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Abstract 

 

The concept of the co-creation of value has come as a reaction to the change in mentality taken towards the 

manner of looking at value, value processes and the value-chain. This activity involves asking consumers to 

participate in the creation of a service. This practice aids firms opportunity to have access valuable resources, 

like customer insight. This process has benefits for the consumer as well whereby a co-creative individual has 

the opportunity to be more engaged with the firm which in turn results in increased loyalty and satisfaction. 

This new business practice is one that has aided firms in to have a greater focus on their consumer relationships.  

 

The business sphere which is classic example, where such activities are applicable is the tourism sphere, as it 

a market whereby two actors interact and furthermore benefit from one another. Although such applications 

are apparent, it is still a field which is in an young stage. It is therefore the research field´s infantile nature, 

which presents the issue that more research must be made. This leads to the research question: 

 

“What are the current research gaps within the literary field of co-creation in tourism?” 

 

Through the utilization of an analytical framework, the analysis investigates what gaps are present within the 

current literature. This will not only illustrates the more obvious frequential gaps in addition to those that are 

more granular in nature. From this rather than suspending the research once these gaps have been expounded, 

the research will go on to further corroborate the findings. This is achieved through the operation of a number 

of interviews with the authors of the articles featured within the literature review.  These discussions display a 

group of common topics that are set by the research as definite gaps within the “co-creation in tourism” field. 

These missing links are associated with the Role of Top Management, the lack of a shared Conceptual 

Understanding of Co-Creation, a need for more Relationship-Focused Stakeholder Co-Creation, as well as a 

better comprehension of the negative consequences of co-creation in the structure of Value (Co-) Destruction.  

 

It can be observed that the conceptual underpinnings of the co-creative concept have come to a point whereby 

the applicabilities are endless. However, it is found that in order for the “co-creation in tourism” field to 

develop in a constructive manner, it is critical that the four expounded gaps are investigated. In addition to 

this, it is found that although each singular gap has the opportunity to add to the co-creative discussion, it is 

the culmination of all four missing links, which will consequently aid both researchers and practitioners to 

understand the most applicable circumstances for co-creation in tourism. 
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1. Introduction 

 

“It seems like the basic building blocks are there. -- Vargo and Lusch´s writings have pretty much, sort of   

nailed the premises and given this worldview, that I guess there are sort of endless amounts of applications”. 

- Elina Jaakkola (2018) 

 

The phenomenon of the co-creation of value has come as a consequence of the last decade whereby there has 

been a switch in mindset in relation to the manner of looking at value, value processes and the value-chain. As 

per the traditional way of thinking, a firm adds value to a product, which is then sold to a consumer. This 

simple, pipeline-oriented method separates the consumer's activities from those of the firm and minimizes the 

role of the customer in how much they are able to influence the value flow. However, due to the ever-growing 

popularity of servitization and the prominence of consumers understanding their impact in service companies, 

another value perspective has arisen. The service-dominant logic has challenged the conventional goods-based 

outlook and its processes of value creation. The logic sets itself apart by embracing the service encounter and 

therefore involving the consumer in the value chain. Therefore, the level of involvement and access dictates 

the amount of value created.  

 

Co-creation as a concept relies on the mutual understanding and cooperation between two participants, most 

traditionally a firm and a consumer. By asking consumers to participate in the creation of a service, firms have 

the opportunity to access valuable resources, like that of customer insight. Meanwhile the consumer has the 

potential to feel more engaged with the firm, which in turn results in increased loyalty and satisfaction. In other 

words, in co-creation the consumer is not seen as the receiver of value, but rather the co-creator of value. Such 

a mindset is one that has been seen to be essential in the service field, where firms are already investing large 

amounts of resources to manage their company's customer relationships. Arguments have been made by firms 

that such activities have already been implemented, coming in the form of the utilization of questionnaires and 

customer satisfaction surveys. However, co-creation is an activity that stretches far beyond these bounds. The 
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framework is underlined by its nature to focus on mutual benefits in the form of a two-way relationship, 

whereby the beneficiary is centered in the heart of the value creation process. It is this attitude, of involving 

individuals in a participatory manner, which makes the processes of co-creation fit ideally within the realm of 

tourism.  

1.1 Problem Formulation & Research Question 

Focusing on one´s customer relationships is the decisive element in creating long-lasting and successful 

business practices in tourism. The business sphere is a classic example of two actors benefiting from one 

another. Therefore, it is also a fruitful ground to implement a concept such as value co-creation. However, as 

can be seen within academia, the role of the concept within the touristic sphere is not a field, which is inundated 

with research. It is therefore the research field´s infantile nature, which presents the issue that more research 

must be made. This is not only so that academics have a better understanding of the applications of co-creation. 

It also has the possibility to further enhance how actual firms will be able to understand that there is more than 

one facet for the creation of superior value. However, rather than waiting for such developments to take place, 

it is the stance of the paper to understand what areas are most needed for both groups of stakeholders to profit 

the most. It is this perspective, which leads the paper to its research question: 

 

“What are the current research gaps within the literary field of co-creation in tourism?” 

1.2 Structure  

By recognizing the gaps, this study has the potential to guide scholars towards the most lucrative research areas 

within the tourism sphere. The manner such an investigation will be made is through a meta-analytical 

approach. This entails the gathering of articles within the field of “co-creation in tourism”, whereby the data 

will be arranged into a number of classifying groups. Through the utilization of an analytical framework, the 

analysis will investigate what gaps are present within the current literature. This will be able to show both the 

more obvious frequential gaps in addition to those that are more minute in stature. Before delving into the 

manners that such investigations are to take place it is the stance of the paper to make one clear assumption. 
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This entails that there will be more conceptual studies in relation to the amount of empirical research. Such is 

due to the extremely theoretical background to which co-creation holds. 

 

Although the research might yield results that either approves or disregards this assumption or even finds other 

potential literary gaps, the study will not suspend its investigations. Rather, the research will go on to further 

endorse the findings. This will be done through the conduction of a number of interviews with the authors of 

the literature featured within the analysis of the paper. This step, as suggested by the researchers´ supervisor, 

Alexander Josiassen, will be made in order to understand if the gaps presented in the literature review correlate 

with the opinions of the experts within the field. 

 

 It is these discussions, which will be able to delineate the commonalities between the two parties. This will 

illustrate the definite gaps within the “co-creation in tourism” research field. Once these missing theoretical 

links have been indicated, the research will further describe what practical implications the results hold. This 

is done so that practitioners have a better comprehension of how they can strategically implement a concept, 

which will give them new avenues for the creation of superior value. 
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2. Methodology 

 

This section of the research will outline the methodological activities that have been undertaken. This will be 

done by primarily looking at the research approach, which will expound the procedures utilized by the 

researchers in order to pursue the research question. Subsequently, the data collection methods will be 

explained, displaying the manners that both validity and reliability was obtained. To conclude the 

methodological section, the limitations of the paper will be explicated, in order to frame the nature of the 

research.  

2.1 Research Approach 

The thematic framework that is used by this particular paper is abstract theoretical research whereby the 

contents target solely concepts and theories (Sayer, 2000). This perspective is what leads the research to take 

a deductive approach, where theoretical outlooks are collected to later be reviewed to constitute new theory 

(Bryman, 2015). In the case of the study, this is done as the articles chosen, are then analyzed, to create new 

areas of research to which future academics have the opportunity of pursuing. Furthermore, this stance creates 

the outlook that is taken by the paper as one that confines itself within ontological subjectivism. This is due to 

the fact that the paper relates itself with the nature of reality, whereby social phenomena are constituted through 

the attitudes and activities achieved by actors within the social sphere (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2007). 

Co-creation is a social phenomenon as it is associated with the interactions made between different actors for 

the creation of superior value. 

 

This paper took inspiration from one similar piece of research, namely Campos, Mendes, and Valle´s (2015) 

article, “Co-creation of Tourist Experience: A Literature Review”. This is as it has the same overall objective, 

whereby the gap in the research field of “co-creation in tourism” is expounded. The article was used not as 

insight into the potential content, but rather as a structural guideline for the duration of the research process. 

This was done due to the scope of the previous paper, having only covered 20 articles within the field. This 
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process is what aided the paper to have a more academic and scholarly nature. Through investigating the paper, 

it became more clear as to what was of the greatest importance. This was highlighted to be the choice of data 

collection methods.  

2.2 Data Collection 

Secondary data within this particular paper is what creates the foundation of the study. This is due to its 

analytical nature, investigating the gaps within the current research. Furthermore, the primary data collected, 

is directly influenced by the selection of the secondary information. Therefore, contrary to the norm, this paper 

will expound the researcher´s secondary data collection efforts first, followed by its counterpart. 

2.2.1 Secondary Data 

Apart from the articles, which were collected for the purposes of being analyzed, the researchers also utilized 

secondary research as a means to scrutinize the data. This came in the form of what can be termed as the 

“foundational articles” of the paper. Without these papers, the research would be deemed obsolete due to their 

importance to the field. This was research, like that made by Vargo and Lusch (2004; 2008; 2016) as well as 

Lusch and Vargo (2006) which are all consistently cited as the groundwork for the concept of co-creation. In 

addition to this other academics within the field were also cited, like that of Grönroos and Voima (2013) and 

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004a). The applicability of these six articles were found by the researchers after 

having read a number of the papers, which were part of the analysis.  

 

Due to the objective of the paper, to find the gap within a specific field of research, there was a plethora of 

potential literature which both researchers had the opportunity of employing. It was therefore of the utmost 

important that the correct methods were used so that the articles chosen would make for the greatest level of 

reliability. This is meant by the ability of future researchers to replicate the data collection processes. Such 

was done by creating a framework, which was used to scrutinize every article that had the potential of being 

applicable for the purposes of the study. This frame was constructed primarily through the selection of suitable 
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journals. This was done by firstly taking articles from the top eleven journals as listed by the “Scimago Journal 

Rank” (Scimago Journal & Country Rank, 2018). In addition to this classification, two supplementary lists, 

following the Impact Factor structure, suggested by the researchers´ supervisor, Alexander Josiassen was 

utilized (Appendix 1).  

 

In order to select the most applicable papers from the chosen journals, a theoretical purposive sampling method 

was utilized. This was done due to the strategic nature of the paper, to pick cases based on their relevance to 

the research question (Bryman, 2015). Furthermore, the sampling method complies with the researchers´ views 

to have a clear set of criteria as to the inclusion or exclusion of certain papers. Each journal was examined 

through searching for the keywords “co-creation”, “service-dominant logic”, “SDL”, and “tourism”, all 

together and separately, to give a list of 97 potential pieces of research. Once all search results were gathered, 

the researchers began by reading each singular paper, to see if they adhered to the concept of co-creation within 

tourism. To simplify this process, the research chose to observe each paper through the lens of Vargo and 

Lusch´s service-dominant logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2016), which is consistently set as the foundation for co-

creation. As long as a paper was able to fulfill one of the eleven foundational premises as expounded by Vargo 

and Lusch (2016), the research was included. In addition to such an analysis, each paper was also reviewed as 

to their relevance to the tourism industry. This was done by taking the chosen definition of tourism to be 

regarded with the activities made by individuals, either international or domestic who come to a foreign 

location for a specified purpose. If an article was able to fit within such confines, they were set to be included 

in the literature review. This investigation resulted in the exclusion of 34 articles (Appendix 2), leaving 63 

papers to be analyzed. This is shown in the table below. It must be noted that although the number of journals 

generates a list of 18, there were a select few whereby no articles were found1. Therefore, these journals are 

excluded from the official table: 

  

                                                      
1 Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research, Sport Management Review, 

Tourism Geographies, Tourism Economics, Journal of Hospitality, Leisure, & Sports Tourism 
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Journal Number of Articles 

 

Annals of Tourism Research 

 

 9 

Current Issues in Tourism 5 

International Journal of Hospitality Management 3 

International Journal of Culture, Tourism, and Hospitality Research 4 

International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 11 

International Journal of Tourism Research 4 

Journal of Hospitality Marketing and Management 3 

Journal of Service Management 2 

Journal of Sustainable Tourism 1 

Journal of Travel Research 3 

Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism 3 

Tourism Management 15 

 

Table 1 (List of Journals Utilized Alphabetical Order) 

2.2.2 Analytical Framework 

When analyzing the current literature in the field of “co-creation in tourism”, the paper takes the approach of 

creating a meta-analysis of the literature. This entails grouping the data within four distinct genres. These look 

primarily at the roles of the different actors present within co-creative activities and include the consumer, the 

experience facilitator and other external socio-economic actors. In addition to this, the final and fourth genre 

takes the untraditional method of observing the negative implications within co-creative experiences. Within 

each genre, there are a number of subgenres, which further characterizes the importance of each piece of 

research. It must be noted that the chosen genres and subgenres are based on the overall notions that are 

exemplified in each paper. Each article has been identified to have both an overall focus as well as a niche 
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topic. It is therefore the stance of the thesis, to group the articles in their overall categories. From this, the study 

then subsequently categorizes the research within three different dimensions.  

 

Each division highlights the manners that every paper complies with the objectives of the meta-analysis, whilst 

still illustrating the potential gaps in the research. The primary of these classifications observes how the 

activities presented within a given paper adheres to the concept of co-creation. From this designation, the 

analysis continues by classifying the research into the type of tourism that is displayed. The third and final 

classification used in the analysis focuses on the research design utilized by each piece of literature. This has 

been done due to the clearly conceptual foundation that the research field holds. Each paper is split between 

the categories of being either an empirical or a conceptual study. Once all three dimensions were delineated, 

the paper goes on to describe the findings of the literature, in relation to the genre and subgenre that it is 

allocated within.  

2.2.3 Primary Data  

It is the choice of literature for the purposes of analysis, which lead the researchers to collect their primary 

data. This is due to the fact that the purpose of the research is to understand if the findings of the analysis is a 

representation of the outlook of the field´s experts. Therefore, this part of the data collection was done through 

interviewing the researchers, which had written the selected literature. In total 49 interview requests were sent 

via email to the respective researchers, whereby nine positive replies were received. In this part of the data 

collection process, convenience sampling was used, as it was the researchers whom could take the time out of 

their schedule that were interviewed. All participants are as listed below:  
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Interviewee Institution Date 

   

Elina Jaakkola University of Turku, Finland 27/03/2018 

Cristian Morosan University of Houston, USA 28/03/2018 

Sheila Malone University of Lancaster, UK 29/03/2018 

Barbara Neuhofer 

Salzburg University of Applied Sciences, 

Austria 

04/04/2018 

Ana Claudia Campos University of the Algarve, Portugal 05/04/2018 

Henna Konu University of Eastern Finland, Finland 11/04/2018 

Erika Andersson Cederholm Lund University, Sweden 16/04/2018 

Ulrika Åkerlund Karlstad University, Sweden 20/04/2018 

Gareth Shaw University of Exeter Business School, UK 20/04/2018 

 

Table 2 (Skype Interview Participants: Listed by Date) 

 

Each interview was constructed as one that was semi-structured. This was done to ensure that the information 

received was within the confines of co-creation, whilst still leaving room for the experts to express their own 

outlook on the matter. Each interviewee was supplied with an interview guide, which was sent to them prior 

to the interview (Appendix 3). This detailed the questions in addition to the fact that the results of the analysis 

was not to be discussed during the interview. This was done due to the positivist outlook that was taken by the 

research, which was used to eliminate any interview bias. It must be mentioned that, at some occasions the 

interviews delved into matters that were directly related to the results found from the analysis. This was done 

in a manner where questions revolved around the overall themes of the results, without explicitly relaying the 

research gaps found. Every Skype interview, when given consent, was recorded to ensure that all quotes were 

of a reliable nature. The quotes that were chosen to be used in the research were sent to the chosen experts, in 

order to be screened for any potential issues (Appendix 4).  
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Although the primary objective for the data was to be able to talk directly to the experts, there was also a group 

of individuals that due to differing reasons, such as other research-related engagements or time differences 

requested the possibility of an interview via email. This was accepted, whereby the set of questions asked were 

the same as those presented in the interview guide. However, due to the manner that there was no chance of a 

personal exchange of information, it made for interviews that were of a structured nature. Furthermore, there 

was no further correspondence with the researchers, like made with the participants of the interviews. This 

made for an additional three participants (Appendix 5) in the collection of primary data as presented below: 

 

Interviewee Institution Date 

   

Maria Leticia Santos-Vijande University of Oviedo, Spain 06/04/2108 

Juan Jose Blasquez-Resino University of Castilla-La Mancha, Spain 06/04/2018 

Yukari Higuchi Hokkaido University, Japan 08/04/2018 

 

Table 3 (E-Mail Interview Participants: Listed by Date) 

2.3 Triangulation 

In order to aid the investigation in creating greater validity, the research process made sure that different forms 

of triangulation were implemented. This is due to the manner that the method helps create a more overarching 

and unbiased view of the concepts being analyzed. The avenues that were chosen to achieve this came in three 

different forms. The first type of triangulation is the foundational method of the study, which is researcher 

triangulation. This is due to the fact that it entails using information from a variety of researchers, all of whom 

use the same method, of observing co-creation. A similar approach for triangulation to be possible was through 

methodological triangulation. This usually entails the research utilizing different methods to pursue the chosen 

research question. Although this is true, this paper takes the stance that such triangulation is used due to the 

fact that the chosen articles for the literature review contain a varied set of methodological viewpoints, be it 

either conceptual or empirical. This gave the research the ability to look at the field of “co-creation in tourism” 
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from an overall perspective. The final and more basic manner that the research utilized triangulation was 

through the application of both primary and secondary data. Although the basis of the research is steeped in 

analyzing what other researchers have done, the decision was made that the inclusion of primary data was 

necessary. This was done through the preparation of a select number of interviews, which were set to be the 

backbone for the arguments made at the final stages of the thesis.  

2.4 Limitations 

2.4.1 Theoretical Limitations 

The investigations made into what gaps are present within the “co-creation in tourism” literature, are limited 

both by theoretical and data specific factors. These revolve around the elements, which came because of 

studying the particular field. Due to the fact that not all the literature takes the same perspective with regards 

to their theoretical background, there is a possibility for some discrepancies that could not be accounted for. 

Although the vast majority of articles, which were analyzed, take the standpoint of using Vargo and Lusch´s 

service-dominant logic, there are those who have deviated from this new dominant logic. This has come in the 

form of utilizing other research such as Grönroos and Voima´s service logic or even Heinonen and Strandvik´s 

customer-dominant logic. Therefore when analyzing and grouping the articles in the subsequent meta-analysis, 

there are papers that do not target the specific foundational premises as some articles have done.  

