to pay (Payne et al., 2008; Cermark et al., 2011;
Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Xia & Suri, 2014; Alarcén et al.,
2017). Here, Laurent and Kapferer (1985) underline that customers with a
higher level of involvement are more loyal, spend more money, and have more
favourable behavioural intentions towards the organization. This led to for-
mulating the hypothesis highlighting the relation between consumers’ physi-
cal resources and their behavioural intentions, expecting this to be positive:

Hypothesis 2 Consumers’ physical resources have a positive influence on
their behavioural intentions

Considering the importance of intangible factors in consumption pro-
cesses, it can be stated that value-co-creation derives mainly from consumers’
mental attitudes towards their potential involvement in the service experience
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(Tommasetti et al., 2015). McColl-Kennedy et al. (2012) reveal that indi-
viduals’ cerebral activities represent the series of aptitudes and expectations
held psychologically by consumers to cooperate with service providers.
According to the study by Luszczynska et al. (2005), individuals with higher
levels of self-efficacy choose to perform more challenging tasks and demon-
strate their skills by exploring challenges in the surrounding environment. In
this way, they establish new objectives and find it easier to face the challenges
that emerge. This is also accompanied by feelings of pride/honour regarding
the co-creation performance (Franke & Schreier, 2010). According to
Luszczynska et al. (2005), the perception of self-efficacy reflects consumers’
individual perception of their capacities to organize and implement specific
actions leading to certain levels of results. Martinez and Martinez (2007)
demonstrated that customer satisfaction is stimulated by cognitive and affec-
tive factors, highlighting the level of excitement as an even stronger influence
on satisfaction. According to Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer (2012), satis-
faction with performance in the co-creation process is understood as custom-
ers satisfaction with participation in the service creation. Following this line
of thought, various studies have revealed the customer’s clarity and capacity as
factors helping consumers to participate constructively in processes of service
creation and delivery, also affecting their experience of value co-creation and
the results arising from the process (Chen et al., 2011; Gronroos & Ravald
2011; Hunt et al., 2012; Ranjan & Read, 2016). Therefore, a hypothesis was
established, highlighting a positive relation between consumers’ cultural
resources and their satisfaction:

Hypothesis 3 Consumers’ cultural resources have a positive influence on
their satisfaction

As mentioned previously, various studies have shown that consumers’ par-
ticipation in organizational activities has a direct increase in their personal
satisfaction and perceptions of quality (Czepiel, 1990). Similarly, future
behaviour is determined by consumers™ explanations of the results of their
own behaviour (Martinko & Thomson, 1998). Applying this reasoning to the
co-creation context, Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer (2012) find that the
value customers derive from the process, and consequently their future behav-
iour, is determined by their assessment of how much of the success of the
process can be attributed to them. Therefore, when the co-created service
meets customers’ needs, the effort in the process is also perceived as positive
and complements the subjective value attributed to the service, leading to
consumers’ positive behaviour in the future. This is because efforts made in
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the co-creation process are understood as a gratifying and pleasurable experi-
ence that is transferred to assessment of the product’s value and future behav-
iour (Franke & Schreier, 2010). Xie et al. (2008) also demonstrated that
positive thought can be considered an essential component of value continu-
ation and co-creation processes, underlining consumers’ expectations as
something fundamental, since they are intrinsic to the psychological assets at
the basis of the consumption process (Tommasetti et al., 2015). These argu-
ments lead to the hypothesis that consumers’ cultural resources have a positive
influence on their behavioural intentions:

Hypothesis 4 Consumers’ cultural resources have a positive influence on
their behavioural intentions

According to Walter et al. (2010), due to the nature of the service, consumers
are actively involved in creating meanings through interactions in the physical
and social environment. Gummesson and Mele (2010) mention that consum-
ers must provide various resources, which leads to obtaining greater value.
Through sharing information with other actors, customers may be able to meet
their specific needs. On the other hand, if consumers fail to convey precise
information, the quality of value co-creation may be low. However, Yi and
Gong (2013) consider this information-sharing as a key to successtul value co-
creation. Customers assessment of their own information influences their
assessment of general satisfaction with the service firm (Bendapudi & Leone,
2003). Therefore, if consumers feel that value creation partners’ contribution is
not distributed fairly, their satisfaction diminishes (Walter et al., 2010;
Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012). Consumer satisfaction can also be
associated with citizenship behaviour (Chen & Chen, 2010; Grissemann &
Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Bharwani & Jauhari, 2013; Yi & Gong, 2013; Halbusi
et al., 2020). According to Yi and Gong (2013), consumers should fulfil their
duties, that is, they should be cooperative and accept indications the organiza-
tion and actors involved can provide. Therefore, the more obvious consumers’
responsible behaviour, the greater the likelihood of co-creation and their satis-
faction with the process. Hedonic value, such as the wish to enjoy or the enjoy-
ment derived, can also affect customer satisfaction, as it is a motivational force
stimulating consumers to participate in co-production (Vargo et al., 2008; Yi &
Gong, 2013; Halbusi et al., 2020), and if value co-creation occurs in a social
environment, the more pleasant and positive it is, the greater the likelihood of
becoming involved in the co-creation process (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2000; Yi &
Gong, 2013), meaning added value and increased customer satisfaction (Halbusi
et al., 2020). This suggests a hypothesis proposing a positive influence of con-
sumers social resources on their satisfaction:
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Hypothesis 5 Consumers’ social resources have a positive influence on their
satisfaction