 

Additionally, such a divide in outlooks, also has the possibility to change how the different genres and 

subgroups would be viewed, if one of the other perspectives were to be taken into account. Although such is 

the case, when interviewing the experts in the field, one researcher, Elina Jaakkola (2018), who had done a 

similar investigation, sees this to a rather minor issue: “If you take more of a helicopter view, you would 

basically see that people tend to consider actually the difference is not that huge, because they are talking 

about the same thing”.   
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A furthered theoretical limitation, which surfaced as the investigation was conducted, is the lack of 

understanding seen by some researchers into the concept of co-creation. This entailed articles that merely used 

the perspective as a means of luring in the reader. This came in the form of papers, which included the terms 

that were synonymous with the outlook, but were not able to display any clear understanding of the 

implications of the concept. Therefore, there were quite a number of papers, which were disregarded due to 

their inability to convey any associations with co-creation. This made for a diminished number of articles, 

which the paper was then able to analyze.  

2.4.2 Data Limitations 

The lowered number of available articles is directly associated with the data-related limitations which the 

research faced. The articles, which were chosen, came from journals that contained research with the keywords, 

“tourism”, “co-creation”, “service-dominant logic” and “SDL”, either collectively or individually. Therefore, 

the study has the potential to not contain articles from the respective journals that did not contain these specific 

terms. However, it is the stance of the research that without such terms being utilized, an article is not deemed 

to be within the confines of the study.  

2.5 Project Delimitations 

Apart from the limitations, which the paper could not, take into account, there were certain restrictions, which 

were made willingly by the researchers. These limitations can be split between the choice of data in addition 

to the analytical framework used. This split can also be associated with the level of importance of the different 

constraints chosen by the paper. The research takes the approach to analyze data from a select number of 

journals. This has been done due to the manner that a focus on quality of the chosen articles rather than on the 

element of quantity. Such has been done to ensure that the research used is from reliable sources. Therefore, 

there is the prospect that a more broadened and overarching investigation into the gaps could have been made, 

if more journals were to be utilized. Such a stance is furthermore associated by the perspective to create defined 

definitions surrounding the field of research. This has come in the form of specifically explicating how both 
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“tourism” and “co-creation” are to be viewed. These clarifications have made for the exclusion of a number of 

articles that did not fit within the specific confines. Therefore, much like the with the choice of journals, the 

research limits itself as to the amount of articles that it investigates. From the data collection, the choice of the 

investigative approach also has its own limitations. The primary of these constraints regards itself with the 

choice of the research´s conceptual underpinnings. By taking the attitude to analyze the literature through 

Vargo and Lusch´s service-dominant logic, the research disregards any other viewpoints toward co-creation, 

which might have been visible through the utilization of a different concept.  

 

The final element, which was chosen by the researchers to exclude from the study, is the lack of a quantitative 

perspective in the investigations. This action was made due to the qualitative nature of the study, whereby a 

descriptive approach better suited the analytical framework. The research does consider some basic statistical 

information, however not to a great scale. It could be observed that having a more number-based investigation 

might lead to gaps, which could not be found otherwise. However, it is seen from the stance of the paper that 

such miniscule differences will not have the greatest impact on the results that will be shown.  
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3. Conceptual Underpinnings 

3.1 Co-Creation  

Co-creation is split between two main elements. The first component is connected to the involvement of the 

consumer in the creation of the core product or service (Lusch & Vargo, 2006). This practice can happen at 

several stages within the service chain, but can also manifest itself within the co-design of related products 

(Lusch & Vargo, 2006). Furthermore, co-creation is not confined within the frame of being between a 

consumer and a firm, but can also occur between other actors within the network of an organization (Lusch & 

Vargo, 2006). The second component of co-creation is centered on how value is transferred from one actor to 

another. This is expounded through the notion that value is added to products in both traditional and modernist 

manners. As done conventionally, value is added throughout the production process (Lusch & Vargo, 2006). 

However, value is also added at the point of exchange whereby it is captured in a form called value-in-exchange 

(Lusch & Vargo, 2006). These elements when combined correctly make for a system whereby the beneficiary 

is able to have an active dialogue and have the opportunity to co-create personalized experiences (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004a).  

 

By focusing on the consumer throughout the service chain, a firm has the opportunity to constitute 

undiscovered value. Certain case studies (Disney and Ritz Carlton) have presented attempts at involving the 

consumer to a greater extent in a service (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a). However, this is done in a way 

where the experience is staged and the consumer themselves are set as a passive actor in the creation of value 

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a). In order to better understand the concept, there are a number of frameworks 

that have been created to encapsulate the concept. Such has been done in order to create a foundation whereby 

other scholars have an opportunity to better analyze the concept.   
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3.2 Service-Dominant Logic 

Prior to the inception of a perspective, which looked directly at the importance of the consumer, marketing 

was dominated by outlook of focusing at the role of tangible products and their implications. The goods-

dominant logic (GDL) is founded upon the principles of profit maximization through the sale of output as well 

as the firm being the sole creator of value for the consumer (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). This outlook is founded 

upon the early nature of marketing which involved the trade of agricultural goods (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). 

Although marketers have utilized such a rudimentary viewpoint for a great deal of time, the practice has 

become obsolete (Gummesson, 1995). This change in mindset pursued by both researchers and practitioners 

has come out of the greater levels of transparency expected by customers (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a). 

From this altered outlook, two schools of thought have come forward. The primary came as a culmination of 

previous theoretical spheres, (quality management, supply chain management, and network analysis), in the 

form of the service-dominant logic (SDL) (Vargo & Lusch, 2004).    

 

The SDL differentiates itself from its counterpart by not only being consumer oriented, but also being able to 

incorporate customers in more advanced areas of the profit chain. This entails cooperating with and acquiring 

knowledge from consumers in order to be able to adapt to their ever-changing needs (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). 

The new dominant logic as established by Vargo and Lusch (2004) and later edited by these same authors 

(2006, 2008, 2016) is based on eleven foundational premises (FP). Due to the clear similarities between these 

propositions, they are simplified through being grouped into five separate axioms. This as described by the 

researchers has been done in order to show the harmonious interrelationship that each premise has with its 

counterparts within each axiom (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Each assumption aids in understanding the overall 

nature of the new dominant logic, which is at the forefront of marketing literature. They are as follows: 
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3.2.1 Axiom 1: Foundational Premise 1  

The Application of Specialized Skills and Knowledge is the Fundamental Basis of Exchange 

 

The primary of the eleven foundational premises and the first assumption with axiom status, observes the 

changing role of the consumer from an operand resource to an operant resource. The difference that lies 

between the two types of assets is in their tangibility. Operand resources are physical capital that can be utilized 

by firms, whereby operant resources are more intangible assets, such as knowledge or specialized skills (Vargo 

& Lusch, 2004). It is how consumers and firms are able to exchange their intangibles for greater value creation. 

As asserted by Vargo and Lusch (2008), service is the foundation for all exchanges within a firm.  

3.2.2 Foundational Premise 2  

Indirect Exchange Masks the Fundamental Basis of Exchange 

 

The second premise, frames the complexities of the offerings provided by a firm. When services are imparted 

upon the consumer, they are usually made up of a plethora of factors, such as goods, money and institutions, 

whereby the unit of a service is lost (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Therefore it is important for marketers to 

understand that such elements are merely the vehicles, which make the exchange possible (Vargo & Lusch, 

2004), as presented in the third premise.  

3.2.3 Foundational Premise 3  

Goods are a Distribution Mechanism for Service Provision 

 

This premise once again accentuates the focus of looking at the service provided as the principal unit in the 

exchange of value between actors. It is therefore the application of specialized skills and knowledge that is set 

as the common denominator (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). From this outlook, physical goods, be them durable or 

non-durable; do not hold any value for consumers (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Rather goods are able to extract 
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value through the service they are able to cater to the consumer (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). This point of view is 

supported by the findings of Prahalad and Ramaswamy, whom associate household devices with “artifacts 

around which customers have experiences” (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a, p.84). It is this premise that 

leads to the fourth, which highlights the creation of a competitive advantage through the previous practices.  

3.2.4 Foundational Premise 4  

Operant Resources are the Fundamental Source of Strategic Benefit 

 

Operant resources are described in the first premise, as intangible assets, which both the firm and consumer 

are able to exchange in order to constitute value. It is from the perspective of the SDL that in order to be able 

to create strategic benefits, a firm must be able to comprehend that they are an information business (Evans & 

Wursler, 1997). Contrary to the focuses of the GDL, the manner that marketers within the SDL are able to 

create a competitive advantage is through the collection and application of their intangibles (Vargo & Lusch, 

2004). Furthermore, by being able to employ such information from a multitude of different sources, from 

actors situated in different areas of the service chain over a period of time, a firm is able to set itself apart from 

its competition.  

3.2.5 Foundational Premise 5 

 All Economies are Service Economies 

 

This premise is a continuation of the third, which indicates that goods do not inherit value. It is thus the service 

that a tangible can provide, which indicates its value to the consumer. Therefore, it is of importance for 

managers within traditional goods-based firms to understand that it is not enough to observe a service as 

something that is outside the realm of manufactured output (Rathmell, 1966). Rather, leaders must be able to 

implement value-creating processes throughout their profit chain in order to increase the potential value that 

can be created.  
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3.2.6 Axiom 2: Foundational Premise 6  

Value is Co-Created by Multiple Actors, Always Including the Beneficiary 

 

Much like its counterparts, the sixth premise of the SDL looks further at the role of the consumer. This 

proposition holds the second position as a premise with axiom status. Rather than taking a view whereby 

efficiency is viewed as a measure that can only be achieved via the division between the consumer and the 

firm, the new dominant logic looks at the implications of customers as an operant resource (Vargo & Lusch, 

2004). This is through the outlook that instead of observing consumers as a target (operand resource), they are 

seen as a co-creator (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). By taking the viewpoint that the value creation process is an 

interactional one (Vargo & Lusch, 2008), firms are able to involve the consumer in all parts of their value and 

service chain, thus giving the firm, the potential to garner value in areas that were not possible previously. 

Such value creation is important for both the firms and the consumers to comprehend.  

3.2.7 Foundational Premise 7 

Actors Cannot Deliver Value, But Can Participate in The Creation and Offering of Value Propositions 

 

The constitution of such a premise is done to further illustrate the importance of the relationship that a firm 

and consumer must build in order to tap the newly found areas of value. The most important element of the 

SDL is that traditional goods do not hold value; rather it is the service that such a product can provide which 

presents value to the consumer (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Therefore, a firm is only able to present suggestions 

as to where value lies within their range of goods or services. Furthermore, the premise attempts to highlight 

the importance of both parties understanding the notion of SDL related activities. Within co-creative activities 

both actors must understand that being able to work together will eventually lead to the creation of superior 

value (Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  
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3.2.8 Foundational Premise 8 

 A Service-Centered View is Inherently Beneficiary Oriented and Relational 

 

The final premise of the original eight, which were created, by Vargo and Lusch (2004), further compliments 

the ideas presented by the previous seven. This is done through focusing more thoroughly on the the extent 

that co-creation is pursued by firms. It is noted by the researchers that it is critical that co-creative activities to 

extend beyond the normal measures of marketing practices (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). This is done by not only 

involving consumers through the stages leading up to production, but collaborating with them past the 

transaction over long periods of time (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). This ensures that the relationship between both 

actors can mature over time, leading once again to greater potential value 

3.2.9 Axiom 3: Foundational Premise 9 

All Social and Economic Actors are Resource Integrators 

 

The added premise made by Lusch and Vargo (2006), which also received axiom status (Vargo & Lusch, 2016) 

observes the network that the service dominant logic encompasses. This implies that value creation is done 

within networks of networks (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). This looks through the lens that at many instances in the 

life of a given good or service, there are many places whereby value is added (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). This is 

done by a variety of actors all of whom have a different stake in the product that is being sold. Therefore, there 

are many instances whereby value has the potential to be added via practices that adhere to the SDL.  
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3.2.10 Axiom 4: Foundational Premise 10 

Value is Uniquely and Phenomenologically Determined by The Beneficiary 

 

This addition to the foundation of the SDL, which also received axiom status in 2016, expounds further the 

concepts presented by the sixth and seventh premises, whereby the role of the consumer is explained. The 

focus lies within the nature of value, which is described to be an experiential and meaning laden concept 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Furthermore, value is defined to be based on the context that it is within (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2008). This means that the person consuming the product at hand determines the value. It is through a 

consumer’s mindset that value can be determined. Therefore, it is of the utmost importance that in order for 

firms to be able to cater to the needs and wants of their consumers, they must involve them to the greatest 

extent possible.  

3.2.11 Axiom 5: Foundational Premise 11 

Value Co-Creation is Coordinated Through Actor-Generated Institutions and Institutional Arrangements 

 

The fifth and final axiom covers the latest addition to the SDL framework. This proposition builds on the ninth 

foundational premise, concerning looking at the external stakeholders involved in the value creation process. 

However, what differentiates this premise from its counterparts is its viewpoint of observing all the other actors 

involved within co-creative activities. This entails understanding that there is a plethora of individuals or 

groups of people around a value-creator, which enables them to fulfill their tasks (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). This 

is crucial for the enablers of co-creative practices to comprehend, as being able to utilize all possible resources 

will allow them to create the maximum level of value possible. Such a premise exhibits the overarching nature 

of the SDL, whereby all possible factors within the co-creative process are covered.  

  



25 

3.3 Alternative Value Creation Perspectives 

Although the vast majority of literature stems from Vargo and Lusch´s SDL, there have been critics as to its 

practicality. This has come in the form of two additional outlooks with regards to co-creation, namely Grönroos 

and Voima´s service logic (SL), and Heinonen & Strandvik´s customer-dominant logic (CDL). The most 

notable of these castigators are that of Grönroos and Voima (2013), whom with their proposition of the concept 

of value-in-use, have created the second school of thought that is present within the academic domain. Such 

an altered outlook is a culmination of studies made by both researchers since the inception of the primary 

edition of Vargo and Lusch´s SDL in 2004. The most notable of critique made by the researchers stems from 

the all-inclusive nature of the SDL. This pertains to the fact that Vargo and Lusch assume that all processes 

have the potential of having a co-creational nature whereby all actors are co-creators (Grönroos & Voima, 

2013). Such a viewpoint is further criticized by its metaphorical nature, as it does not give clear indications as 

to how exactly value is created between two parties (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). This can be argued to be a 

truthful statement, when observing the plethora of interpretations that have been taken by researchers in the 

field.  

3.3.1 Service Logic 

The manner, that this is to be combatted, is explained to be through the establishment of a clear-cut definition 

of value creation (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). By being able to constitute an understanding into the roles of the 

consumer, firm, or other stakeholders, academics and managers alike will have a much easier time to 

implement co-creative practices (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). What is suggested as a replacement is designating 

value creation as the consumer´s creation of value-in-use (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). The service logic (SL) 

recognizes that value is constituted by the consumer's ability to derive value out of goods or services (Grönroos 

& Voima, 2013). This is achieved through a number of interactions, be it individual or societal, from the past, 

present, or future, which as a whole constitute a consumer´s accrued experiences (Helkkula, A., Kelleher, C., 

& Pihlström, M., 2012; Voima, P., Heinonen, K., & Strandvik, T., 2010). This results in defining co-creation 

as “the joint process whereby firms and customers together (or consumers with other actors) in interactions 
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create value” (Grönroos & Voima, 2013, p. 138). Although similar to the basic assumptions made by Vargo 

and Lusch, the SL is highlighted by clearly illustrating the roles of the different actors within co-creation.  

 

This is done through the establishment of three (provider, customer, and joint) distinct spheres, which detail 

the activities pursued by each actor in a co-creative scenario. In this scheme, the provider sphere encompasses 

the role of the firm or any external actor whom is, in essence, the value facilitator (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). 

Contrarily the customer sphere observes an actor whom is a self-sufficient individual who creates his or her 

own value (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). It is therefore only within the joint sphere whereby value co-creation 

can occur. It is argued by the researchers that this framework has the ability to incorporate relationships that 

are not dictated solely by the firm, which is the viewpoint taken in the literature on SDL by Vargo and Lusch 

(Grönroos & Voima, 2013). Instead, the consumer is set as the focal point within value creation processes 

whereby the provider has the opportunity to enhance these activities (Grönroos & Voima, 2013).  

3.3.2 Customer-Dominant Logic 

Such an outlook of putting the consumer into focus is one that is also utilized by that of Heinonen and Strandvik 

(2015) within the customer-dominant logic (CDL). It must be recognized that the views taken by the 

perspective does not form an opinion on co-creation but rather value creation as a whole. However, it is the 

stance of the study to create an understanding of the discourse that is happening within the realm of value 

creation, in order to constitute a better rounded argument. The concept´s inclusion has been chosen, as it is the 

most recent perspective, which has come out of the discussion on value creation. The outlook presented in the 

CDL is one that strays away from the two primary concepts. The SDL until recently, looked only at the role 

of the firm in value creation, whereby the SL targeted the relationship between the consumer and the firm. 

What the CDL does is changing the discussion by centering the consumer in the value creation process.  
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The attitude takes the stance to change the conversation from looking at how firms can provide a service to 

how customers engrain a service into their lives (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). This is prescribed to be done 

through firms understanding that they have a secondary function in the consumer´s world (Heinonen & 

Strandvik, 2015). Furthermore, firms must align themselves with the logic of their customers (Heinonen & 

Strandvik, 2015). Therefore, to do this, businesses have to have the approach to gain knowledge through their 

consumer’s day-to-day activities and their individual logics (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). Although this is 

taken as a perspective in the ideal world, the outlook does take the role of a firm into consideration. This is 

concerning the firm having constraints in relation to their resources and objectives, which might hinder them 

to systematically understand every single individual that they are providing a good or service to (Heinonen & 

Strandvik, 2015). Therefore, it is explained that in order for such an outlook to be implemented that firms must 

take a more comprehensive view of their consumers in order to target a greater audience (Heinonen & 

Strandvik, 2015). It must be noted, that the outlook sees consumers as not only the traditional individual who 

buys goods or services, but also as firms and other organizations (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). This is what 

is argued is to be the determining factor that differentiates the CDL from both the SL and SDL (Heinonen & 

Strandvik, 2015).   

 

Although both frameworks shows the potentialities of co-creation to not only be encapsulated within the 

relationship of a firm and a consumer, it can be argued that such a disagreement is obsolete. This due to the 

enhancements of the SDL by Vargo and Lusch in recent years. It can be observed that the first edition of the 

SDL framework utilized terminology that only focused on the roles of the firm and the consumer within co-

creative practices. However, by taking critical assessments like those made by Grönroos and Voima into 

consideration, the two pioneers of the SDL have been able to create a framework that better fulfills the needs 

of both the academic and managerial environments. This can be seen most prominently within the sixth and 

seventh foundational premises, whereby usage of vocabulary like “the consumer” and “the firm”, has been 

replaced by jargon such as “actors” (Appendix 6).  Similarly, while the most recent perspective calls for a 

greater focus on the consumer, it could be argued that such a stance was also taken into consideration for the 

recent publication of the SDL. Although Heinonen and Strandvik (2015) specifically argue that the CDL can 
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not be seen as a subgroup of the SDL, it can be observed that the addition of the eleventh premise and the 

change of jargon in the sixth and seventh propositions encapsulate the viewpoints made by the researchers. 