Based on social exchange theory, Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer (2012)
say that customers who receive benefits or a satisfactory service in a relational
exchange will find it easier to respond in favour of the service providers,
engaging in active and voluntary behaviour such as recommendations or other
support actions. McColl-Kennedy et al. (2012) mention that a generally posi-
tive attitude by consumers concerning the relation with actors/suppliers will
be more likely to achieve the desired results, together with customers’ capacity
to tolerate possible failings in the service and increased trust in the capacities
and skills of the actors involved. Then again, Fiiller (2010) and Verleye (2015)
highlight the need for good functioning of the mutual help system in com-
munities and demonstrate that higher levels of connectivity have a positive
effect on consumers’ satisfaction and behavioural intention. Based on these
arguments, the final hypothesis is proposed, that consumers’ social resources
have a positive influence on their behavioural intentions:

Hypothesis 6 Consumers’ social resources have a positive influence on their
behavioural intentions

Figure 1 presents the resulting conceptual model with the respective

hypotheses.

Physical
resources

Satisfaction

Cultural
resources

Behavioural
intentions

Social
resources

Fig. 1 Conceptual model
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Methodology

The primary data for this study were obtained through a questionnaire elabo-
rated and structured for the purpose. The variables studied were adapted
clearly and objectively to this research and placed in the questionnaire in five
separate parts: (1) information about the event visited; (2) co-creation experi-
ence and resource integration; (3) results of the experience; and (4) socio-
demographic information. Table 2 shows the constructs analysed and their
origin. The variables analysed in the model were measured through 7-point
Likert-type scales.

To incorporate the first-order constructs and the respective indicators/vari-
ables, the literature review carried out and the results obtained in the qualita-
tive study were considered. Therefore, the physical resources construct was
sub-divided in two first-order constructs: (1) “physical involvement”, adapting
part of the “physical engagement” scale by Geus et al. (2016), and (2) “affective/
emotional involvement” adapting part of the “sense” and “feel” scale by Tsaur
etal. (2007) and the “hedonic experience” scale by Verleye (2015). The cultural
resources construct was sub-divided in five first-order constructs: (1) “searching
for information” and (2) “consumer choices” with the variables of the model
being adapted, respectively, from the “information seeking” scale by Yi and
Gong (2013) and part of the “brand experience” scale by Klaus et al. (2013);
(3) “consumer capacities’ were adapted from the “skills” scale by Merz et al.
(2018) and the “interaction” scale by Ranjan and Read (2016), while the vari-
ables of the model related to (4) “cognitive involvement” were adapted from
the “knowledge” scale by Ranjan and Read (2016), “cognitive engagement” by
Geus et al. (2016) and “knowledge” by Merz et al. (2018). Finally, the variables
of the model related to (5) “consumer creativity” were adapted from the “think”
scale by Tsaur et al. (2007) and the “creativity” scale by Merz et al. (2018). The
social resources construct was sub-divided in two first-order constructs: (1)
“consumer’s responsible behaviour” adapting to the event context the “responsi-
ble behaviour” scale by Yi and Gong (2013), and (2) “consumer connectivity”
with adaptation of part of the “other customers” scale by Chang and Hong
(2010) and joining part of the “connectedness” scale by Merz et al. (2018).

Concerning the results of the consumer’s experience, for the satisfaction
construct, the “satisfaction” scale by Schmitt (1999) and Tsaur et al. (2007)
was adapted. The behavioural intentions construct was divided in three first-
order constructs. In this way, the variables of the model related to (1) “feed-
back” were adapted from the “feedback” scale by Yi and Gong (2013) and the
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Table 2 Constructs, scales, and main authors with ordinal scales

Number of
First-order indicators
Second-order constructs (see
Constructs (variables) Main authors Appendix 2)
CONSUMER'’S Physical Physical Geus et al. 4
CO-CREATION resources involvement (2016)
EXPERIENCE (CPR) (PHY)
Affective/ Tsaur et al. 8
emotional (2007)
involvement (Schmitt)
(EMO) Verleye
(2015)

Cultural Searching for Yiand Gong 3

resources information (SEA) (2013)
(CCR) Consumer choices Klaus et al. 4
(CHO) (2013)
Cognitive Merz et al. 6
involvement (2018)
(COQG) Geus et al.
(2016)
Ranjan and
Read (2016)
Consumer Merz et al. 2
capacities (CAP) (2018)
Ranjan and
Read (2016)
Consumer Tsaur et al. 6
creativity (CRE) (2007)
(Schmitt)
Merz et al.
(2018)

Social Consumer Chang and 7
resources connectivity Hong (2010)
(CSR) (CON) Merz et al.

(2018)

Responsible Yiand Gong 4
behaviour (RES) (2013)

RESULTS Satisfaction  Satisfaction (SAT)  Tsaur et al. 5
(SAT) (2007)

Behavioural Feedback (FEE) Yiand Gong 3
intentions (2013)

(CBI) Sharing (SHA) Tsaur et al. 2
(2007)
(Schmitt)
Loyalty (LOY) Tsaur et al. 5

(2007)
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variables referring to (2) “loyalty” and (3) “sharing” were adapted from the
“behavioural intentions” scale by Schmitt (1999) and Tsaur et al. (2007).

Before applying the questionnaire, a pre-test was performed with ten peo-
ple, who responded and noted their own suggestions and observations. The
sample of participants was accidental non-probability of the general popula-
tion aged 18 or above. Based on participants’ feedback, small alterations were
made to the formulation and clarity of some questions, to help interpretation.
The questionnaire was provided electronically through the SurveyMonkey
platform. The link was announced on social networks, e-mails, and the data-
bases of various Portuguese universities. The final sample is of 541 valid
answers, distributed as follows: 58% from women and 42% from men; 47%
are between 25 and 44 years old, 27.7% between 17 and 24, 24.2% between
45 and 64, and only 1.1% are over 65. 59.1% are single or divorced and 37%
are married; 3.9% represent other situations.

Data analysis was based on assessing the structural equation model (SEM?),
through SmartPLS 3.3. The model proposed demonstrates the existence of
multi-dimensionality among its constructs, that is, presenting second-order
constructs. As such, the two-step approach was used, moving on to assess-
ment of the measurement and structural models. The first step involves adjust-
ing the measurement model, and in the second step the structural model is

adjusted (Marbdco, 2010).

Results
Assessment of the Measurement Model: First Step

Since all the first-order constructs are determined and are reflective in the
model (Fig. 2), it is necessary to examine and test the measurement model
(Wright et al., 2012). The first step assesses: (1) individual reliability; (2)
internal consistency; (3) convergent validity; and (4) discriminant validity
(Hair et al., 2014).

To be able to analyse individual reliability, the simple correlations of each
indicator with the respective construct are used, that is, the loadings of each
indicator. According to Hair et al. (2014), loadings below 0.4 should be elimi-
nated. Table 3 presents the simple correlation of the indicators and signals the

*The SEM model is a family of statistical models that attempts to explain relations between multiple
variables (Hair et al., 2014). These relations are represented by parameters that indicate the magnitude of
the effect that the independent variables have on dependent variables in a composite set of hypotheses
regarding patterns of associations among the model’s variables (Maroco, 2010).
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SATY
SAT2

SEA

Fig. 2 Proposed model only with first-order constructs. (Source: Output SmartPLS 3.3)

need to eliminate ten indicators presenting loadings below the stipulated
value: CHO2, CON4, CON5, CON6, CON7, CRE1, EMO3, EMOS5,
EMOS, and PHY?2.

After eliminating those indicators, the model was run again, and together
with the internal consistency and convergent validity analysis, it was necessary
to eliminate three more indicators (CHO1, COG2, and EMOG6), and to run
the model once more. The cross loadings criterion showed the need to elimi-
nate four more indicators (COG1, COG3, LOY5, and PHY4). Therefore, the
final measurement model contains a total of 42 indicators.