This is as the new premise specifically looks at how the roles of other actors and organizations that surround 

a co-creative individual aid in creating superior value. It is therefore the stance of the paper, to use the most 

recent publication of Vargo and Lusch (2016), to be the determining piece of literature when analyzing the 

research within the field of “co-creation within tourism”.  

3.4 Tourism 

Tourism and hospitality are both popular topics within co-creation. In both cases, a firm tries to serve a 

consumer with a unique experience environment. Experience creation is a key for satisfied and loyal customers. 

When used properly in tourism, co-creation allows experience facilitators, like hotels and tour operators, to 

gather valuable insight from their customers, which in turn leads to an even better service environment. 

Prahalad and Ramaswamy first used the term “experience environment” in 2003. However, the co-creation 

pioneers did not consider tourism or hospitality in their text as examples for experience creation in the service 

sphere (Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009). As they are similar industries, the service experience is vital aspect 

in both. However, a coherent separation is needed to further investigate “co-creation in tourism”.  

 

Due to the focus of the study to consider value co-creation solely within tourism, there is a need for the 

delineation of the difference between tourism and hospitality. When looking primarily at tourism, it is 

explained by Binkhorst and Den Dekker (2009), to happen when a consumer detaches themselves from 

everyday life. They continue by clearing out that tourists have very different needs as some prefer to be active 

while others layback as a passive actor (Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009). For this reason, Pine and Gilmore's 

(1999) four Es (entertainment, education, escapist and esthetics) in different proportions define how well the 

needs of a tourist are matched by the experience facilitator (Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009). To be able to 

define more accurately, what a tourist is, the term tourism must be scrutinized. One of the earliest definitions 

dates to 1937 when the League of Nations determined an international tourist as a person who "visits a country 

other than that in which he habitually lives for a period of at least twenty-four hours" (OECD, 1974, p.7).  
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The dictionary definition stated by Leiper (1979) is that tourism is traveling to new places for leisure purposes. 

He then further defines tourism as: “a system that involves the discretionary travel and temporary stay of 

persons away from their usual place of residence for one or more nights, accepting tours made for the primary 

purpose of earning remuneration from points en route” (Leiper, 1979, p.404). It can be noted that the term has 

evolved quite a bit since the 30s’ but the core foundations has stayed untouched. An essential change is the 

exclusion of the “international” part, which allows research to include also domestic travelers, as long as their 

destination is different from their usual residence. In addition to this, an exclusion must be made to the time 

frame of the tourist. This is due to the fact, that within current practices, a day trip or a few-hour layover within 

a country can still be considered as a touristic activity. It is therefore the foreign surroundings, which is one 

factor, which differentiates touristic activities from those centered within hospitality.  

 

The defining difference between tourism and hospitality is the notion of traveling. Papers about hotels, 

museums and historical sites were included as they fulfilled the conditions of having visitors that are 

experiencing an unfamiliar destination and its activities. Additionally to the experience creators, literature 

about value co-creation with suppliers, intermediaries and destination marketing organizations (DMOs) were 

included. Such examples are tour operators, travel agencies and local authorities. However, not all hospitality 

activities can be included within tourism. A dinner at a local restaurant is an activity, which falls under the 

umbrella of hospitality. However, even though a dinner out is a break from the routines of one´s day-to-day 

life it does not include the foreign place parameter. For this reason articles, which included research concerning 

restaurants, nightclubs or the overall service, experience were not included in the analysis.  
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4. Literature Review 

The objective of analyzing the literature it to, at a closer level, investigate the potential research gaps. This has 

been done through the most simplistic manner, looking at the frequency of papers within each genre and 

subgenre. However, further examinations have been made into the utilization of the different foundational 

premises in addition to the choice of touristic underpinning as well as the type of research design. These 

dimensions are used to understand if there are any other gaps that stretch beyond the simple measure of the 

frequency of papers within a chosen category. These dimensional investigations will be made both after each 

specific subgenre as well as at the end of the whole analysis. 

 

It can be seen that due to the continuous evolution of the service-dominant logic, there have been an abundance 

of outlooks, which have stemmed from the concept, with regards to co-creation. Several researchers have had 

their own interpretation of how to frame co-creation, which has led to a plethora of varying definitions of the 

concept. In order to keep the outlooks presented consistent, the paper will solely investigate co-creation from 

the point of view expounded, by the SDL´s eleven premise, five-axiom framework. Although the criticisms 

presented by Grönroos and Voima (2013), have noteworthy precedence, it is the stance of the paper to use the 

SDL, due to its applicability as an analytical tool. This is with a clear numbered framework denoting the 

processes of co-creation. Such a stringent definition of co-creation is also one, which has been used for tourism.  

 

As per the definition of tourism chosen, it is the manner of experiencing an activity in a place, which is outside 

the usual day-to-day practices of an individual. Through this, the paper takes the stance that there are seven 

specific types of touristic activities that individuals can come into contact with when travelling. These are as 

follows: hotels and lodgings, travel agents and online travel agents (OTAs), tour operators, attractions, events, 

and other online platforms. In addition to this, two other factors are taken into account, which include the role 

of city tourism firms, like destination marketing organizations as well as looking at tourism from an overall 

perspective. The final dimension, which was utilized, was that of the research design. This was done to express 
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if the findings of the analysis correlated with the assumption made by the study. This was that there would be 

an abundance of conceptual studies in relation to empirical ones. 

 

However, before the analysis can commence, the paper takes the outlook of explaining the definite outliers 

that will be present within the data. This is related to the types of foundational premises, which are consistently 

unused in the vast majority of the literature chosen. Therefore, instead of merely mentioning the lack of such 

notions, the research will explain why such fundamental rules are disregarded. Within the research, it is clear 

that such occurrences are frequent when observing the second, third, fifth, and eleventh foundational premises. 

All facets are important to the constitution of the SDL as prescribed by Vargo and Lusch; however, within the 

context of tourism, it is clear why they do not appear at a regular rate. The second and third premises, describe 

that goods do not hold value, but rather are instruments for the transaction of the service, which is the element, 

which holds value for individuals (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). As touristic activities involve the interactions made 

in and around an experience, it is very rare that there are any physical or tangible goods that are in play. Such 

an oddity is directly associated with the issues seen from the fifth premise. This proposition looks at the manner 

that all firms, be them goods-based or service-based can be classified as service economies (Vargo & Lusch, 

2004). This once again highlights the overarching nature of the SDL, as to convince the reader that firms that 

specialize in selling a specific type of product still fits within the frame of the SDL. However, similarly to the 

third premise, as the firms analyzed are predominantly service-oriented, such an assurance is not needed. The 

eleventh premise is one that will not appear consistently throughout the analysis. This is seen more as a 

potential research gap, rather than an anomaly that is based on the nature of the topic being investigated. Thus, 

instead of mentioning its lack of presence after each subgroup, the investigation will discuss its implications 

at the end of the analysis. It is therefore these three primary propositions, which, although critical to the SDL, 

will not have the greatest presence within the analysis, as seen primarily by the main genre of the consumer.  

4.1 Consumer 

A great deal of the papers refer to the importance of the consumer. This is not surprising, as co-creation is in 

many occasions seen as the tighter cooperation between a consumer and a firm. This is further corroborated 
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by the data source utilized being consistent, using either consumers or tourists. Including a consumer in the 

value creation process can advance a firm’s opportunities in constituting unseen value in the development 

process. Through such a practice, the consumer’s active participation is imperative. However, there are other 

aspects to take in consideration as well. It is not merely enough that the consumer is willing to take part in co-

creation, or for the firm to create a setting for it to prosper. This is due to the manner that the consumer must 

be able to feel comfortable throughout the process.  

4.1.1 Operand-Operant Relationship 

The first consumer subgenre is the operand-operant relationship. The title has its origins in resource 

management literature where Constantine and Lusch (1994) state that operand resources are physical assets, 

whereby operant resources are those assets that act upon operand resources to create an effect. Vargo and 

Lusch (2004) who further evolve the terminology by implying that the split should be between invisible, 

intangible assets (operant) and physical, thus more traditional goods (operand) support this definition. In co-

creation, this is determined by the consumer inputting their knowledge and skills (operant) into a firm's value 

chain production (operand) (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Nevertheless, in a service industry, such as tourism, the 

process is not so straightforward. This is as there is no physical good lingering at the end of the value-chain. 

In the service economy, an operand resource could be defined as the service, provided by the company. In a 

hotel, it could be the overnight-stay, in a tour operator’s activity it could be the experience. The main point is 

that by bringing their active involvement and insight to the service, a consumer assists the experience facilitator 

to further develop their service (Prebensen, Vittersø, & Dahl, 2013; Campos, Mendes, Do Valle, & Scott, 2017; 

Thomas-Francois, von Massow, & Joppe, 2017). Excluded from the group were the papers, which merely 

mention the importance of consumer participation. The focus is on the consumer and how the co-creation 

process increases their service experience. In this research, the operant-operand relation is conditioned with 

the requirement of full involvement and partaking of the consumer throughout the complete service provided 

(Anton, Camarero, & Garrido 2017, Camilleri & Neuhofer, 2017).  
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 Operand-Operant Relationship 

 

 

 

 

Authors: 

Dimensions of 

Co-creation: 

 Axioms (A), 

Foundational 

Premises (FPs):  

 

 

 

Dimensions of 

Tourism: 

 

 

 

Research 

Design: 

 

 

 

 

Findings: 

Antón, Camarero 

& Garrido, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1), 

2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Attractions: 

Spanish 

Museums 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

The active role of museum 

visitors in the pre, during, and 

post stages of a visit have a 

positive effect on their 

experience, whereby previous 

knowledge also adds to the 

potential value. 

Buonincontri, 

Morvillo, 

Okumus & van 

Niekerk,  (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,8)  

 

 

Overall: 

Tourists in 

Naples, Italy 

 

 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

  

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Antecedents identified were the 

active participation, interaction, 

and sharing, whereby the 

consequences were found to be 

satisfaction, happiness, and the 

level of expenditure. 

Camilleri & 

Neuhofer, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4),  

2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Airbnb in 

Malta 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Managers & 

Tourists 

Co-creative collaboration of 

guests and hosts, both are able 

to create new streams of value. 

It is the focus on operant 

resources that can cover for 

operand shortcomings. 

Campos, Mendes, 

Do Valle & 

Scott, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (2), 

2 (7,8),  

4 (10) 

Attractions: 

Animal- 

Based 

Interactions 

in Portugal 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Characteristics of co-creation 

are direct interactions, high 

engagement, and an 

environment that can stimulate 

participation. 

Johnson & 

Neuhofer, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4),  

2 (6,7,8),  

4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Airbnb in 

Jamaica 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

  

Data Set: 

Tourists 

The researchers expound a 

theoretical framework for what 

resources and practices are to 

be utilized in order to constitute 

value through co-creation for 

firms like Airbnb.   

Prebensen, Kim 

& Uysal, (2016) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Tour 

Operators: 

Nature-Based 

Tourism in 

Norway 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

 Mental and physical 

 experiences or involvement 

 has a positive effect on value 

 co-creation processes. 
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Prebensen 

Vittersø & Dahl, 

(2013) 

A & (FPs): 

 1 (1), 

2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

 

Attractions, 

Tour Operators: 

Nature-Based 

Tourism in 

Norway 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

  

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Co-creation of value is 

performed when tourists are 

able to participate and invest 

their time in producing the 

value. 

Prebensen & Xie, 

(2016) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,7,8),  

4 (10) 

 

Tour 

Operators: 

Adventure 

Tourism in 

Norway 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

 Tourists 

Although participation is not 

important in directly 

influencing tourist satisfaction, 

it is found that co-creative 

processes do have an 

influencing factor in tourists´ 

perceived value. 

Rong-Da Liang, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (4),  

2 (6,7,8),  

4 (10) 

  

 

Attractions: 

Leisure Farms 

in Taiwan 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

 Managers & 

Tourists 

To create a good foundation 

for value co-creation a firm 

must be able to supply 

tourists with relevant 

knowledge in addition to 

creating an enjoyable and 

pleasant environment. 

Sfandla & Björk, 

(2013) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (5),  

2 (6,7,8),  

3 (9),  

4 (10),  

5 (11) 

Overall Conceptual  

Study 

Through the utilization of the 

TEN framework, it is found 

that the consumer needs to be 

included into the value 

creation network, not only as 

an end user. 

Szmigin, Bengry-

Howell, Morey,  

Griffin & Riley, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (2),  

2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Events: 

 Music Festival 

Social Spaces 

in the UK 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Festivalgoers co-create with 

one another through the 

engagement of the space around 

them, which aids in creating the 

aura that is found at such 

events. 

Thomas- 

Francois, von 

Massow & Joppe, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,3),  

2 (7),  

4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Luxury Hotel 

Supply Chains 

in the Granada 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Employees & 

Suppliers 

By taking an interest in the 

consumer and their role in the 

exchange of value, firms are 

able to use co-creation to create 

stronger relationships with their 

customers. 

Zhang, Jahromi 

& Kizildag, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Airbnb 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Random 

Participants 

Co-created value during a stay 

positively affects tourists´ 

willingness to pay. 
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The very first subgenre of the consumer perspective shows only a few anomalies. Within the two classifying 

dimensions of tourism and research, design there is very little to be noticed. There is an overall approach taken 

whereby several facets of tourism have been pursued in addition to a mix of research methods being utilized. 

As expected, the second, third and fifth premises do not have the highest effect, which supports the stance 

taken by the research. What is noticeable however is the lack of the application of the ninth foundational 

premise. This looks at the manner of including all actors within the service chain to participate in co-creative 

activities (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Although this proposition has been used only once in the 13 articles 

analyzed, it is clear as to the reasoning why. Within this specific subgenre, the paper is investigating the most 

traditional outlook of observing co-creation, that being between the firm and the consumer. Therefore, the role 

of more contemporary actors, such as suppliers, residents, or cities are not applicable. This is not to say that 

the use of the ninth premise is not of importance, however its relevance will be seen in later groups.  

4.1.2 Manipulating and Utilization of Consumer Psychological Needs 

The subsequent subgenre is the manipulation and utilization of consumer’s psychological needs. In other 

words, this entails how consumers´ emotions and feelings affect on their behavior during the service 

experience. For a company to bind the consumer to its brand, service or product an emotional bond must be 

formed. Customers create an emotional bond to a company if they are highly attached or committed to their 

products or services (Schiffman, Wisenblit, & Kumar, 2016). The willingness to participate in co-creation 

follows a similar pattern. Like skills and knowledge, emotions, feelings, and needs could be seen as operant 

resources which the consumer possesses (Malone, McKechnie, & Tynan, 2017). Thus, bringing them to a co-

creation environment is the fundamental exercise (Vargo & Lusch, 2004).  

 

There are two common themes within these articles. The first theme that is apparent is the importance of the 

consumer´s well-being. This is seen from the point of view that emotions are the antecedents for successful 

co-creation (Malone et al., 2017; Taheri, Coelho, Sousa, & Evanschitzky, 2017). From this, the second theme 

surrounds how the needs, emotions and feelings, combined with the location and surroundings of the service, 
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play a role in the consumer's willingness to partake in co-creation processes (Suntikul & Jachna, 2015; 

Prebensen & Xie, 2016; Zhang, Gordan, Buhalis, & Ding, 2017) Such a topic takes the assumption that the 

emotional attachment that a consumer feels towards their destination choice, results in greater eagerness to 

integrate into the value creation network.  

 Manipulation/Utilization of Consumer Psychological Needs 

 

 

 

 

Authors: 

Dimensions of 

Co-creation: 

 Axioms (A), 

Foundational 

Premises (FPs):  

 

 

 

Dimensions of 

Tourism: 

 

 

 

Research 

Design: 

 

 

 

 

Findings: 

Andersson 

Cederholm & 

Hultman, 

(2010) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Hotel & 

Lodgings: 

Bed & Breakfasts 

in Sweden 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Manager 

Intimacy between the consumer 

and host is imperative and 

furthermore is the backbone of 

the value creation process. 

Malone, 

McKechnie & 

Tynan, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1), 

 2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Overall: 

Ethical & 

Sustainable 

Tourism 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Emotions have a crucial role in 

the value creation process. 

Mutual value creation is found to 

be related to the mutual feeling of 

emotions. 

Prebensen & 

Xie, (2016) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,7,8),  

4 (10) 

Tour  

Operators: 

Adventure 

Tourism in 

Norway 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

 Data Set: 

 Tourists 

Psychological co-creation is 

found to be more important than 

physical co-creation in increasing 

the level of value experienced. 

Suntikul & 

Jachna, (2015) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (7,8),  

4 (10) 

Attractions: 

Heritage Sites in 

Macau 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Perceived value of a tourist is 

affected positively by the feeling 

of personal involvement. 

Taheri, Coelho,  

Sousa & 

Evanschitzky, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1), 

 2 (6,8) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Domestic Tourists  

at Iranian    

Luxury Hotels 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

The mood of tourists is an 

operant resource and is one of 

the motivating factors to 

 co-create. 

Zhang, Gordan, 

Buhalis & 

Ding, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (4), 

 2 (6,7),  

4 (10) 

Online  

Platforms: 

Chinese Market 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Students 

Online platform co-creation 

increases emotional evaluation, 

which leads to better engagement 

at the destination. 
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When observing the trends that are present within this category of research, there are not too many of the 

dimensions that have created notable results. A majority of the studies that were analyzed have used a data set 

consisting of tourists, which is indicative of the type of research. This is as the research field looks specifically 

at the role of emotions in touristic co-creative practices. Furthermore, the choice of looking at a variety of 

outlets where such activities are present does not stand as an outstanding anomaly. This is as the role of 

emotions can be targeted within a plethora of topics and is not confined to a specific type of touristic firm or 

service. Therefore, as of now, there are no furthered anomalies from this subgenre, which can be extrapolated.  