The reliability analysis is concluded after confirming the respective internal
consistency. Table 3 demonstrates that elimination of the indicators meant
improved composite reliability of the constructs (CHO =0.742; CON =0.791;
EMO = 0.804; and PHY = 0.890). This coefficient of composite internal
consistency assesses whether the set of indicators of a latent construct is con-
sidered homogenous, this being confirmed by a value above 0.7 (Vinzi et al.,
2010). Average Variance Extracted (AVE) measures the amount of variance a
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Table 3 Indicators’ simple correlations

Initial Initial
Initial Final average average
composite  composite  variance variance
Constructs  Items Loadings reliability reliability extracted  extracted
CAP CAP1 0.885 0.879 0.879 0.785 0.785
CAP2 0.887
CHO CHO1  0.463 0.602 0.742 0.333 0.611
CHO2 0.114
CHO3 0.514
CHO4  0.917
COG COG1 0.684 0.848 0.886 0.482 0.723
COG2 0.649
COG3 0656
coG4  0.729
COH5 0.769
COG6 0.673
CON CON1  0.697 0.566 0.791 0.239 0.565
CON2  0.566
CON3  0.065
CON4  0.055
CON5  0.182
CON6  0.178
CRE CRE1 0.150 0.922 0.959 0.689 0.823
CRE2 0.835
CRE3  0.932
CRE4  0.935
CRE5 0.929
CRE6  0.900
EMO EMO1  0.581 0.271 0.804 0.364 0.508
EMO2 .0.813
EMO3 -0.488
EMO4 0.609
EMO5 0.510
EMO6 0.461
EMO7 0.596
EMO8 -0.689
FEE FEE1 0.821 0.860 0.860 0.671 0.671
FEE2 0.791
FEE3 0.846
LOY LOY1 0.879 0.908 0.931 0.668 0.771
LOY2  0.915
LOY3 0.843
LOY4  0.566
PHY PHY1 0.826 0.528 0.890 0.486 0.801
PHY2  -0.591
PHY3  0.854
PHY4 0.428

(continued)
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Table 3 (continued)

Initial Initial
Initial Final average average
composite  composite  variance variance
Constructs  Items Loadings reliability reliability extracted  extracted

RES RES1 0.849 0.917 0.917 0.734 0.734
RES2 0.871
RES3 0.867
RES4 0.841

SAT SAT1 0.882 0.946 0.946 0.780 0.780
SAT2 0.948
SAT3 0.909
SAT4 0.812
SAT5 0.859

SEA SEA1 0.802 0.812 0.812 0.590 0.590
SEA2 0.743
SE3 0.757

SHA SHA1 0.918 0.804 0.804 0.675 0.676
SHA2 0.712

construct is able to extract from its indicators, in relation to the variance asso-
ciated with measurement errors. Values above 0.5 are considered reasonable,
and thereby half the variance of the latent variable is explained through its
indicators (Hair et al., 2011). The table confirms that elimination of the indi-
cators led to improved convergent validity and that the various indicators
converge/agree in representing the concept underlying the construct they are
measuring (Chin, 2010). The last step concerns analysing discriminant valid-
ity. This analysis can check whether two latent constructs are measuring dis-
tinct concepts (Gotz et al., 2010) and it is essential to analyse: (1) the
Fornell-Larcker and (2) cross-loadings criterion. In the first criterion, the AVE
of each latent construct must be greater that the variance of the other con-
structs of the model, that is, a comparison is made with the squared correla-
tion of the latent constructs (Hair et al., 2011). As seen in Table 4, the square
root of the AVE, appearing in bold in the diagonal in the table, is greater than
the rest of the table to the left of the respective construct. Therefore, the cor-
relations between the constructs are confirmed to be lower than the square
root of the AVE.

According to the cross-loading criterion, the indicators associated with the
latent construct must be above the indicators of the other constructs (Henseler
et al., 2009). Table 5 demonstrates the discriminant validity of the model
proposed. As the constructs do not present a greater contribution than that of
the indicator itself, that is, the loading of each indicator is higher in its con-
struct than any other (Chin & Dibbern, 2010), the model’s indicators are
found to be reliable.
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EMO
ELIY SAT1
SAT2
SAT3
SAT4
CON SAT5
RES
CAP
FEE
CHO
Loy
COG
SHA
CRE
SEA

Fig. 3 Proposed model with reflective and formative constructs. (Source: Output
SmartPLS 3.3)

Assessment of the Measurement Model: Second Step

At this stage, the model proposed has a different structure (Fig. 3) and it is
necessary to assess it as a whole. Once again, the measurement model and the
structural model are evaluated, underlining the fact that now the model com-
bines reflective constructs (only SAT) and the second-order constructs are
now formative (CPR, CSR, CCR, and CBI), calculated through the scores of
the first-order dimensions. The measurement model results in two moments
of assessment: reflective and formative.

Second Step: Reflective Constructs

The construct relating to SAT continues to function as a reflective construct,
and so it is necessary to test the measurement model once again (Hair et al.,
2011). Table 6 presents loadings above 0.70 for individual reliability, a very
good internal consistency value considering the reference value (0.60-0.70
for exploratory studies) and a value above 0.50 for convergent validity; thereby
complying with all the parameters of reference.
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Table 6 Assessment of individual reliability, internal consistency, and convergent
validity

Construct Items Loadings Composite reliability Average variance extracted

SAT SAT1 0.881 0.946 0.780
SAT2 0.947
SAT3 0.909
SAT4 0.813
SAT5 0.859

Adapted: Output SmartPLS 3.3

Table 7 Assessment of discriminant validity: Fornell-Larcker and cross-loadings

CBI CCR CPR CSR SAT
SAT 0.758 0.566 0.727 0.479 0.883
CAP - - - - 0.250
CHO - - - - 0.321
coG - - - - 0.419
CON - - - - 0.272
CRE - - - - 0.512
EMO - - - - 0.665
FEE - - - - 0.372
LOY - - - - 0.776
PHY - - - - 0.677
RES - - - - 0.434
SAT1 - - - - 0.881
SAT2 - - - - 0.947
SAT3 - - - - 0.909
SAT4 - - - - 0.813
SAT5 - - - - 0.859
SEA - - - - 0.234
SHA - - - - 0.537

Adapted: Output SmartPLS 3.3

To determine discriminant validity, the criterion of cross-loadings was
used, finding they support validity through the reliability of the indicators.
Table 7 also presents the square root of AVE on the diagonal of the correlation
matrix through the Fornell-Larcker criterion. Here, the values on the diagonal
are found to be above the correlations between other constructs and discrimi-
nant validity is confirmed.

Second Step: Formative Constructs

While criteria such as individual and composite reliability are commonly
applied in assessing reflective measures, a perspective of reliability is unsuit-
able to evaluate formative measures (Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 2001).
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Hair et al. (2011) also emphasize it is not possible to assess formative mea-
sures by empirical means, that is, through convergent and discriminant valid-
ity. They stress that traditional statistical assessment criteria for reflective scales
cannot be transferred directly to formative indicators and propose three fun-
damental steps: (1) analyse the possibility of multicollinearity, (2) assess indi-
cator weights, and (3) study the significance of the weights. Analysis of
multicollinearity concerns the possibility of the information provided by an
indicator being redundant due to high levels of multicollinearity, which can
make indicators unstable and non-significant (Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer
de 2001; Cenfetelli & Bassellier, 2009). As such, their analysis implies that
the variance inflation factor (VIF) values should be under 5, otherwise this
implies that 80% of the indicator’s variance is explained by the other indica-
tors related by the same construct (Hair et al., 2011). Table 8 confirms the
absence of multicollinearity problems among the formative indicators, since
the VIF values presented are below the stipulated values.

In order to assess the weights of each indicator and study their significance,
Hair et al. (2011) recommend using the bootstrapping technique, with a
minimum number of samples equal to 5000 and a number of cases equal to
the relevant observations. The question raised is whether each indicator con-
tributes to forming the variable according to its intended content, that is,
aiming to determine whether the indicators are relevant. Table 9 demonstrates
assessment of the weights of the formative indicators, thereby allowing under-
standing of the composition of each latent variable and each indicator’s con-
tribution to the construct. The table also allows confirmation of the T Statistic.
Therefore, with a 90% level of confidence (for CAP and SHA) and 99%
confidence for the others, it can be stated that all the formative indicators are
statistically significant, except for SEA.

Assessment of the Structural Model

Assessment of the structural model should consider non-parametric criteria
based on the variance to estimate the quality of the internal model (Henseler
et al., 2009). The criteria are centred on: (1) determination coefficient (&%) of
the dependent constructs, (2) significance of the path (B) coefficient through
the bootstrapping procedure, and (3) the Stone-Geisser test (Q2) which
assesses the capacity of predictive relevance through the blindfolding proce-
dure (Hair et al., 2011). Table 10 presents the effects of these criteria for the
endogenous variables and the results of the structural model.
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Table 9 Weights and levels of significance of the formative indicators

Construct Indicators Outer weights T Statistics®
CPR EMO 0.545 8.653
PHY 0.539 8.589
CCR CAP -0.135 1.840
coG 0.320 3.162
CRE 0.674 8.551
CHO 0.349 6.577
SEA 0.035 0.520
CSR CON 0.488 7.161
RES 0.798 16.047
CBI FEE 0.291 4.593
LOY 0.767 13.413
SHA 0.101 1.729

Adapted: Output SmartPLS 3.3
aCritical t-values for a two-tailed test: 1.65 for a 10% level of significance, 1.96 for a 5%
level of significance, and 2.58 for a 1% level of significance (Hair et al., 2011)