4.1.3 Consumer-to-Consumer Co-Creation 

The final consumer related subgroup is consumer-to-consumer (C2C) co-creation. C2C actions take place in 

many forms and places. Reference groups and word-of-mouth are classic examples of such activities. Chat 

rooms, social media platforms and rating sites are all venues where a consumer can share or search topics of 

their interest. This thus constitutes value through co-creation to either their own service experience or someone 

else's. The papers in this category point out that value co-creation is done among the consumers and in their 

networks, therefore minimizing the role of the traditional firms. It is claimed, that by sharing their past 

experiences with people, a consumer is able to interact with both new and old customers to create new forms 

of value (Anton et al., 2017; Pera, 2017; Zhang, Jahromi, & Kizildag, 2017). Another example of consumer-

to-consumer co-creation is the pure interaction between the consumers during the service (Baron, & Harris, 

2010; Szmigin, Bengry-Howell, Morey, Griffin, & Riley, S. 2017). This outlook follows the principles of the 

seventh foundational premise, which implies that the firm can only set the states for value creation, not 

determine it (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). This is seen most commonly during different experiences where 

consumers are in close interaction with each other. Such a perspective can also be used for the benefit of the 

firm. This is through the creation of the space to co-create and enlarge the value received by the customers 

(Rihova, Buhalis, Moital, & Gouthro, 2015). 
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  Consumer-to-Consumer Co-Creation 

 

 

 

 

Authors: 

Dimensions of 

Co-creation: 

 Axioms (A), 

Foundational 

Premises (FPs):  

 

 

 

Dimensions of 

Tourism: 

 

 

 

Research 

Design: 

 

 

 

 

Findings: 

Antón, Camarero 

& Garrido, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1), 

2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Attractions: 

Spanish  

Museums 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

By sharing the service 

experience on a platform, a 

consumer provides valuable 

information for the next 

consumer, who is looking for 

information pre-visit. 

Baron & Harris, 

(2010) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,7,8), 

 3 (9),  

4 (10) 

Overall: 

UK Gap Year 

Students in 

Spain 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Students 

Gives evidence to support the 

fact that consumers are 

important in the creation of 

value. Also goes further to 

show that consumers can 

create value by co-creating 

with other consumers as well. 

Fu & Lehto, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,7,8),  

3 (9),  

4 (10),  

5 (11) 

Overall: 

Chinese 

Family 

Vacations 

Empirical Study: 

Mixed Methods  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

By observing co-creation 

through the lens of being 

situated within family 

relationships the paper finds 

that managers should see  

co-creation from also being 

applicable within familial 

situations. 

Jaakkola, 

Helkkula & 

Aarikka- 

Stenroos, (2015) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (5) 

  

 

Overall 

Future 

Research 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Professors & 

Researchers 

Calls upon future research to 

be looked at what effects 

consumer co-creation has 

towards creating value, 

specifically utilizing 

interdisciplinary methods. 

Pera, (2017) A & (FPs): 

1 (1,2,4), 

 3 (9) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Couch Surfing 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Provides evidence of the 

consumer-to-consumer 

relationship within co-creation 

by showing that the co-creative 

actions are the backbone of the 

trend of couch surfing. 

Reichenberger, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,7,8),  

3 (9),  

4 (10) 

Overall 

Tourists in 

New Zealand 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Stronger interactions, social 

actors and social relationships 

create deeper and more 

complex co-creation 

opportunities. 
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Rihova, 

Buhalis, Moital 

& Gouthro, 

(2015) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4,5), 

 2 (6,8), 

 3 (9) 

Overall Conceptual  

Study 

The paper creates a framework 

for how to implement C2C co-

creative processes, as a manner 

to highlight the importance of 

observing the consumer as a 

mutual creator of value. 

Romero, (2017) A & (FPs): 

1 (1,2),  

2 (6,7,8),  

3 (9),  

4 (10) 

Travel Agents 

& OTAs: 

Spanish Users 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

C2C co-creation can come in 

two forms: By basic feedback 

forms but also through 

knowledge sharing on online 

platforms. 

Sengupta & 

Pillai, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

2 (6,7,8),  

3 (9),  

4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Role Playing 

Scenario in 

India 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

  

Data Set: 

Students 

The actions made by others in 

the scenario have an effect on 

the perception of hotel 

services. However, it is found 

that co-creation between 

consumers is not a cure for low 

quality. 

Szmigin, 

Bengry-Howell, 

Morey, Griffin 

& Riley, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (2),  

2 (6,7,8),  

3 (9),  

5 (11) 

Events: 

Music Festival 

Social Spaces 

in the UK 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

The co-creative interactions 

between festivalgoers are 

crucial to creating the inclusive 

atmosphere present at such 

events. 

Zhang, Jahromi 

& Kizildag, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,8),  

3 (9) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Airbnb 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Random 

Participants 

With the introduction of 

sharing economy systems, 

consumers have more relevant 

information available to them 

than ever before. It is this 

knowledge, which can be 

utilized by hosts to gain 

greater success. 

Much like the previous subgenre there are little to no anomalies, which can be found in the data. This is within 

all classifying dimensions. The only inconsistencies, which can be noticed, is when observing the use of the 

different premises of the SDL. This is directed at the use of the fifth premise. This proposition looks at the 

manner that all firms no matter their orientation are situated as service economies (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). 

Although the absence of this premise was explained previously, it is the nature of the specific article, which 

gives an inclination to the premise´s utilization. As conceptual articles take more of an overarching stance 

towards co-creation, rather than focusing solely on a specific practice of the concept, it covers the fifth premise 

specifically. A furthered anomaly with this attribute looks at the frequent use of the ninth premise. However, 
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such a focus surrounds the essence of C2C co-creation. This is as it highlights the importance of each actors 

own network and how these networks increases value creation.   

4.2 Experience Facilitator 

The premises and surroundings where co-creation takes place is an essential part of the touristic sphere. The 

active participation of the consumer is useless, if the firm is not open for the idea of co-creation. The experience 

facilitator plays a remarkable role in value co-creation as for such an activity to be truly successful both parties 

must be seen as equals. Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004a) who highlighted the importance of a balanced 

relationship have noted this. Although, Vargo and Lusch’s SDL has been scrutinized by concentrating too 

much on the firm’s perspective (Grönroos & Voima, 2013), the frame is what will define this specific subgenre. 

By removing the barrier between the consumer and the firm and by inviting a consumer to participate in the 

value creation process, it allows companies to receive valuable input. In the tourism literature and in Vargo 

and Lusch’s framework, the experience facilitator is comprehended as a firm, such as a hotel, tour operator or 

similar that provides the arena for co-creation. These facilitators could benefit by implementing new innovative 

ideas, such as technological advancements, to their services by testing solutions with their loyal customers. 

Some literature also proposes the possibilities of co-creating with other facilitators or with their suppliers. In 

addition to this, other areas of research have looked at the role of in-house politics and the mentality of the 

management team. This seeing how these groups of people either hinder or help firms to co-create with their 

customers.  

4.2.1 Innovation within Tourism 

Receiving new, innovative ideas is one of the core reasons for firms to partake in co-creation processes 

(Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004a). A company uses its consumers as operant resources that have skills and 

knowledge to provide a possibility for the firm to gain a competitive advantage (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). 

Consumers possess insight of the service due to the experience they have gathered from using it. This insight 

is valuable for the enterprise as it might include innovations and ideas, which the firm itself did not consider 
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during their service creation process. The challenge is how to summon this knowledge from the consumers. 

What differentiates the subgenre form the operand-operant subgroup is the focus made on the processes of the 

firm. In this category, the focus is on how firms can use co-creation to create better products or services, while 

the operand-operant subgenre looks at how consumers can co-create to constitute better experiences for 

themselves.  

 Innovation within Tourism 

 

 

 

 

Authors 

Dimensions of 

Co-creation: 

 Axioms (A), 

Foundational 

Premises (FPs):  

 

 

 

Dimensions of 

Tourism 

 

 

 

Research 

Design 

 

 

 

 

Findings 

Chathoth, 

Altinay, 

Harrington, 

Okumus & 

Chan, (2013) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 3 (9), 

 5 (11) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Overall 

Conceptual  

Study 

 

 

Through the creation of a 

framework, it is established 

that firms are allowed to have 

different orientations regards to 

the use of co-creation. 

Chen, Kerr, 

Chou & Ang, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (4), 

 2 (6,8), 

 3 (9), 

 5 (11) 

  

Travel Agents 

& OTAs: 

Service 

Innovation in 

Southeast Asia 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Managers 

By reforming the DART model 

to be termed as co-creation 

dynamics, it is found that 

antecedents such as dialogue, 

transparency, and flexibility 

have a positive effect on 

service innovation. 

Ma, Gu, Wang 

& Hampson, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Chinese 

Market 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Managers 

Innovative co-creative 

practices are only able to 

establish positive results if a 

hotel is able to use the 

information to create a superior 

service. 

Santos-Vijande, 

López-Sánchez 

& Pascual- 

Fernández, 

(2018) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,8), 

 3 (9) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Hotels in Spain 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Managers 

Co-creation practices have a 

definite positive effect on the 

speed and quality of new 

service introduction and 

innovation. 
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Shaw, Bailey & 

Williams, 

(2010) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (3,4), 

 2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Case Studies in 

the Hotel 

Industry 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Managers 

In order for hotels to stay 

competitive through innovative 

practices, firms are heavily 

reliant on the co-creative 

relationships they can create 

between themselves and the 

consumer. 

Excluding one study of travel agents in Southeast Asia, all papers were focused on hotels and lodgings. This 

was expected, as it is the most common tourist dimension among the experience facilitators. How firms, 

especially hotels, use co-creation to innovate new services explains why every empirical article used managers 

as their data source. Hotels and other experience facilitators have to implement innovative ideas to remain 

competitive at the market while including modern, rather untested processes, such as co-creation, into their 

value-chain. This explains why the fourth premise is connected with every article. Otherwise, the usages of 

foundational premises is well spread and no irregularities can be noted. As it will be noticeable in later parts 

of the analysis, the articles in this category are linked to other subgroups, as they illustrate the difficult situation 

that the many leaders in service firms are facing. 

4.2.2 Technological Implementations 

The difference, which lies, between the previous subgenre and the current one is the focus of perspective. The 

previous subgroup looks at how innovation can be used from an overall outlook. However, this specific one 

observes how the use of technological gadgets and their applications (Morosan & DeFranco, 2016; Sarmah, 

Kamboj, & Rahman, 2017) in addition to different online platforms (Sarmah, Rahman, & Kamboj, 2017; 

Zhang et al., 2017) can be utilized as a means for co-creation and subsequently innovation. This is as 

technological implementations are new innovative ideas where the co-creation happens through a software or 

a gadget. In this kind of situation, the service, and therefore the value creation, takes place indirectly via a 

good.  
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 Technological Implementation 

 

 

 

 

Authors: 

Dimensions of 

Co-creation: 

 Axioms (A), 

Foundational 

Premises (FPs):  

 

 

 

Dimensions of 

Tourism: 

 

 

 

Research  

Design: 

 

 

 

 

Findings: 

Blazquez-Resino, 

Molina & 

Esteban-Talaya, 

(2015) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4),  

2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Overall: 

Tourists in 

Spain 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

New technology and its usage can 

assist to follow up old customers, 

increase loyalty and find out new 

ideas, aiding in the co-creative 

practices of the firm.   

Cabiddu, Lui & 

Piccoli, (2013) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (2,3), 

 3 (9), 

 5 (11) 

Overall: 

Tourism in 

Sardinia 

Empirical Study: 

Mixed Methods 

 

Data Set: 

Managers 

With the new kind of booking 

system, suppliers or firms co-create 

together a service that has more 

value for the consumer. 

Kandampully, 

Bilgihan & 

Zhang, (2016) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,2,3,4), 

 2 (6,7,8), 

 3 (9), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Overall 

Conceptual  

Study 

 

 

Instead of focusing solely on the 

potential of technology for  

co-creation, firms must be able to 

utilize traditional human based 

interactions for the creation of value. 

Morosan & 

DeFranco, 

(2016) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,2,3,4), 

 2 (6,7), 

 4 (10) 

 

 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

 Consumers in 

the US 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

By implementing mobile 

applications and m-commerce a 

firm can increase its value  

co-creation potential with the 

consumer. 

Neuhofer, 

Buhalis & 

Ladkin, (2014) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (2), 

 2 (7), 

 4 (10) 

Overall Conceptual  

Study  

 

Data Set: 

Case Studies 

The implementation of ICT based 

technologies have the possibility of 

aiding consumers in constituting 

more co-creative arenas for the 

creation of value. 

Sarmah, Kamboj 

& Rahman, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,2,3,4),  

2 (6,7,8),  

4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Luxury Hotels 

in India 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Utilizing smart phone apps in order 

to stimulate co-creation aids the 

firm in creating more personalized 

interactions with the consumer. 

Sarmah, Rahman 

& Kamboj, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,2,3,4), 

 2 (6,7,8),  

4 (10) 

Travel Agents 

& OTAs: 

 Online Users in 

India 

Empirical Study: 

Mixed Methods  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

The popularity of OTAs has 

increased consumers trust towards 

e-commerce, which also affects 

positively on their willingness to 

co-create with the firms. 
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Zhang, Gordan, 

Buhalis & Ding, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (2,4),  

2 (6,7), 

 4 (10) 

Online 

Platforms 

Chinese Market 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Students 

  

Through the creation of an 

aesthetical and interactive online 

platform, consumers are able to  

co-create positive experiences 

before even visiting a destination. 

As explained previously there is a lack of articles in the analysis overall which uses practices associated with 

the SDL´s second foundational premise. However, within this subgenre, most of the articles cover the premise 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2004). This is as many of them use either mobile devices or online platforms as a vehicle to 

co-create. Looking beyond the use of foundational premises, there is a variety of studies used within this 

specific subgroup. In general, every aspect of tourism is covered, whereby research has been made into overall 

tourism, hotels & lodgings, travel agents & OTAs, and platforms. This shows the interest in the research field 

to connect co-creation with information technology solutions and mobile devices.  

4.2.3 Lower Management & Employees’ Role 

The one actor within a service that consumers have the greatest opportunity to interact with are the employees 

of the company. These activities are associated with the ninth foundational premise, which entails that all 

actors within a firm are resource integrators (Lusch & Vargo, 2006). Front desk staff at the hotel, tour guides 

on an excursion or the salesperson at the travel agency are the faces of the company (Grissemann & Stokburger-

Sauer, 2012; Zatori, 2016; Thomas-Francois et al., 2017). This is what brings the pressure to having both 

skilled and capable staff to ensure the best possible interaction and thus service experience (Sørensen & Jensen, 

2015; Lee, Hsiao, & Chen, 2017; Ross, Saxena, Correia, & Deutz, 2017). The role of lower management and 

employees therefore observes how these stakeholders can be utilized to co-create with consumers for the 

establishment of a better service.  
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 Lower Management & Employees’ Role 

 

 

 

 

Authors: 

Dimensions of 

Co-creation: 

 Axioms (A), 

Foundational 

Premises (FPs):  

 

 

 

Dimensions of 

Tourism: 

 

 

 

Research 

 Design: 

 

 

 

 

Findings: 

Grissemann & 

Stokburger- 

Sauer, (2012) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,7,8),  

3 (9),  

4 (10) 

Travel Agents 

& OTAs: 

Small Firm  

in Austria 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Firms must educate their 

employees to make them more 

aware of their capabilities in the 

value creation process, as value 

can not only be created in one on 

one exchanges but also before 

and after a transaction. 

Guan, Xie & 

Huan, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,7,8), 

 3 (9) 

  

 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Chinese Hotels 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

 Employees & 

Tourists 

Co-creation may happen if the 

consumer is willing to share 

their knowledge with members 

of staff, who in turn are able to 

use the information to create a 

more personalized experience. 

Lee, Hsiao & 

Chen, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4),  

2 (6,7), 

 3 (9),  

4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Hotels in 

Taiwan 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Employees & 

Tourists 

In order for co-creation to occur 

between staff and guests, firms 

must be able to create a physical 

platform where such activities 

are possible. 

Ross, Saxena, 

Correia & 

Deutz, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,7,8),  

3 (9),  

4 (10) 

Attractions: 

Archaeological 

Tourism 

Conceptual  

Study: 

 

Through the constitution of a new 

creative framework, it is argued 

that when firms are able to 

recognize their operant resources it 

will lead to greater success. 

Smed, Dressler 

& Have, (2015) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,7), 

 3 (9), 

4 (10) 

Attractions: 

Viking Heritage 

Sites in 

Denmark 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Employees 

The experience of a reenactor is 

closely related to the co-creative 

interactions made between 

themselves and the consumer as 

well as between other 

reenactors. 

Sørensen & 

Jensen, (2015) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,3,4), 

 2 (6,7),  

3 (9),  

4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Boutique Hotel 

in Denmark 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Case Study 

By changing a firm's outlook to 

be more consumer-centric, a 

hotel is able to use co-creation 

as a means to create a closer 

relationship between their staff 

and their guests. 
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Thomas- 

Francois, von 

Massow & 

Joppe, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,3), 

 2 (7), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Luxury Hotel 

Supply Chains 

in Granada 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Employees & 

Suppliers 

The sharing of knowledge and 

information between the front-

of-house staff and guests has led 

to a co-creative relationship that 

aids the firm in offering superior 

value. 

Zatori, (2016) A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 3 (9) 

Tour Operators: 

Walking Tours 

in Hungary 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Employees & 

 Managers 

Due to their importance in the 

service chain, tour operators 

must change their employees´ 

roles to be at the forefront of 

experience co-creation activities. 

As the topic of the subgroup is focused on the lower management and employees’ role, it is not a revelation to 

notice that the data sources include employees or tourists. A wider range of touristic dimensions has been used 

in this category compared to the majority of the subgenres within the experience facilitator. This could be due 

to the manner that several articles target the processes of smaller organizations. The nature of the firms 

therefore create an arena whereby the easy access of data sets from areas such as attractions, tour operators 

and travel agents is possible. Similarly, all the main foundational premises have been found and used, including 

a few examples of the third premise. This represents the important role that the lower management and the 

employees are playing within an experience facilitator. This is due to lower level management and employees 

of a service company having a central role in value co-creation. However, in order for such processes to occur, 

the initiative needs to come from the top-down.  

4.2.4 The Role of Top Management 

While it is the actors at the bottom of the hierarchy that executes co-creation with the consumer, the top 

management has to be convinced of its benefits. If the top management of a company does not support co-

creation, none of its activities will take place (Santos-Vijande, López-Sánchez, & Pascual-Fernández, 2018). 

In firms, this level of decision-making is rather rigid and time consuming as the top management has to weigh 

in the advantages and drawbacks, especially when it comes to the threats and opportunities as well as the costs 

and benefits (Hsiao, Lee, & Chen, 2015). Additionally, a lack of practical real life implications hinders the 

implementations of co-creation processes (Chathoth, Ungson, Altinay, Chan, Harrington, & Okumus, 2013). 
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These themes constitute the subgenre, by observing how managers and top executives have or have not been 

able to implement co-creation into their processes.  