Table 10 Effects on the endogenous/dependent variables

Hypotheses R? Q? B T Statistics Result

SAT 0.596 0.458 - - -

H1): CPR — SAT - - 0.551 13.943 Supported
H3): CCR — SAT - - 0.181 4.444 Supported
H5): CSR — SAT - - 0.193 4.874 Supported
CBI 0.571 - - - -

H2): CPR — CBI - - 0.388 7.638 Supported
H4): CCR — CBI - - 0.279 6.295 Supported
H6): CSR — CBI - - 0.277 6.443 Supported

Adapted: Output SmartPLS 3.3

Hair et al. (2011) describe endogenous latent variables as substantial, mod-
erate, or weak, when the determination coeflicient presents 0.75, 0.5, and
0.25 respectively. In this specific case, the determination coeficient (R?)
describes all the endogenous variables as moderate, with it being important to
note that both SAT and CBI are explained by the CPR, CCR, and CSR con-
structs in 60% and 57% respectively. Concerning the significance of the path
coefficient (), all the values presented are significant. The Stone-Geisser test
(Q?) is a procedure that is only applied to endogenous constructs with a reflec-
tive measurement model, that is, in this specific case it is only applied to SAT
and as the value presented is above zero, the construct has predictive relevance.
To finalize assessment of the structural model and obtain the results, it is nec-
essary to analyse the significance of the path coefficient and the T Statistic. As
mentioned above, all the weights present positive values, and with observation
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Fig. 4 Schematized summary of assessment of the proposed model. (Source: Output
SmartPLS 3.3)

of the T Statistic it can be stated that with a 99% level of confidence, all the
relations and hypotheses are statistically significant and corroborated. Figure 4
presents a schematized summary of the assessment of the proposed model.

4 Analysis and Discussion
of the Model’s Results

The results obtained reveal that consumers’ physical resources (CPR) have a
positive and significant influence on satisfaction (f = 0.551; t = 13.943) and on
consumers behavioural intentions (8 = 0.388; t=7.638), leading to confirmation
of Hypotheses 1 and 2. Therefore, corroboration of Hypothesis 1 is consistent
with the arguments of Chan et al. (2010), McColl-Kennedy et al. (2012),
Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer (2012), and Geus et al. (2016). Those stud-
ies agree that positive results, and naturally greater satisfaction, are obtained
whenever the consumer engages more actively throughout the process. In the
same line of thought, Franke and Schreier (2010) highlight that when the final
result of the co-created service matches the consumer’s needs, the effort in the
process is perceived as positive and complements the subjective value linked to
the service. Similarly, Hypothesis 2 is accepted, in accordance with the conclu-
sions of Payne et al. (2008), Cermark et al. (2011) and Grissemann and
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Stokburger-Sauer (2012) when stating that customers’ involvement in co-cre-
ation activities influences their behavioural responses positively, for example,
repurchase intention and willingness to pay more. It is therefore found that
more active, participative consumers, that is, those who integrate most physical
resources end up engaging in positive word-of-mouth strategies, share feedback,
and develop stronger, long-term relations with the company.

The results obtained from the model also demonstrate a positive and signifi-
cant effect of consumers’ cultural resources (CCR) on their satisfaction (f = 0.181;
t = 4.444) and on their behavioural intentions ( = 0.279; t = 6.295), meaning
corroboration of Hypotheses 3 and 4, respectively. Confirmation of Hypothesis
3 is consistent with the arguments of Martinez and Martinez (2007), Chen et al.
(2011), Gronroos and Ravald (2011), and Hunt et al. (2012), who highlight that
customer satisfaction is stimulated positively by cognitive factors. Those studies
revealed customers” knowledge, capacity and clarity as factors aiding constructive
participation in service-creation processes, also affecting the results arising from
the process; something that was also confirmed in this research. Similarly,
Hypothesis 4 was confirmed and revealed a positive influence of cultural resource
integration on the consumer’s behavioural intentions. This agrees with the argu-
ments of Franke and Schreier (2010) and Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer
(2012). Those authors found that the value customers derive from the process,
and consequently their future behaviour, is determined by their evaluation of
how much they are responsible for the success of the process. Therefore, consum-
ers cognitive and skilful participation is understood as a gratifying experience
that will translate into favourable future behaviour.