 The Role of Top Management 

 

 

 

 

Authors: 

Dimensions of 

Co-creation: 

 Axioms (A), 

Foundational 

Premises (FPs): 

 

 

 

Dimensions of 

Tourism: 

 

 

 

Research 

Design: 

 

 

 

 

Findings: 

Chathoth, Ungson, 

Altinay, Chan, 

Harrington & 

Okumus, (2013) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (5), 

 2 (7), 

 3 (9), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

International 

Chain Hotels 

in Hong Kong 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Managers 

Managers must be able to 

change their mindsets from 

looking at consumers from an 

operand resource to an 

operant one, if they are to 

create the maximum amount 

of value.  

Hsiao, Lee & 

Chen, (2015) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4,5),  

2 (6,7), 

 3 (9), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Hotels in 

Taiwan 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Employees & 

Tourists 

In order to obtain the 

greatest amount of value 

from it activities, managers 

must understand that all its 

stakeholders have the 

potential to be co-creative 

partners. 

Santos-Vijande, 

López-Sánchez 

& Pascual- 

Fernández, (2018) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4,5), 

 2 (6,8),  

3 (9) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Hotels in Spain 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Managers 

Due to a general focus by 

management to use outdated 

techniques, it is crucial that 

there is support from upper 

management if co-creative 

practices are to be 

successfully implemented. 

Compared to the previous subgroup, which looked at the contribution of lower level management and 

employees within co-creation, it can be observed that the role of top management is a topic that is understudied. 

It is the lack of research, which also makes for no further anomalies to be found when looking at the analytical 

framework used. Although it is noteworthy that the presence of the fifth dimension is seen within all of the 

articles, it is a factor, which cannot be explained. This is, as information from only three articles can not be set 

as the backbone of an argument. This stance is similar to the articles´ ability to cover all the different co-

creation dimensions. Furthermore, the narrow exploitation of touristic dimensions, including only hotels and 

lodgings, is hard to justify.  
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4.2.5 Co-Creation as a Source of Strategic Benefit 

Many firms aim to gain a competitive advantage, which would lead to higher and longer lasting profits. Using 

co-creation has numerous possibilities to achieve such an agenda. Like previously mentioned, technological 

innovations, skillful staff, and a good relationship to the consumer are essential for the experience facilitator 

in the pursuit of strategic benefits. This subgroup is one that is directly associated with the SDL´s fourth 

premise, which looks to use co-creation as a source of strategic benefits (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Co-creation, 

when implemented and executed correctly, would not only lead to better and superior services (Chathoth, 

Ungson, Harrington, & Chan, 2016; Kandampully, Bilgihan, Zhang, 2016) but also increase customer 

satisfaction and loyalty (Blazquez-Resino et al., 2015; Evans, 2015; Mathis, Kim, Uysal, Sirgy, & Prebensen, 

2016; Sengupta & Pillai, 2017).  

Co-Creation as a Source of Strategic Benefit 

 

 

 

 

Authors: 

Dimensions of 

Co-creation: 

 Axioms (A), 

Foundational 

Premises (FPs): 

 

 

 

Dimensions of 

Tourism: 

 

 

 

Research 

Design: 

 

 

 

 

Findings: 

Blazquez-Resino, 

Molina &  

Esteban-Talaya, 

(2015) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,7,8),  

4 (10) 

Overall: 

Tourists in 

Spain 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Through the implementation of 

co-creative practices, countries 

will have the ability to not only 

attract new tourists but also 

retain them for the continued 

success of their destinations. 

Chathoth, 

Ungson, 

Harrington & 

Chan, (2016) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4),  

2 (6,7,8),  

4 (10) 

Overall Conceptual  

Study 

If the top management has an 

open mind for their co-creation 

methods, they will get more 

innovative ideas, which has the 

potential to lead to a 

competitive advantage. 

Evans, (2015) A & (FPs): 

1 (1,2,3,4,5), 

 2 (6,7,8), 

 3 (9), 

4 (10) 

Overall Conceptual  

Study 

 

 

Using the SDL and co-creative 

based approaches as the primary 

step in consumer-based 

interactions, has the potential to 

create a long lasting competitive 

advantage for a firm. 
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FitzPatrick, 

Davey, Muller 

& Davey, 

(2012) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,2,4,5), 

 3 (9) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Intellectual 

Capital 

Reporting 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Hotel Annual 

Reports 

Implementing operant 

resources into hotels value 

creation processes takes time 

and resources but increases the 

potential for a competitive 

advantage. 

Kandampully, 

Bilgihan & 

Zhang, (2016) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,2,3,4), 

 2 (6,7,8), 

 3 (9), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Overall 

Conceptual  

Study 

 

Due to the homogeneity of the 

product offered in the hotel 

industry, firms must seek more 

creative manners to attract 

consumers. 

Mathis, Kim, 

Uysal, Sirgy & 

Prebensen, 

(2016) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4),  

2 (6,7,8), 

 3 (9) 

Overall: 

Tourists from 

the US 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Random 

Participants 

A firm has the possibility of 

using co-creative practices to 

increase the satisfaction of 

tourists thus aiding the firm to 

supply superior value. 

Sengupta & 

Pillai, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4),  

2 (6,7,8), 

 3 (9), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Role Playing 

Scenario in 

India 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Students 

By including the consumer 

within co-creative activities, 

firms have the opportunity to 

increase the possibilities of 

retaining their consumers at a 

higher rate. 

 

The popularity of using a conceptual approach in addition to the focus of taking an overall perspective in many 

articles both stand as the reasoning for the anomalies found in this specific subgenre. One such element is the 

amount of foundational premises embraced by each article. This is exemplified best by the fact that no paper 

encompasses less than five premises. Naturally this leads to another irregularity namely the presence of the 

second, third and fifth foundations. The high amount of conceptual papers is not surprising in a category that 

is looking at the competitive advantage and strategic benefits, which could be resulted from the adaptation of 

co-creation. Much like some of the previous subgenres, there are elements, which can not be explained. This 

can be seen when observing the use of research design, whereby no qualitative methods are utilized.   
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4.3 External Socio-Economic Actors 

Taking a step back from looking at one specific actor within the value co-creation process there are many 

occasions where co-creation happens in a wider perspective. This is to do with the plethora of stakeholders 

involved within and around a firm or consumer. Co-creation within the network of a firm looks at how different 

groups or organizations can benefit from co-creating with each other. Closer observations are taken to how 

local populations co-create their surroundings, the overall importance of the network in co-creation in addition 

to co-creation as a means for more precise information sources in research and practice.  

4.3.1 External Stakeholders 

The first subgenre highlights the importance of the external stakeholders. In addition to consumers and 

experience facilitators, the network of suppliers and other organizations play a part in co-creation 

opportunities. These external stakeholders are outside the firm’s jurisdiction but have close relations with the 

firm creating benefits for both sides. This subgenre looks at co-creation processes from a business-to-business 

and business-to-supplier perspective. In some occasions, these stakeholders can pool their resources together 

to co-create more enjoyable surroundings for the experience creation. This is being studied in articles that look 

into cooperation of interchangeable firms or stakeholders (Åkerlund & Müller, 2012; Cabbidu, Lui, & Piccoli, 

2013; Quadri-Felitti & Fiore, 2016) and in publications that look at the partnership between a firm and its 

suppliers (Hjalagar & Konu, 2011; Chen, Kerr, Chou, & Ang, 2017; Thomas-Francois et al., 2017). The 

obstacle for this type of co-creation is a possible rivalry between the organizations or the suppliers. By pushing 

aside these differences the external stakeholders could co-create among each other, or together with the 

consumer or the experience facilitator. 
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 External Stakeholders 

 

 

 

 

Authors: 

Dimensions of 

Co-creation: 

 Axioms (A), 

Foundational 

Premises (FPs): 

 

 

 

Dimensions of 

Tourism: 

 

 

 

Research 

Design: 

 

 

 

 

Findings: 

Cabiddu, Lui & 

Piccoli, (2013) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (2,3),  

3 (9),  

5 (11) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Hotels in 

Sardinia 

Empirical Study: 

Mixed Methods  

 

Data Set: 

Managers 

By collaborating with other 

businesses in a co-creative 

manner, firms are able to 

provide consumers with more 

personalized experiences. 

Chen, Kerr, 

Chou & Ang, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (4),  

2 (6,8),  

3 (9),  

5 (11) 

 

 

Travel Agents  

& OTAs: 

Service 

Innovation in 

Southeast Asia 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Managers 

In order to create a platform 

whereby co-creation is possible, 

firms must be able to create 

strong relationships with their 

partners. 

Hjalagar & 

Konu, (2011) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,3,4),  

2 (6,8), 

 3 (9) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Wellness 

Tourism in the 

Nordics 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Managers & 

Suppliers 

By working with their suppliers 

and distributors, firms are able to 

co-create unique experiences for 

their consumers. 

Quadri-Felitti,  

& Fiore,  

(2016) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1),  

2 (6,7,8),  

3 (9), 

 4 (10), 

5 (11) 

Attractions,  

Hotels &  

Lodgings: 

Wine Tourism 

in the USA 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Employees 

The implementation of  

co-creative processes by actors 

in the industry will increase the 

potential value available for 

tourists. 

Thomas- 

Francois, von 

Massow & 

Joppe, (2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,3), 

 2 (7), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Luxury Hotel 

Supply Chains 

in the Granada 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Employees & 

Suppliers 

Although doing so unknowingly, 

the hotel has been able to create 

strong relationships with their 

suppliers through the 

implementation of consumer 

oriented co-creative processes. 
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Åkerlund & 

Müller, 

(2012) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,8), 

 3 (9), 

 5 (11) 

City Tourism: 

European 

Culture Capital 

Bid in Sweden 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Managers &  

Other External 

Stakeholders 

In order to make a successful bid 

for the pursued distinction all 

stakeholders within a destination 

must be able to collaborate and 

furthermore co-create in order to 

enhance the city´s image. 

There is a number of approaches undertaken by the articles within both classification dimensions, being the 

tourist angle and the research design. However, there is a lack of the use of the foundational premises that link 

to the judgement of value. This is pertaining absence of the use of both the seventh and tenth propositions. The 

reasoning this is, is much the same as what will be found with the upcoming subgroups, as the majority of 

studies observe how co-creative practices with external stakeholders can be used to create superior value for 

the consumer. Therefore, it seems that there is a lack of research done with the approach to exclusively 

investigate the manners co-creation affects certain external stakeholders.   

4.3.2 Utilization of Residents  

The utilization of residents within co-creative practices is closely interlinked with the previous subgenre 

observing external stakeholders. This can of course be attributed to the manner that residents can also be seen 

as external stakeholders; however, the study makes this distinction due to the number of papers, which 

specifically targeted the resident stakeholder group. To make a living space more dynamic, local communities 

are looking for ways to co-create with their residents. By introducing locals into decision-making processes 

involving municipality’s recreational areas and local events, local authorities create value to the residents and 

vice versa. In this kind of occasion, it is a tangible product like a playground that is being planned by the people 

that are going to use it. Indirect action and using goods as vehicles are illustrated within the second and third 

foundational premises of the SDL (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). In this group, the local resident is seen as a part of 

a bigger entity and the whole organization is co-creating together with the municipality, thus also fulfilling the 

sixth foundational premise (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). In many organizations or communities, the problem is the 

choice of a top-down management style, where the city council decides how to renovate a library or to apply 
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for an international event (Åkerlund & Müller, 2012; Hamilton & Alexander, 2013; Källström & Ekelund, 

2016). Due to such a mindset, there is the threat that if the local residents are not included in planning, the 

result might not reach its full potential. Another way to study the residents and their co-creation efforts as a 

unit is to observe them with the tourists (Frenzel, 2017; Johnson & Neuhofer, 2017; Lin, Chen & Filieri, 2017). 

Touristic experiences seldom are a result of an encounter with one singular local but rather several different 

ones. More often than not, the whole community’s impact on co-creation is greater than the influence a single 

hotel or tour operator can provide (Frenzel, 2017). 

 Utilization of Residents 

 

 

 

 

Authors: 

Dimensions of 

Co-creation: 

 Axioms (A), 

Foundational 

Premises (FPs): 

 

 

 

Dimensions of 

Tourism: 

 

 

 

Research 

Design: 

 

 

 

 

Findings: 

Frenzel, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4),  

2 (6), 

 3 (9),  

5 (11) 

Tour 

Operators,  

Overall: 

Slum Tourism 

in India 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Residents, Tour 

Guides & 

Tourists 

The vision from residents can 

shape the traditional point of view 

of tourist attractions when  

co-creation is included. 

Hamilton & 

Alexander, 

(2013) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (3,4), 

 2 (8),  

3 (9),  

5 (11) 

City Tourism: 

Community 

Tourism in 

Scotland 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Residents 

Activating residents and 

empowering them to co-create 

in the community benefits the 

aura of each city or town. 

Johnson & 

Neuhofer, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Airbnb in 

Jamaica 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

 

Data Set: 

Guests (Tourists) 

The authentic atmosphere of the 

surrounding community has a 

positive influence on the overall 

value co-creation process. 

Kallström & 

Ekelund, 

(2016) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (2,3), 

 2 (7,8), 

 4 (10),  

5 (11)  

City Tourism: 

Role of 

Municipalities 

in Sweden 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Employees & 

Managers 

Due to the massive network of 

actors present in a municipality, 

co-creative practices must be able 

to target all types of individuals in 

the organization. 
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Lin, Chen & 

Filieri, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,8),  

3 (9) 

Overall: 

Online 

Chinese 

Residents 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Residents 

The willingness of residents to 

 co-create value with tourists is 

much higher if they themselves 

are happy with their life. 

Åkerlund & 

Müller, 

(2012) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4),  

2 (6,8),  

3 (9), 

 5 (11) 

City Tourism, 

Events: 

European 

Culture 

Capital Bid in 

Sweden 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Managers &  

Other External 

Stakeholders 

Involving residents in co-creation 

processes will make sure that any 

bid for similar events receives the 

full support of the local 

community. 

The missing links within this specific subgroup is closely associated with the primary subgenre. Much like its 

predecessors, the range of articles display an overarching nature. However when observing the application of 

the different foundational premises, there are two which stand out as an anomaly, namely the seventh and 

tenth. This can be observed to be due to the approach taken by the articles analyzed. This is through 

investigating how residents can be utilized to increase the value for the incoming tourists of a destination. As 

the service exchange is primarily between, for example a city and its residents, it is interesting that research 

has focused largely on the consequence of such an interaction. Although there have been those that have 

observed how other social stakeholders like residents can benefit from co-creative practices, it can be seen as 

a gap that is situated specifically within this subgenre. This missing link is one that can also be seen with the 

role of academic actors within co-creative experiences.  

4.3.3 Influence of Academic Actors 

This subgenre shows the mutual enhancement that can take place between researchers and communities or 

organizations. This is where researchers often look for a smaller niche market to test their studies, while the 

communities or organizations can gain further insights into how to conduct their business (Hoarau & Kline, 

2014; Page, Hatwell, Hohns, Fyall, Ladkin, & Hemingway, 2016; Higuchi & Yamanaka, 2017). The influence 

of academic actors has been researched within small-scale operations. This is understandable, as due to the 

needed longitudinal approach, it is a field, which is risky, costly and time consuming to pursue at any larger 

scale.   
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 Influence of Academic Actors 
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Tourism: 

 

 

 

Research 

Design: 

 

 

 

 

Findings: 

Higuchi & 

Yamanaka, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4),  

2 (6,8), 

 3 (9) 

Tour 

Operators: 

Nature Based 

Tourism in 

Japan 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Employees, 

Managers, 

Researchers & 

Students 

 

The co-creative efforts made 

between a firm and an external 

research based organization 

have the potential of creating 

new found value. However, both 

actors must be able to align their 

differing cultures in order to 

make the relationship work. 

Hoarau & 

Kline, (2014) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,8), 

 3 (9) 

Tour 

Operators: 

Nature Based 

Tourism in the 

Nordics 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Employees, 

Managers,  

& Researchers 

A framework for how  

co-creation can be used for 

innovative purposes is 

expounded. Furthermore, the 

importance of sharing 

knowledge through co-creative 

practices is shown. 

Page, Hartwell, 

Johns, Fyall, 

Ladkin & 

Hemingway, 

(2016) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,8), 

 3 (9) 

Attractions: 

Wellness 

Tourism in the 

UK 

Empirical Study: 

Mixed Methods 

 

Data Set: 

Local 

 Firms 

Business adaptation and 

development can be made easier 

if local businesses co-create 

with researchers. 

It can be seen that due to the small amount of articles within this specific subgenre, it is quite difficult to 

pinpoint any anomalies apart from the obvious lack that is present with the frequency of articles. However, 

due to the manner that it is so closely interlinked with its counterparts, the group sees similar oddities. This is 

specifically targeted towards the scarcity of the seventh and tenth foundational premises. As seen within the 

entirety of the external socio-economic actors’ genre, there is a focus by researchers to observe how using co-

creative practices with these players will affect the value presented to consumers. This is very much the same 

when observing the papers related to the influence of academic actors, as conclusions are drawn to see the 

effect made on the customer. Although, with co-creative activities, firms will have the opportunity to present 

superior value to consumers, it is also of critical importance for any entity to have strong relationships with 
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their stakeholders for long-term sustainability. Therefore, it is clear, in the external socio-economic actors’ 

genre, that focus should be drawn to the specific interactions made between actors, rather than continuously 

focusing on the well-being of the customer.  

4.4 Negative Implications  

A lot of research has been concentrated on the positive outcomes for the actors within the co-creative equation. 

Furthermore, firms are regularly encouraged to implement the concept´s practices. However, it would be naive 

not to consider the possible pitfalls that a firm might run into when attempting to implement co-creation. Poorly 

managed processes or unprepared staff might turn what was originally assigned as a positive customer 

experience into a failure. This would lead to a situation where value could be destructed instead of created. 

Additionally, it is critical to comprehend the possible obstacles or barriers that might hinder such 

implementations in the first place. Issues like a rigid hierarchy or great power distance are examples of 

structures within firms that do not stimulate co-creative processes. To avoid these drawbacks, execution of 

value co-creation must be done carefully and the management team needs to study the possible outcomes 

cautiously. This also results to a conclusion that it is not enough for a part of the firm to be involved in co-

creation but the process must be included throughout a firm.  

4.4.1 Value (Co-) Destruction 

The counterpart of creation is destruction. If value can be co-created, it also can be co-destructed (Camilleri & 

Neuhofer, 2017). When consumers or their knowledge is, being used as operant resources, as per the first 

foundational premise (Vargo & Lusch, 2004) there is a risk that employees of the firm misuse those skills. 