As already mentioned, the results obtained demonstrate a significant and
positive effect of social resources (CSR) on satisfaction (B = 0.193; t = 4.874),
but also on consumers’ behavioural intentions (p = 0.277; t = 6.443), which
allows confirmation of Hypotheses 5 and 6, respectively. Corroboration of
Hypothesis 5 is consistent with the studies by Walter et al. (2010), Gummesson
and Mele (2010), and Halbusi et al. (2020). The authors highlight the impor-
tance of customers being actively involved in creating meanings through inter-
actions in the social sphere, resulting in added value and increased satisfaction.
The same situation occurs with those involved complying with their duties.
Therefore, and in agreement with Yi and Gong (2013), the more obvious the
responsible behaviour of those involved, the greater the resource integration and
satisfaction with the process. The results emphasize the volatility of the social
environment and the positive consequences in terms of satisfaction with the
factors and the process itself. Finally, Hypothesis 6 was confirmed, showing a
positive influence of social resource integration on consumers behavioural
intentions. This agrees with the arguments of Fiiller (2010), Grissemann and
Stokburger-Sauer (2012), and Verleye (2015), who stress the need for good
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functioning of mutual help in communities, where higher levels of connectivity
have a positive effect on customers’ behavioural intention. Similarly, consumers
who receive benefits arising from a relational exchange will find it easier to
return the favour, engaging in spontaneous behaviour that can correspond to
sharing, recommendations, feedback, or support actions.

5 Limitations and Future Lines of Research

This study has some limitations, among them the decision to use in-depth inter-
views in the qualitative study. Although this gave detailed understanding of the
phenomenon, it did not allow real observation of the consumer’s behaviour, or
the event organizers’ efforts to influence their customers’ choices. Then in the
empirical study, the fact of the context being cultural events and the responses
being obtained online, mainly through social networks, e-mail, and university
and polytechnic databases, can limit their generalization due to being more
restricted to online communities. This agrees with the limitations presented
regarding the adoption of a convenience approach. The questionnaire also
required respondents’ collaboration/perception regarding the last event they
attended, but some of the answers may have been given based on an event with
a positive or negative impact on their memory, and not necessarily the latest one.

Some of the limitations mentioned can be overcome or used as a starting
point for future research. Therefore, some future lines of study are suggested.
This research dealt with events of a cultural nature, but it would be useful to
extend to other types of events (e.g.: business events, educational events,
political events, entertainment events, or even private events) and determine
the distinct behaviours of the relations and hypotheses of the proposed model.
It would be especially interesting to determine the differences, if any, in terms
of consumers’ resource integration in the various typologies of events, as well
as in the results of the experience. In addition, since consumers have different
levels and access to resources depending on their cultural context (high-
income contexts vs low-income contexts) it would be interesting to study how
resources integration differ among these different contexts.

For better understanding of consumers’ resource integration, it is considered
crucial to identify unsatisfied demand, and so studies should be made in this
area, with detailed analysis of the factors that do not contribute to the co-cre-
ation experience, as well as factors that restrict and inhibit consumers’ resource
integration. It would also be important to understand the impact on events’
success and future. That is, instead of considering only the demand side of cul-
tural events, the supply side could also be considered, in order to determine
whether organizations understand the market and consequently make efforts to
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adapt to current trends. As such, it would be interesting to assess how the adop-
tion of service-dominant logic and value co-creation with the various actors and
institutions will impact on organizations’ structure and process.

6 Conclusions

In the area of marketing and service, consumers’ value co-creation, through
their resource integration, is topical, developing, and found to be extremely
important for the majority of event organizations. Here, and as defended by
Kotler et al. (2011), the structure of value creation is different, and organiza-
tions need consumers’ own commitment. This study focused on understanding
the resources most used by the consumer at cultural events, and the influence of
those resources on the results of the consumer’s co-creation experience.

Resource integration emerges here as a key mechanism in value creation
which is exclusive to each actor. Value is linked to the meaning of value-in-use
and the consumer can apply, but also use, resources that contribute to creating
benefits and values. The studies made confirmed that consumers have a great
variety of complex operant resources (characterized in physical, cultural, and
social resources). Each consumer is known to be unique, with their own psycho-
graphic factors, and all those factors influence the degree of development of the
value co-creation process. However, the studies revealed that consumers activate
and use all their resources during the event, albeit with different intensities.

As contributions to theory, Study 1 clarified, described, and projected the
experience and resource integration of consumers at the event. The results
obtained demonstrated, over the three phases of purchase, the existence of
various processes of value co-creation, and resource integration among event
consumers, and it was possible to determine the type of integrated resources
and in what circumstances. Consumers were found to activate, and use all
their operant (physical, social, and cultural) and operand (monetary resources
and tangible goods) resources. However, it should be underlined that their
importance varies over the three phases of purchase, at various touchpoints.