Additionally, an unforeseen event can turn the encounter sideways, resulting in an unpleasant service 

experience (Malone et al., 2017). It could be argued that the firm would still come out from value co-

destruction with some information that could be used in the future. This would be ideas, which should be 

avoided in the future. However, this would lead to the relationship with the consumer to die out. The consumer 
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would have no interest to enter the value creation process for the second time if the first trial ended up actually 

destroying their value.   

 Value (Co-) Destruction 

 

 

 

 

Authors: 

Dimensions of 
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Dimensions of 
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Research 

Design: 

 

 

 

 

Findings: 

Camilleri & 

Neuhofer, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

Airbnb in Malta 

 Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

 

Data Set: 

Managers & 

Tourists 

The collaborative interactions that 

are made between the host and 

guest do not always lead to 

positive value co-creation, but can 

also have the potential to 

constitute reduced value. 

Malone, 

Mckechnie 

& Tynan, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1), 

 2 (6,7,8),  

4 (10) 

Overall: 

Ethical & 

Sustainable 

Tourism 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative 

  

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Firms have a multitude of facets to 

battle the destruction of value. 

This can be done through the 

elimination of negative cues in 

addition to the empowerment of 

employees. 

Both of papers use almost identical premises, are of a qualitative nature and use tourists as their primary source. 

Although these similarities are present, there are some differences. The first article makes a content analysis 

on Airbnb comments and draws conclusions of downfalls of failed co-creation processes. The other looks at 

the destruction of value from the customer's perspective and how firms can avoid this. However, apart from 

the differing applications of co-creation, the only discernible difference between the two articles is the manner 

that the destruction of value is perceived. While Camilleri and Neuhofer (2017) clearly utilize the term “co-

destruction”, Malone et al. (2017) boldly state that there is no such thing as “co-destruction” but rather only 

the destruction of value. This is since no one intentionally wants to destroy value, but rather the process 

happens unwittingly. Since there are only two articles written about the co-destruction or destruction of value, 

it is clearly a gap that needs to be studied more thoroughly. This is as the dominant outlook from the co-

creation literature within tourism concentrates on positive sides of the practice rather than looking at the 

negative ramifications.  
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4.4.2 Barriers Towards Co-Creation 

Most of the literature within co-creation praises the possibilities and opportunities created by the concept. 

However, what is mentioned less is how such practices are implemented, and furthermore what obstacles might 

hinder a firm to apply such activities. Some of these barriers are the reluctance of top management as well as 

the rigid nature of traditionally lead companies (Chathoth et al., 2013; 2016) It is convenient to blame the 

outdated, traditional top-managers from blocking the new innovative ways of co-creation. However, it can be 

seen that the situation is not so black-and-white. The managers have to factor in numerous variables and make 

risk assessments before making drastic changes in the value-chain (Ma, Gu, Wang, & Hampson, 2017). The 

intangibility of co-creation further hinders the opportunity to mend the gap between academia and real life 

businesses (Ross et. al., 2017).  

 Barriers Towards Co-Creation 
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Axioms (A), 

Foundational 

Premises (FPs): 

 

 

 

Dimensions of 

Tourism 

 

 

 

Research 

Design 

 

 

 

 

Findings 

Chathoth, Ungson, 

Altinay, Chan, 

Harrington & 

Okumus, (2013) 

None Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

International  

Chain Hotels 

in Hong Kong 

Empirical Study: 

Qualitative  

 

Data Set: 

Managers 

There is found to be a gap 

within the field of co-creation 

with respects to how theorists 

view the concept and how 

managers see its implications. 

Chathoth, Ungson, 

Harrington & Chan, 

(2016) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

 2 (6,7,8), 

 4 (10) 

Overall Conceptual  

Study 

Due to a dependency of using 

outdated methods, firms have 

been unable to recognize the 

potential benefits of 

implementing innovative 

customer oriented systems such 

as co-creation. 

Grissemann & 

Stokburger- 

Sauer, (2012) 

A & (FPs): 

2 (6,7,8), 

 3 (9), 

 4 (10) 

Travel Agents  

& OTAs: 

Small Firm  

in Austria 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative  

 

Data Set: 

Tourists 

Supports the claims of previous 

research on the clear positive 

potentialities of implementing 

co-creative activities. This is 

done to further persuade 

traditional managers to use 

such practices. 
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Ma, Gu, Wang 

& Hampson,  

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4),  

2 (6,7,8),  

4 (10) 

Hotels & 

Lodgings: 

 Chinese Market 

Empirical Study: 

Quantitative 

  

Data Set: 

Managers 

Managers should understand 

both sides of the argument 

towards implementing co-

creation, as although it has great 

implications customer 

relationship-wise, it can also add 

some unwanted costs for a firm. 

Ross, Saxena, 

Correia & Deutz, 

(2017) 

A & (FPs): 

1 (1,4), 

2 (6,7,8) 

3 (9) 

Attractions: 

Archaeological 

Tourism 

Conceptual  

Study 

 

 

The co-creative process is 

usually sidelined by its 

intangibility. This is due to the 

fact that creative outlets have a 

greater chance of 

underwhelming the targeted 

audience. 

 

The research done on this subgenre is very well rounded. The research designs are diversified, tourism 

dimensions are versatile and no anomalies could be found among the foundational premises. However, one 

major and noticeable discrepancy can be seen from the lack of use of any foundational premise for the paper 

written by Chathoth et al. (2013). The reasoning for this classification is due to the results of the article. 

Although the paper does in fact surround the topic of both co-creation and tourism, it does not target the 

specific practices of the framework. This is by looking specifically at the logic by top managers to ignore co-

creative processes, the article does not highlight, in any way, how co-creation is or can be used.  
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5. The Gaps of the Literature 

Before delving into the results of the analysis, it is clear that the limitations of the study must be expounded 

more clearly, in order to comprehend the nature of the gaps that were found. This is due to the paper looking 

at a clear set of academic journals, whereby in addition an explicit definition of both co-creation and tourism 

are taken into account. Therefore, it is notable that the research is observing a small sample of a much greater 

population of literature. The reasoning for such a statement is that what must be understood is that the 

categorizations made by within the analysis are, as mentioned previously, taken from an overall perspective. 

The argument for such an outlook is that if the research were to classify each piece of literature by its specific 

niche topic, the research would inevitably have a research gap for every piece of research chosen. Taking this 

in mind, the paper can now explicate the gaps found from the analysis.  

 

From investigating, the literature there is a number of factors that the study recognizes as gaps within the 

research. The missing links that were found are both attributed to the number of articles that are situated within 

each genre and subgenre, in addition to those that are associated with the different categorizations utilized in 

the investigation. Due to the range in fields, the research takes the outlook to further divide the data, by 

distinguishing between the areas of the greatest importance versus those that can be remedied more easily. 

From this segmentation, the following table has been constructed in order to give a broad view of the six gaps, 

which are present: 
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The Gap Reason for Gap Moving Forward 

                                                                Major Gaps 

Value (Co-) Destruction Co-creation is routinely seen as a 

panacea for bad consumer 

relationships, whereby the downsides 

are rarely examined. 

More critical viewpoints of co-creation 

needs to be investigated, so that actors 

understand the possible consequences of 

implementing the practice. 

Role of Top 

Management 

There is a lack of investigations made 

into the factors that executives must 

take into account before 

implementing co-creative activities. 

More research should be made to 

understand the process that top 

managers go through in order to 

implement co-creation. 

                                                                 Minor Gaps 

Conceptual 

Understanding of Co-

Creation 

There is a lack of consensus amongst 

both researchers and practitioners as 

to what co-creation is and what it 

entails.  

There is a need for a more overarching 

and unifying framework for co-creation 

to which all stakeholders can understand 

and furthermore apply. 

Role of Other Social 

Stakeholders 

Surrounding a Co-

Creative Actor 

Due to the evolution of the SDL with 

the creation of an eleventh premise, 

there is a lack of research focusing 

solely on the other actors surrounding 

a co-creative individual.  

A broader mindset of the concept should 

be taken to also investigate how other 

stakeholders influence co-creative 

activities.  

Relationship-Focused 

Stakeholder Co-

Creation  

Firms as well as researchers have a 

tendency to center the consumer as 

the beneficiary within co-creative 

practices rather than solely focusing 

on strengthening their external 

relationships.   

There is a need for a shift in 

concentration towards non-monetary 

gains, whereby the role and needs of all 

actors within co-creation are taken into 

account.  

Geographical Bias There is a lack of investigations that 

center around American-based 

services. 

More examinations into the use of co-

creation within the US is needed, so that 

stakeholders within the region can 

understand its applicability.  

 

Table 4 (Gaps in the Research) 

 

It can be observed that the two gaps that are set as a priority are from the subgenres that had the lowest 

frequency of articles. This is seen more as a coincidence, as the stance of the paper is that both fields have a 

clear importance for the field of “co-creation in tourism”. This viewpoint is supported by the decision to not 
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include the influence of academic actors as one of the more prominent gaps in the research. It can be seen that 

the research field has a mere three articles within its own subgenre. However, the paper sees this to be due to 

the longitudinal research design that is required for the specific field rather than an area of literature that has 

been overlooked by researchers. The subgroup itself looks specifically at the co-creative practices made 

between firms and academic researchers. This relationship is made mostly by tour operators in an attempt to 

create superior value through the presentation of information to tourists that is both rich and up-to-date. 

However, in order for such a partnership to be studied, researchers must first find such a relationship and 

secondly invest both their time and resources in a study that is quite drawn out in nature. It is therefore the 

stance of the paper that this research field is not a gap, which researchers have neglected to either study or 

have not been able to detect. Rather, it is the methodological approach required which has strayed theorists 

away from the research field. It can be observed that the focus on the research design is a factor, which not 

only influences this subgenre, but also additionally affects the overall spectrum of “co-creation in tourism”.  

5.1 Major Gaps 

The research takes the approach to list the areas in relation to their importance to the field. In this case, the two 

fields which are of critical notability is the role of top management in addition to the notion of value (co-) 

destruction. Each of the more notable areas are situated separately by themselves due to one having a more 

conceptual nature, whereby the other being more practical. However, as will be seen, both fields are interrelated 

due to their relevance to the research field.  

5.1.1 Value (Co-) Destruction 

Before observing the importance of looking at the destruction of value within co-creative practices, it is critical 

to understand the different ways the concept has been seen within the literature. This stance has been taken 

due to the polarizing views, which are presented, by the two pieces of research on the topic. One takes the 

stance that two parties can destruct value through collaborating co-creatively (Camilleri & Neuhofer, 2017). 

The other however, makes the claim that co-creation cannot lead to the destruction of value, as no two parties 
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will deliberately destroy value (Malone et al., 2017). The study considers both viewpoints. This is due to the 

frequency of papers within the realm, whereby no clear judgement can be made as to whom has the correct 

perspective. No matter the outlook taken, what must be understood is that co-creation itself does not always 

lead to a positive outcome. Such a realization was defined by the earliest of researchers within the field, namely 

Prahalad and Ramaswamy in their 2004 literary publication: “Not everyone enjoys such an interactive co-

creation process. -- Nor are all co-creation experiences positive. If the customer believes that her dialogue 

with the company has been unilateral or that the firm behaved unfairly or opaquely or else failed to reveal and 

discuss the risks candidly, then the customer’s co-creation experience may be very negative” (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004b, p.21). It is therefore the stance of the paper, that in order for both firms and practitioners 

to be able to apply the concept in a much more efficient manner, they must understand both sides of the co-

creative argument.  

5.1.2 The Role of Top Management 

The role of top management deals directly with the individuals of a firm who make implemetary decisions. 

Such a development will have both theoretical and practical implications. By being able to understand why 

managers are inclined to either utilize or ignore co-creation as a means for value creation, it gives theorists an 

opportunity to create research that better defines what is happening in the real world. Such developments can 

be seen through research targeting how managers are at times barred from using co-creative practices due to 

traditionalistic ideals (Santos-Vijande et al., 2013). In addition to this, other firms have the prospect of being 

able to understand the implications of enforcing co-creative practices, which in turn could lead to greater 

realization of the activity. Studies like those made by Chatoth et al. (2013), which look at how managers should 

change their mindsets to focus more on their stakeholders when utilizing co-creation addresses this field. 

However, much like what can be seen with the possible destruction of value, it is still a field, which is 

understudied.  
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5.2 Minor Gaps 

Apart from the need to investigate the two more prominent research gaps, the study also finds missing links 

within an additional five fields. These areas all vary between the use of foundational premises, the focus of 

specific stakeholders, the use of research design, in addition to the origin of the research. Each area although 

not in the primary list, is still seen as an important factor in the furthered development and evolution of “co-

creation in tourism”. This can be seen principally through the conceptual use of co-creation.  

5.2.1 Conceptual Misunderstanding of Co-Creation 

It is quite remarkable, that the amount of times that co-creation is being mentioned within literature has 

increased during the recent years. This was noted while researching the valid articles for the study, whereby in 

2017 there were almost as many articles published about co-creation in tourism, than in the previous seven 

years combined.  However, although, co-creation has seen developments in academia whereby focus has 

shifted towards investigating the concept more empirically, there are still some researchers that are not able to 

comprehend the fundamental elements of the concept.  This has come in the form of using co-creation as a 

buzzword. Such an activity occurs when an author implements the term into its headline or abstract but does 

not use it in the actual research or does so without explaining the theoretical implications. It is unclear if this 

term dropping is being done purposely or not. Naturally, it could be argued that since co-creation is a concept, 

which is quite broad, every researcher has their own way of implementing or determining its implications. 

However, despite this argument, there were still numerous articles that evidently do not know what co-creation 

is or do not understand the key elements presented within Vargo and Lusch’s SDL. In spite of this, it can be 

observed that the amount of disqualified papers has dropped dramatically in recent years (Appendix 2). This 

could of course could be a result of several different factors; one being that during the years the term itself has 

continuously evolved and has thus become more familiar to the researchers. 
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5.2.2 Role of Other Social Stakeholders Surrounding a Co-Creative Actor 

It is this evolution of the SDL framework, which has made for a furthered gap within the “co-creation in 

tourism” field. Vargo and Lusch have both continuously edited their notions of what co-creation entails. This 

has most recently come into fruition whereby they reworked the construct to contain an eleventh premise. This 

proposition involves the inclusion of the networks and institutions that consumers have within their own 

ecosystems (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). It can be observed that some literature has been able to inadvertently target 

the new premise before both Vargo and Lusch were able to add it to the framework (Cabiddu et al., 2013; Fu 

& Lehto, 2017; Sfandla & Bjork, 2013). However, due to this premise, having been added only recently (2016), 

it is clear why there is not a great deal of research on it. It is therefore, the outlook of the study, that such a gap 

will be filled without issue going forward, as the new framework has been able to include a greater number of 

theorists within the lens of the SDL. This could be stipulated to include proponents of the customer-dominant 

logic, whom advocate a greater understanding of the individual consumer´s activities and networks (Heinonen 

& Strandvik, 2015).  

5.2.3 Relationship-Focused Stakeholder Co-Creation 

Although the inclusion of an additional foundational premise has led to the establishment of a gap in the “co-

creation in tourism” field, it can also be seen that the renovation of certain premises have generated a similar 

result. This was observed when specifically looking at the lack of utilization of the seventh and tenth premises 

in the External Socio-Economic Actors genre. As mentioned, all articles looked specifically at the role of co-

creative practices between external actors. However, instead of looking at how these specific relationships 

could be strengthened through the implementation of co-creation, the literature consistently centered the 

customer as the beneficiary within co-creative exchanges. This was by explicating how external co-creative 

relationships could create superior value for the consumer. This could be argued to be due to the change in 

outlook of the founders of the SDL when they changed the jargon used in the seventh premise, specifically. 

This was done by altering the viewpoint that a firm or an enterprise was the only entity to be able to offer a 

value proposition for the consumer (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Instead, the outlook, which was taken in the SDL´s 
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most recent publication, was that there are several individuals or “actors” that can collaborate in offering and 

creating value (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Although a granular change, its implications determine that the SDL 

once again covers, much like the eleventh premise, a much wider range of potential research. The argument is 

therefore the same with regards to the fact that the change was made very recently, therefore researchers are 

yet to follow up on a more simplistic gap. It is the lack of complication, which not only describes the gaps that 

have been due to changes that have been made in the foundational premises, but also in the geographical 

allocation of research in the field.  

5.2.4 Geographical Bias 

One of the less prominent gaps found within the research is associated with the lack of investigations made 

into the American market. This pertains to empirical research, which has a focus, or an example set within a 

touristic activity situated within the country. It must be noted that this is not to be confused with examinations 

made by researchers of American nationality. From the analysis, it is clear that the European market has a 

strong foothold within co-creation literature when it comes to tourism. From all of the articles that study a 

certain region, every second is located within Europe. A big influential factor to this mindset can be contributed 

to what has been coined as the “Scandinavian School” lead by Grönroos. Although this consumer-friendly lens 

of co-creation is a detractor to the original thoughts presented in the SDL, it has aided in bringing a greater 

number of researchers to the field.   
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5.3 Disregarded Findings 

The research also made more in depth investigations into the other dimensions as presented in the analysis of 

the current literature. These topics did not result as an interesting finding in relation to the previously analyzed 

sections. These less prominent study spheres include the tourism and data set dimensions. Due to the nature of 

the study, which concentrates on the gaps in the current literature, neither the tourism dimensions nor the data 

set analysis provided recognizable holes for future co-creational studies. The results were simply not 

interesting enough for this research to carry out further. These anticipated findings bar them to be used in this 

paper. 

5.3.1 Tourism Dimensions 

When analyzing the tourism dimensions, there were some results, which were foreseeable. Hotels and lodgings 

are undoubtedly the biggest sector. Almost 40 percent of the articles used it as their tourism dimension. Such 

an inundation can be observed to be due to the manner that hotels are consistently set as the most prominent 

avenue within tourism. Hotels, especially, have the opportunity to create remarkable facilities to co-create with 

its consumers, which is a lucrative research topic for either side, be it consumers or the firms. Even though 

hotels and lodgings were a dominant dimension within the experience facilitator group, which looked at co-

creation from a firm’s perspective, they had a strong presence in other groups as well. Although the other 

subgenres had a more diverse selection of tourism outlets, no other dimension came close in frequency. This 

can be observed as the sphere that came as the second most popular, with 22 percent, were studies looking at 

the overall aspects of tourism. However, due to its generic view it is hard to draw other conclusions than 

tourism, overall, is an intriguing topic. It can be seen that within the singular genres that each one had its own 

specific tourism dimension which was routinely displayed. This came in the form of the Consumer genre 

displaying a number of events and attractions, the Experience Facilitator utilizing hotels and lodging in 

addition to travel agencies, whereby the External Socio-Economic Actors embraced the role of city tourism. 