Study 1 led to obtaining more detailed conclusions about consumers’
resource integration throughout their experience in a service eco-system,
improving understanding of the nature and role of the resources consumers
and actors integrate in a dynamic event context, resulting in value creation.
The qualitative nature of this study also provided a complement and consoli-
dation for the empirical approach of the study. Here, Study 2 proposed a
model highlighting the influence and importance of resources in the final
result of consumers’ experience, with a wide-ranging approach and new mea-
suring of the event consumer’s co-creation experience.
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The hypotheses formulated were all corroborated, finding that all resources
(physical, cultural, and social) have a direct and positive influence on the
results of the co-creation experience, specifically on event consumers’ satisfac-
tion and behavioural intentions. Overall, the proposed model was found to
represent the data suitably, and to be an acceptable model to present resource
integration in the process of the co-creation experience and the respective
results in the actual experience. The model proposed is of an exploratory
nature and the endogenous variables incorporated are considered moderate
with variances of 60% for satisfaction and 57% for behavioural intentions.

This study contributes to research in the field of the co-creation experience
in marketing, according to SDL, giving special importance to resource inte-
gration (physical, cultural, and social) by consumers in the context of a cul-
tural event. This implies that consumers contribute and use their operant
resources to act on the resources of the organization and associated actors at
the cultural event, this being an essential and explanatory component of the
results and value for the consumer. The creation of value for the consumer
(both value-in-use and value-in-context) needs operant and operand resources
from all the actors involved, corresponding to joint implementation and inte-
gration. However, and as argued by Arnould et al. (2006), consumers’ operant
resources are dynamic and flexible over time and context. Therefore, it is the
very robustness of operant resources (physical, cultural, and social) that deter-
mines consumers’ satisfaction and behavioural intentions.

From a practical-professional perspective, the study also makes pertinent
contributions to event organizations and knowledge of event management,
principally if these are based on the consumer and their role in the process.
The study aims to draw attention to dynamic and systematic professional
practices so that organizations can achieve the differentiation necessary nowa-
days. Constructing value propositions that consider the value-in-context view
and the relations of all actors involved will increase an organization’s pro-
activeness and its own power, leading to increased viability of its whole eco-
system and its results.

In a cultural event context, the inclusion of functions and processes that are
not usual and traditional is a bonus. Therefore, event organizations concerned
about projecting the service holistically, in a more complete and innovative way,
will manage to hold on to their advantages. The results obtained also highlighted
the relevance of event organizations becoming aware of the full extent of their
consumers experience (pre-purchase, purchase, and post-purchase). Therefore,
they should strive to form the ideal conditions at all stages of the service, to create
more easily a positive impression in the consumer, leading to positive results
from the experience. Event organizations should be aware of the opportunities
and limitations of their action and should never ignore the role and central
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involvement of consumers in the event context, as confirmed in the results
obtained. To be able to achieve those advantages more easily, organizations
should focus effectively on consumers and on the whole relevant eco-system.

Considering consumers as a key part, organizations should potentialize value
co-creation and the integration of physical, social, and cultural resources by con-
sumers. By understanding the importance and essence of consumers’ operant
resources, organizations will be able to re-adjust methods and allow improvements
that contribute to substantial value co-creation practices. Knowledge and under-
standing of these practices are essential for organizations and the actors involved
to be able to contribute value propositions that facilitate resource integration and
mean positive results for the consumer. That is, today’s event organizations cannot
study and analyse only consumers” operand resources (such as their purchasing
power). In particular, they need to understand the different types of operant
resources the consumer can use in the exchange process, since those resources will
allow firms to anticipate the values desired by consumers and help them to create
value-in-use. Event organizations must know the importance of each component
of the consumer’s physical, cultural, and social resources in the value co-creation
process, and initiate measures to improve consumers operant resources, allowing
interaction and resource integration to occur as efficiently as possible. Measures to
improve consumers operant resources at cultural events can include, for example:
a dynamic, attractive, and interactive context of collective consumption where
customers can immerse, interact, and share a space in the consumption act,
involving different social resources, but also physical and individual resources.
Event organizers should also provide detailed information/instructions about the
event, in order to increase and activate the consumer’s cultural resources more eas-
ily. In this connection, the organization should develop and take special care in
communicating with the consumer (at all levels and using various channels),
improving and activating operant resources as much as possible.

Summarizing, organizations must consider all actors, and particularly con-
sumers, as co-creators, that is, they must take a positive attitude in all their
actions to incorporate resources, and not as something negative or with uncal-
culated risks for the organization. Connecting this matter to the main role of
the event organizer (i.e., providing in quantity the resources and elements
most valued by consumers, so that on their side it is easier to engage in the
process of resource integration), they will be able to strengthen relations, gen-
erate feelings of belonging and increase satisfaction and behavioural inten-
tions in the long term; and consequently, achieve differentiation and retention
of their advantages in relation to the competition.
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