However, despite these designations, it can be observed that overall there is an even spread of the different 

touristic dimensions.  
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5.3.2 Data Set 

Similar types of findings were noticed from the data set analysis. However, the difference between the two is 

that the use of applicable data sources is what made this dimension negligible. As a consumer is the most 

traditional actor in co-creation, it is not astonishing to find that tourists have been the most utilized data source. 

The use of the more conventional data set can be seen within several genres.  This is most notable within the 

Experience Facilitator and Consumer groups. This is due to the manner that they both include investigations 

that look at co-creation from the consumer’s perspective. Such a similar outlook can also be seen when looking 

deeper within the different subgenres. The most notable example is the utilization of residents subgroup. Here 

the main data set was the use of actual residents in the investigations. A furthered example is also that of the 

influence of academic actors, whereby individuals from both firms and universities were made use of. It can 

be argued that certain groups of individuals are overshadowed by the more traditional consumer, such as the 

use of managers, who could be seen as a counter-weight to tourists. However, when looking at the issue more 

thoroughly it can be observed that the use of managers have been utilized in the most relevant manner. This 

can be seen in the subgroups that had articles relating to the role of executives in co-creative practices. Here 

the use of managers was made in two of the total three studies that were analyzed. It is this argument along 

with the ones made within the tourism dimension, which makes the study disregard the specific spheres. This 

is as there are no compelling gaps, which could be found from the analysis.  
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6. Discussion 

From explicating the gaps that were found from analyzing the current literature in the “co-creation in tourism” 

field, it is the stance of the paper to comprehend if these missing links mirror the views of the experts within 

the area of research. This has been done, as mentioned previously, through the conduction of interviews with 

researchers who were part of the chosen literature. In total, there were nine Skype interviews in addition to 

three E-mail interviews that were conducted in order to get an insight into the mindsets of these individuals. 

This is depicted in the following venn-diagram, which gives a broad outlook into the similarities and 

differences between the findings of the literature review and the views of the researchers. The results as shown 

are grouped by the consistency of the answers. In other terms, the missing links are ordered by the amount of 

times an expert voiced a specific gap: 

 

Diagram 1 (Literature Gap Comparison Between The Literature Review & The Experts:  

In Order of Consistency) 
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6.1 Experts  

Before expounding the specific views of the different researchers, it is clear to note that there is a defined 

divide between the outlooks of the literature review and the experts in the “co-creation in tourism” field as to 

what the research gaps are. What is even more noteworthy is the range of perspectives that the different 

researchers have. This can be seen as out of the eight gaps, which were not observed by the study, there are 

only two common topics that a majority of researchers found to be a missing link. This in part is due to the 

methodological constraints, which were chosen by the study.  

 

When observing the limitations expounded in the methodology section of the study, it was explained that the 

research is constrained by the strict dimensions, which are utilized. By employing precise definitions for both 

co-creation and tourism, the investigations do not take into account articles, which might have less distinct 

implications that are directed at either element. Furthermore, the study takes the approach to use articles from 

quality sources, rather than focusing merely on the quantity of papers. These chosen confines makes for an 

analysis, which gives a granular angle to a topic with a population of papers that, stretches far beyond the 

borders of the study. Therefore, the gaps that were found from the investigation only give a relative view of 

what the missing links are in the current literature. It could be argued that if all articles within the field were 

taken into account, that some areas of research could in fact be seen as a gap. However, from the outlook of 

the research, these differences are all associated with the same phenomenon. This anomaly is connected with 

one factor, namely the interviewees´ degree of researcher or expert bias.  

6.1.1 Researcher Bias 

This claim entails the fact that the vast majority of the researchers specifically chose to mention that their 

specific research field was part of the group of gaps present in the literature. This was mainly found when 

asking the experts the state of their previous fields of research. Seven out the nine researchers who were 

interviewed exemplified examples of such bias. This trend was additionally found within the email interview 

answers, whereby all three researchers made claims that a gap was present within their chosen co-creational 
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field. Such instances include that of Ana Claudia Campos (2018), whom together with her fellow researchers 

observed the role of memorability in co-creative animal-based tourism experiences. When asked if other 

academics understood the effect of her field of memorability and emotions she explained: “I think they are 

becoming more sensitive to that approach, yes. I would consider that it is still a gap and that there is plenty of 

work to do still in that area” 

 

When asked a similar question regarding their own field of study, a complementary answer was received from 

the likes of Barbara Neuhofer (2018). The researcher whom with Dimitrios Buhalis and Adele Ladkin, had 

done research on how technology could be implemented to further advance co-creative practices, expressed 

that: “I would not say that the topic is concluded, far from that actually, I think. We have seen some work 

tapping into the connection between value co-creation and technologies, but it has been theoretical and very 

basic”. 

 

A final example can also be found from Gareth Shaw (2018). The researcher who is regularly cited throughout 

the “co-creation in tourism” literature as one of the first to look at the concept from an empirical outlook. What 

was observed within his own paper was how co-creative practices could be utilized as a forum for open 

innovation within the hotel industry. As with the previous examples, when discussing if the research field had 

been looked at thoroughly, he explains that: “I think there is more to be done in that area, by moving the focus 

around to looking at innovation as a concept.” 

 

It is these discussions which highlight that although all the researchers were able to name other gaps in the 

literature, that they still came back to expound that their specific niche was of prominence. It must be noted, 

that the paper does not take the stance that these explanations are in any way wrong. However due to the 

individuality of these claims and through the scope of the research design, there are other more important gaps 

in the research. Although the range of gaps mentioned by the experts include a variety of answers, there are 

some, which were repeatedly voiced. These can be divided into being associated with the manner of taking a 

forward-looking view in addition to the choice of research design. 
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6.1.2 Lack of Empirical Research 

“There is a lot of theory being produced, but not a great deal of empiricism -- the lack of very good and 

detailed empirical evidence to support the ideas that we are interested in”  

- Gareth Shaw (2018). 

 

This is maybe the plainest example of how the co-creation experts are feeling now. Out of nine interviews 

conducted with an expert, eight of them mentioned that there should be more empirical research. A few 

researchers, like Neuhofer (2018), are saying that there is already enough conceptual studies of co-creation 

and co-creation in tourism: “I think there has been done fabulous groundwork and conceptual work”. 

Therefore, the future research should concentrate on the empirical side. Most of the experts do not compare 

the amount of empirical studies to conceptual ones but merely say that for the concept to further evolve, the 

next step needs to be taken towards more niche studies. This viewpoint is clearly put forward by Sheila Malone 

(2018):”It is important because that's looking at the actual happenings, the occurrences of value creation, 

rather than purely theorizing about it”.  

 

A common argument for more empirical studies was that it would further advance the possibilities for actual 

engagement with the consumers or enhance the practical implementations. Erika Andersson Cederholm (2018) 

is one that comments on this: “It lacks studies how co-creation is done. It is just happening. There is limited 

papers looking at how this is done in practice. [There is a] need for more practice oriented studies to see how 

it is done”. A more abstruse outlook is taken by Campos (2018) who demands more abstract examples of how 

co-creation could be put in practice: “We need to develop approaches that somehow that can connect us more 

deeply with the tourist”. This type of perspective is additionally taken by Henna Konu (2018), who argues that 

there should be a shift in direction to the service perspective and the actual experience created: “The main idea 

is changing the focus towards the services and also starting to look at it from that point of view and of course 

when we are in the tourism sector, I say to still focus on the experiential aspect of services.” 
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Other experts are clearly pointing out that the conceptual and empirical approaches are both tightly interlinked. 

Cristian Morosan (2018), who specializes in technological solutions, says: “We should blend the two views, 

take the theoretical approach, understand what a theory purports and how it predicts relationships, and then 

try to see if the theory matches with the practical reality”. Elina Jaakkola (2018) follows the same line when 

talking about how to combine conceptual studies with empirical investigations: “It's more like understanding 

all these bits and pieces come together and then you might need something more specific to look at actual kind 

of explanations of the micro level.-- Researchers could do more of a better job or do more in the future to kind 

of look at kind of specific applications of how do we put this into practice”.  

 

Although this could be argued, this research does not look at the lack of empirical studies as a gap. This is 

purely due to plain statistical reasons. Out of 63 articles, only eleven were conceptual in the nature while the 

rest were of an empirical approach using either quantitative, qualitative or mixed methods. It can be argued 

that in the infancy of co-creation, the term was still a new phenomenon. Therefore, due to the concept being 

both new and unpolished, its unclearness prevented more empirical studies to take place. This issue could 

explain why many of the early papers of tourism co-creation asked specifically for more researchers to connect 

the lens with projects and businesses (Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2008; Shaw et al., 2010). However, when 

looking at the methodological approaches taken by the current literature, one will notice a clear difference in 

division of conceptual and empirical studies. The choice of taking an empirical approach clearly outnumbers 

the conceptual outlook in every category in addition to within every subgenre. When researching the topic, 

there is almost a unanimous agreement among the researchers that more studies about real life situations are 

needed to further introduce the concept of co-creation to firms. This has led to a multitude of niche topics being 

pursued with the utilization of an empirical approach.  

 

Although such is true, a concept like co-creation can always be further studied, revised and connected with 

other topics in a conceptual way. This is what has been done in the tourism sphere where co-creation is 

connected with, for example, the experience network (Sfandla & Björk, 2013), modern trends like information 

technology (Kandampully et al., 2016; Neuhofer et al., 2015) in addition to traditional theories like  competitive 
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advantage (Blazquez-Resino et al., 2015; Evans, 2015; Chathoth et al., 2016). Certainly, there are still 

untouched opportunities and a plethora of different combinations to match with co-creation in tourism. It is 

therefore clear that the need and the possibility for conceptual studies has not disappeared. However, the 

opportunity to explore the perspective utilizing only conceptual thoughts is a less prominent activity for 

researchers. Each researcher has their own agenda, which they tend to prefer, as was mentioned previously. 

Another reason to explain the gap between the two study designs is the developing nature of the outlook.  

The frame of the SDL has seen a continuous evolution since its inception. By redefining and expanding the 

original foundational premises, Vargo and Lusch have made for a concept that is more overarching. The clearer 

guidelines and instructions of what the SDL entails and how the foundational premises can be used in co-

creation have in turn influenced the increased popularity of the concept. It is no coincidence that since their 

last update in 2016, that a year later there was a jump in co-creational articles about tourism, as mentioned 

earlier. These more comprehensible frames have aided investigations to be more of an empirical nature. There 

are of course investigations made into the validity of the SDL (Gronroos & Voima, 2013; Heinonen & 

Strandvik, 2015). However, such articles are published at pace whereby one or two per year are released. 

Therefore, it can be seen that the increased research in 2017, is almost completely empirical in its design. A 

furthered advantage of the developments and changes made by Vargo and Lusch in the SDL is the number of 

approaches that researchers have been able to use when investigating the concept.  

 

This discovery is what leads the study to decline the assumption that there would be an abundance of 

conceptual investigations over empirical studies. However, is it important to clarify that this paper does not 

suggest that there should be more conceptual studies either. Rather, it is critical that the nature of the research 

is understood. By looking at the literature within “co-creation in tourism”, the articles have a tendency to 

constantly deal with how the concept has been used within real-life examples. This is due to the participatory 

nature that both tourism and co-creation brings, whereby actors must be involved in or around a certain service 

on a highly routine basis. This is what leads the vast majority of papers to have an empirical approach. It can 
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be seen that if the analysis were to look at co-creation overall, that the results would be more inclined towards 

the views of the experts. This being for example, the importance of information technologies.  

6.1.3 Role of Information Technology 

The manners that co-creation can be interlinked with information technology (IT) was a theme that came out 

of the interviews a number of times. In the modern era of IT solutions and electronic gadgets, numerous 

researchers have delved into the topic with intentions to find out ways to link them to “co-creation in tourism”. 

The analysis found several articles about how information technologies could be embedded in co-creational 

activities in the tourism sphere. Therefore, it noteworthy to understand the extent of these arguments and why 

they consistently came up.  

 

The most active advocate of IT is the earlier mentioned Neuhofer (2018). When interviewed she expressed a 

high devotion to the technological implementations in the field of co-creation. She points out that even the 

most fundamental researchers have to recognize the emerging power of technology and the shift the 

concentration towards it: “We have also tapped more into discussions around technology and the role that 

technology plays within value co-creation and this is where we´re constantly everyone, with Vargo & Lusch 

included, are making, hopefully, progress and contributions.” Neuhofer further discusses that more emphasis 

should be made into SMART solutions specifically, both in cities and with tourists, looking at how these could 

enable co-creation: “One area that deserves more attention still, although there has been made some progress 

is value co-creation and the role of, essentially, smart technologies, and value co-creation within the service 

ecosystem in relation to SMART tourism destinations”. She concludes the current mentality towards IT 

solutions and the need for co-creation development with a call for more theoretical investigations: “With the 

new technologies that are emerging on the market we actually need to kind of develop the theories and 

imperialize [them]”. 
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Neuhofer is not alone with her thoughts. Konu (2018) points out that IT and the technological industry should 

be one of the fields joining forces with the tourism sector: “There is a lot of research that should be done 

combining different industry and having the collaboration processes between different industry. [The] 

Technological industry and tourism especially“. Konu, herself, researching how small and medium sized 

companies could tap into the tourism sector by using co-creation. 

 

Morosan (2018), who is specialized in mobile phone applications and m-commerce, gives a more practical 

view of combining tourism co-creation with information technology. He argues that by implementing IT into 

the hotel business, a firm could reinforce their sales: “The primary use for an app, in my opinion, for the hotel 

would be to drive the consumers to book directly, that's the number one reason in my opinion why they should 

use an app and that's the revenue side. -- Most importantly they will have a chance to engage the consumers 

directly without the intermediation of OTAs “Even though his point of view is rather one-sided and biased, he 

argues that by implementing new apps and IT solutions, it would also increase the co-creation potential. 

 

All these suggestions and proposals are relevant and important for the future evolution of co-creation and 

services. However, as the subgenre technological implementations illustrates, there already exists a plethora 

of published papers on that topic. Considering the importance of information technologies in current societies, 

it is not surprising to hear experts claiming this to be the most interesting domain for future research. However, 

due to the reasonable strong presence among the existing literature, this study does not include the role of 

information technologies as a gap in the “co-creation in tourism” field. It is this presence of articles, which 

made for the discovery of the certain missing links within the literature review.  
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6.2 Literature Review 

6.2.1 Geographical Bias 

The underwhelming presence of American-based research was found by the study to be one of the less 

prominent gaps within the literature. This stance was taken due to the clear distinctions, which were mentioned 

by Gronroos who coined the notion of the “Scandinavian School” of thought. Within the discussions that were 

conducted with the nine experts, no single individual named this anomaly. However, for the sake of 

constituting a more clear understanding into why this phenomenon was happening, some of the interviews 

targeted the issue.  

 

One of the first things that was noted in the research was the strong presence of European studies in tourism 

co-creation. Andersson Cederholm (2018) explains this to be due to the well-established Nordic school of 

management and marketing as it highlights the connection that the consumer and producer have with each 

other: “Scandinavia, it has been popular among the tourism scholars on writing about co-creation. I think the 

Nordic community of tourism scholars network well and gets inspired by each other. That could be a simple 

reason. In addition, in service marketing and service management there is so called Nordic school of 

management and some of the leading scholars are part of it and are interested in relationship type of value 

creation. They emphasize the relationship between the consumer and producer. It has spread other parts as 

well.” Adding to their Scandinavian counterparts, there are several investigations which have been done in in 

the region which are backed up by Shaw (2018): “There have been some interesting studies in Spain and little 

pockets across Europe” 

 

Malone (2018) who criticizes Vargo and Lusch’s SDL for being too Americanized emphasizes the designation 

of the “Scandinavian School” of thought further: “We already know that Vargo and Lusch were very sort of 

American-driven, and Grönroos work was the Scandinavian School. That has been made clear, as they write 

it very specifically in their papers”. From her comments, it could be understood that since Vargo and Lusch 

were Americans and as their original research was “American-driven”, there should be a plethora of research 
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from the US. As analyzed earlier, despite the American background of the SDL, only a couple of articles 

studied American-based services. This was something that none of the experts interviewed had noticed. It can 

be argued that this point of view has come out of the fact that there are close to no papers, which have done an 

overall analysis into this factor.  

 

It is surprising that a country such as the US, which has a tradition for the creation of superior consumer 

offerings, has not delved into the concept of co-creation further. This can be explained possibly, by the 

academic standards held within the country. When discussing with another expert in the area, namely Jaakkola 

(2018), argues that the division is due to the different research design and approach specifications of the 

country. In her comments, she points out that the qualitative nature of co-creation fits well in the more abstract 

way of studying, which is common in the Nordics while in some other parts of the world the qualitative method 

is the more dominant style: “I really see a divide that always SDL stuff resonated very well with European 

researchers. -- But less so in the US or Germany for example, and I guess it has to do with the kind of research 

traditions that we have. Because in the US, and I guess in Germany, even though this is quite blunt 

generalizations, researchers would agree with me that it is more about quantitative positivist type of research, 

so things that you can actually measure. -- Especially Scandinavia has a qualitative tradition.”  

 

However, although it could be argued that the intangible nature of co-creation bars off researchers who demand 

quantitative measures, there are a plethora of examinations made with quantifiable methods. Despite this 

argument, it can be observed in regions such as Asia, being the second most frequent destination for the 

research, that most of the studies are actually quantitative in nature. This implies that even an abstract topic 

like co-creation is possible to be studied in a quantitative way if desired. Shaw (2018) also highlights the 

accessibility of big data in China. When asked about any specific region that he thought to be in rise when it 

comes to co-creation in tourism, he replied: “That is China. Because they have tapped into Big Data very 

quickly, so if you look at the ideas coming out with people using that as a source material a lot of Chinese 

academics are publishing in that area, so I think there is less so of an interest in this country [England].” 
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Furthermore, Shaw (2018) points out that there is a recent tendency in journals to prefer Chinese research, 

which indirectly could effect on the popularity of American studies. “If you look at the journals you are picking 

up, more Chinese, either Chinese working in mainland China or Chinese working in America. You see the 

trend and the journals are dictating it because they want Chinese authors in the journals”.  His comments 

could be backed up by the amount of Chinese and other Asian articles about co-creation in tourism published 

in past years. Nevertheless, this study has neither resources nor interest on studying the politics that take place 

in these top journals. Shaw’s comments though could give a slim explanation on the geographical gap, which 

he although did not name during the interview. Due to this the absence of the US research remains as one of 

the minor gaps found by this study.  

6.2.2 Role of Other Social Stakeholders Surrounding a Co-Creative Actor 

Another research gap, which was found from the meta-analysis, which the experts did not explicate, was the 

lack of research, which focused on the social institutions, which surround a co-creating individual. This 

missing link was directly associated with the changes which were made by Vargo and Lusch in 2016, whereby 

an eleventh element was added to the foundational premises. Although there were examples of literature, which 

featured the premise, they were all made prior to Vargo and Lusch´s latest publication. The perspective taken 

by the research is that the inclusion of the eleventh premise has the potential to include a much greater audience 

of researchers who once stood outside the concept. This outlook was supported by one expert, namely Jaakola 

(2018), who states that the addition of the premise, has allowed for a more rounded view of how co-creation 

can be implemented: “The institutions was sort of the newer component and in that sense, the institution view 

maybe not changed but sort of kind of broadened [co-creation].” These comments show the potentialities of 

the eleventh premise; however, they do not explicate the premise as a gap. Similar views were found when 

discussing with the other experts. This is as when asked questions, which surrounded the evolution of the SDL, 

no answers surrounding the topic, were received. Although such is true, it is still seen that the developments 

of such literature will come as a natural consequence of the change in the SDL, if not now, at a later point in 

time.  
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6.3 Findings: Commonalities 

From the interviews which were delved into in the discussion, it is clear that there are a select number of 

threads which both the literature review and the experts find to be the gap within the research. Due to the 

manner that these gaps were both found from the meta-analysis and were corroborated by the experts in the 

field, the paper finds that these missing links are the definite gaps within the research. These missing links 

revolve around the areas of the need for more Relationship-Focused Stakeholder Co-Creation, the absence of 

a common Understanding of Co-Creation, an improved comprehension of the negative implications of co-

creation in the form of Value (Co-) Destruction, in addition to the Role of Top Management. It is the stance of 

the paper that in order for the field of “co-creation in tourism” to develop further in a constructive manner, that 

research should be focused within one of these areas. This is due to the contribution that each field gives to the 

further comprehension and thus further application of the concept of co-creation within the tourism sphere.  

6.3.1 Relationship-Focused Stakeholder Co-Creation 

From the meta-analysis, it was clear, especially when investigating the relationships, that firms had with their 

external stakeholders that there was a gap in the literature. This is related to the manner that the firms that were 

featured in the literature, focused on having co-creative relationships as a means for increasing the value for 

consumers and hence constituting heightened levels of economic performance. Within the investigation, it was 

found that there was no evidence of firms, which specifically focused on the networks they could strengthen 

with the aid of co-creation without the focus of centering the consumer as the beneficiary. It was explained 

that the lack of concentration within this frame has the possibility to be directly correlated with the changes, 

which were made to the jargon of the seventh premise. This entailed the altering of jargon, which made for 

more “actors” to have the opportunity be part of a co-creative activity. When discussing with the experts, such 

a viewpoint was suggested by one researcher.  
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Ulrika Åkerlund (2018) who looked at Umeå´s bid for the European Capital of Culture described that 

organizations should take into account their stakeholders wants and needs in order for co-creation to be 

successful: “The project leaders they had good intentions and they thought that, that their understanding of 

the opportunities of the European Capital of Culture as something that would boost the local economy and 

something that would create growth and that means economic growth. They thought that is the goal for 

everybody, and they didn't really understand that among the local cultural actors economic growth might not 

be an issue. So what they want was softer values.” Such views are directly interconnected with the need for a 

greater focus on the actors who participate in co-creation, rather than constantly focusing solely on the 

economic benefits. However, as only one expert was able to consider such a notion, it can be observed that the 

developments of such a perspective will take some time to come into fruition. The argument of time being the 

ultimate factor for the development the field, is however one that does not revolve around the conceptual 

understanding of co-creation overall.  

6.3.2 Conceptual Understanding of Co-Creation 

What was found both in the meta-analysis and from the expert interviews was that there is still an unclearness 

as to what co-creation is. This came in the form of a conceptual misunderstanding of co-creation as seen in the 

analysis. Although such a viewpoint does not look specifically at the field of co-creation within tourism, the 

study takes the stance that in order for the concept to be looked at further, researchers must fully comprehend 

the perspective. Several experts backed up the vague use of the term within the study field. Neuhofer (2018) 

commented on it rather harshly calling out other researchers. She claims that since co-creation became more 

popular, that the term has been thrown into articles as a buzzword “It has almost hit more of the mainstream 

academia and its being used almost as a buzzword, so a lot of academics, I must say critically, for our own 

people, that sometimes that word co-creation is just used as it but it is not contextualized in a way that's 

theoretical grounding.” 
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When interviewing Jaakkola (2018), a researcher who has looked at co-creation from an overall perspective, 

she voiced the same perspectives as noted by Neuhofer. Since 2007, she has noticed a clear increase in the 

usage of the concept. She does note that such a lack of understanding can also be seen from practitioners and 

not only academics: “I guess around 2007 or something I started to realize that everyone was talking about 

co-creation. Suddenly it was everywhere at academic conferences. The word co-creation comes up in many 

presentations and excitingly managers also started to talk about co-creation. I am not quite sure if they knew 

[what] they meant by it, if it was some kind of a buzzword.” Like Neuhofer, she also criticizes other researchers 

for incorrectly using the term: “It's not sort of a new research topic, but something that I'd like to see happening 

is people actually getting more consistent with the use of term. -- I do a lot of reviews for different journals 

and I get a huge amount of papers, that have no idea what they are talking about, and they don't really have 

any idea of what they actually mean by it or why it is necessary for their research.” 

 

Another expert perspective supports the unclear understanding. Campos (2018), who keenly looks for emotions 

and consumers gains from co-creation, says that the term is too broad now to fully cover tourist’s needs. She 

highlights the importance of making the term more comprehensible for the consumer so they can fully benefit 

from it: “[Co-creation] to get a more inclusive, broader vision of, what it means for tourists to co-create. What 

do they [researchers] mean by co-creation, what is their view of co-creation? Are they [tourists] willing, in 

what terms and what does that mean to them? How do they co-create differently in the different stages of the 

experience?”  

 

Further experts like that of Andersson Cederholm (2018) agrees that the concept has become more popular, 

but that it is still not clear enough. She also argues that since it is still unclear, but more popular, it has become 

a trend-word, which in turn has led to researchers to just to adopt it, instead of critically scrutinizing it: “I don’t 

think it is so clear because often when there is a concept that has been established and many researchers are 

relating to it and using it, maybe also because it is a trend, then I think the result of that is that it becomes even 

more non-criticized in a way as people are just using it. “ 
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Overall, it is clear that there is still room for improvement concerning the understanding displayed by 

researchers utilizing the co-creative concept. The manners this misunderstanding has occurred is through the 

constant misuse of the perspective. Individuals who evidently either do not understand the concept or utilize 

the outlook as a means to draw in readers do this. Whichever problem it is, it can be argued that there is a need 

for a more well-rounded conceptual framework, which all researchers can conform to. This would entail taking 

into account all facets of the concept, like the need to research the potential negative consequences of utilizing 

the perspective.  

6.3.3 Value (Co-) Destruction 

As expounded in the end of the analysis, the paper takes the viewpoint that co-creation has the potential to be 

correlated with the destruction of value. However, conversely the study chooses to also acknowledge that co-

creation could, in fact, not be associated with the elimination of value. This unbiased view has come from the 

isolated views within the field of research, whereby two articles dictate the conversation. Although both 

perspectives have stark differences, they still focus on approach to not merely observe co-creation as a panacea 

for poor consumer relations. Although a view is taken, whereby this specific topic is observed as one of the 

utmost importance, there is only two researchers who voiced similar notions. It is clear to note that the primary 

of these experts was Malone (2018), a researcher who was a co-author of one of the two value destruction 

articles. Through the interview, she further voices her thoughts on the topic:  “What was absolutely of 

relevance to me was how value was destructed. It's not all positive here right? I mean, it is fantastic to have 

an idea where everybody goes into this idea of interaction, the interaction then creates an experience, the 

experience always comes out as positive. No it doesn't.” 

 

She then goes further to discuss the criticisms herself and her fellow researchers have towards the notion of 

value being co-destructed. This view is one that is not of the greatest importance as expounded previously, due 

to the focus of taking a more overarching approach towards the matter. This more broadened view can be seen 

by the second researcher who also recognized the gap. When asked about her views regarding if co-creation is 
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a concept which is viewed consensually by all within academia, Andersson Cederholm (2018) expresses her 

concerns regarding the fact that co-creation is constantly seen as a beneficial practice: “I think that is a bit sad 

that there is an inherent, normative assumption that this is something good because you do something 

together.” Such views were further discussed, mentioning that: “Often there is a normative assumption that 

there is a co-creation of value, some kind of positive value coming out of it. Then you also have the situation 

and there is destruction of value or some kind of negative value creation. “ 

 

Neither researcher went further to explain why such a gap was present within the literature. However what can 

be observed is that due to the lack of attempts, which have been made towards studying the phenomenon, there 

is still a misunderstanding conceptually as to what the negative implications of co-creation are. Therefore, in 

order for more research to be created within the field, researchers must first understand if value can indeed be 

co-destructed, and if not express how co-creation can lead to the elimination of value. It is this discrepancy, 

which additionally might have implications as to why the role of top management has not been pursued further.  

6.3.4 The Role of Top Management 

The views seen that regard the role of executive actions to apply co-creation within firms, was primarily 

articulated by the likes of Santos-Vijande (2018), whom in their email interview answer listed “key leadership 

capabilities in top managers to drive co-creation processes” as one of the research gaps. Although, no further 

explanation to this choice was expounded, it shows that the expert recognizes the importance of such a field 

of research, much like what was found within the analysis. Neuhofer (2018) has issued further comments, 

which highlight this importance. Having looked at how relationships within the Airbnb experience could be 

enhanced through co-creative practices, the researcher expounds that there is often a mismatch between the 

world of academia and the real world. This came out of a discussion, which centered on the role of the sharing 

economy platform within the article: “We publish things and there is great research, but sometimes the 

connection between academia and the industry is not always there.” 
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The outlook of Shaw (2018) supported such a viewpoint further. The outlook of the expert is noteworthy, due 

to having specifically researched the manner that hoteliers can implement co-creative practices as a means for 

innovation. When asked about the reasons that practitioners were not using the perspective, it was explained 

to be due to conceptual misunderstandings of the outlook: “About the same time when we started to discover 

SD logic and start working on it, we gave a talk in London to a group of stakeholders, large tour operators, 

and hoteliers, about innovation in tourism, in the tourism industry. The people who came to that session, they 

had all checked in the dictionary what innovation meant. So these people did not have that concept of 

innovation.” 

 

It can be observed from these two discussions that the reason that top management has not been at the forefront 

of implementing co-creative practices, is due to this disparity between academia and real-life firms. Therefore, 

in order for more organizations to apply co-creative activities to their day-to-day processes, firms must be able 

to create stronger focus on the developments within academia. This will aid businesses to better understand 

the practical implications of the concept, which will, in turn, help in strategically implementing the perspective.   
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7. Practical Implications 

As seen within Diagram 1, four anomalies are commonly voiced by the literature review and the experts as 

gaps within the “co-creation in tourism” field. The paper takes the stance to define these missing links as the 

definite theoretical gaps within the research area. However, in order to comprehend the overall implications of 

these gaps, it is critical to understand the practical ramifications that they have for firms and their constituents. 

In order to give a comprehensive outlook of these connotations the following table is provided. This explicates 

the gap, the proposed solution and finally the practical implications. It must be noted that the proposed 

solutions are the views made in the end of the analysis, when observing what needed to be done going forward 

with the different missing links that were found.  

The Gap Proposed Solution Practical implications 

Conceptual 

Understanding of Co-

Creation 

There is a need for a more 

overarching and unifying framework 

for co-creation to which all 

stakeholders can understand and 

furthermore apply. 

A harmonic framework will make firms 

better understand the elements that are 

included within co-creation making it 

easier to implement the outlook.  

Value (Co-) 

Destruction 

More critical viewpoints of co-

creation needs to be investigated, so 

that actors understand the possible 

consequences of implementing the 

practice.  

By understanding both sides of the co-

creational argument, firms will better 

understand the potential drawbacks of 

utilizing co-creation, aiding them to bar 

any possible negative consequences.  

Top Management More research should be made to 

understand the process that top 

managers go through in order to 

implement co-creation.  

Understanding how other executives 

implement the outlook will make it 

easier for other firms to utilize the 

concept going forward.  

Relationship-Focused 

Stakeholder  

Co-Creation  

There is a need for shift in 

concentration towards non-monetary 

gains, whereby the role and needs of 

all actors are taken into account.  

Firms will have a better understanding 

of the focus that must be brought 

towards co-creative partners when 

applying the concept.  

 

Table 5 (Practical Implications of the Literary Gaps: In Order of Consistency) 
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What must be noted is that the majority of the gaps and their respective practical implications surround the 

same angle. This is related to the manner that by researching each of these missing links, a firm, its managers, 

and its furthered stakeholders will be able to have a greater understanding as how to better strategically 

implement the concept of co-creation. Apart from this angle, firms additionally have the opportunity to better 

understand how to allocate their resources. This viewpoint is associated with the gap of more Relationship-

Focused Stakeholder Co-Creation. This is through the understanding that when engaging in co-creation that 

all the needs and wants of the different co-creative actors must be met. With such knowledge, firms will have 

the opportunity to not only create strong relationships with their consumers but also with other stakeholders 

such as their suppliers or employees.  

 

Although such a view takes only one of the gaps into consideration, a more overarching perspective can be 

taken. This is related to the fact that it must also be recognized that these gaps are all interrelated in some 

manner. This is exemplified most prominently by the need for more investigations into the Role of Top 

Management and the urgency for a more consistent Conceptual Understanding of Co-Creation. Both factors 

would aid managers in being able to make the best possible judgement as to if the perspective would work in 

their business. By having an overarching structure for how to utilize co-creation within a firm, a manager will 

be able to use such a framework alongside other examples of how similar actors have applied co-creation.  

These strategic gains would increase further if businesses understood the full picture encompassing the 

perspective. By acknowledging that co-creation is not only a benefit but can also lead to the destruction of 

value, firms and business-owners will be forced to invest greater resources into if the concept is applicable to 

their practices. Moreover, by subscribing to this thought process, managers will have to allocate resources to 

co-creative practices, so that all stakeholders within a co-creative exchange are met with mutual benefits. It is 

therefore the stance of the paper that there is not one literary gap which sets itself apart from its counterparts 

with regards to its importance to the real world. Rather, it is a culmination of all four missing links, which will 

be able to propel firms to implement co-creative activities in a much more efficient manner, leading to the 

creation of superior value.  
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8. Conclusion 

The advancements made into the switch in dominant logic held by both academia and practitioners from a 

goods-focused perspective to a one that is service oriented has spurred a field of research that spans a plethora 

of avenues. This has come in the form of literature, which has been able to investigate the implications of how 

the greater involvement of an actor has the potential to constitute new outlets for value creation. Value co-

creation is a concept, which has constantly changed over time. Having held several identities, primarily as a 

firm-customer based perspective, it has evolved to encompass all forms of actors, from external socioeconomic 

parties to those that surround a specific individual. This expansion has made for a perspective, which has an 

excess of applications, the most relevant being the tourism sphere.  

 

Tourism is defined by the paper as when certain individuals, be they international or domestic, stay within a 

foreign location for a specific purpose. Tourists are further characterized by having a participatory nature in 

their activities within the place that there are travelling to. Such a classification lends itself perfectly to the 

outlook of co-creation, as the primary objective is to comprehend how the heightened presence of certain 

individuals within a firm or organization can create new forms of value. Such a viewpoint is concurrent with 

the prevailing trend within research, to observe how the implications of co-creation affect touristic activities. 

This tendency is still in its infancy, whereby much more research is needed. However, instead of waiting for 

such developments to arise, it is important to comprehend what areas of the field are more needed over others. 

It is this attitude, which lead the researchers to pursue the research question of: 

 

“What are the current research gaps within the literary field of co-creation in tourism?” 

 

When primarily formulating the research focus, the researchers made the assumption, that the investigations 

would yield the result that a lack of empirical examinations would be present. This was due to the extremely 

theoretical nature of the SDL and co-creation, as these were both set as the conceptual underpinnings for the 

paper.  
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In order to recognize what missing links were present in the chosen area a meta-analytical approach was taken. 

This entailed the gathering of articles from a list of the top 18 journals within tourism and hospitality, which 

centered its ideas on the concepts of co-creation and the SDL. From this, 63 applicable articles were found that 

fit within the distinct definitions of both co-creation and tourism chosen by the research. Each article was 

individually categorized to sit within one of four overall genres. Such a division was made even further 

whereby an article was separated within a subgenre. Through these divisions, the analysis was pursued through 

applying three classifying dimensions to each article. These were the dimension of co-creation, the dimension 

of tourism, and lastly the research design. These identifiers were utilized in order to find any specific gaps in 

the literature, which were not associated with the frequency of articles within any of the subgroups that were 

established.  

 

The analysis brought forward a number of missing links. These were associated both with the frequency of 

papers, as seen most prominently through the Role of Top Management, in addition to the field of Value (Co-

) Destruction. Other more niche factors were also recognized such as the lack of research, which surrounded 

American-based services, as well as absence of literature encompassing the Role Of Other Social Stakeholders 

Surrounding A Co-creative Actor. However, instead of solely explicating these missing links as the gaps within 

the research, the paper chose to go one-step further to corroborate the findings. This was done through 

interviewing a number of experts within the field of co-creation in tourism. These individuals were seen as 

experts as they all had made investigations, which were part of the literature included in the meta-analysis. 

The purpose of such discussions was to understand if the missing links found from the investigation correlated 

with the opinions of the experts within the field. It was from these discussions that displayed a set of common 

threads that could be expounded as definite gaps within the “co-creation in tourism” literature. These missing 

links were associated with the Role of Top Management, the lack of a shared Conceptual Understanding of 

Co-Creation, a need for more Relationship-Focused Stakeholder Co-Creation, as well as a better 

comprehension of the negative consequences of co-creation in the structure of Value (Co-) Destruction.  
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Through the explication of the findings, the paper goes on to explain the practical implications that greater 

research within these fields will have for firms and their constituents. These ramifications surrounded the fields 

of resource allocation and strategy. What was found is that although each specific research gap has the potential 

to add to the conversation of “co-creation in tourism”, it is the culmination of all four research gaps, which 

have the potential to create the best possibilities for firms and their managers. Although such was found 

specifically within the practical implications, it is a mindset, which can be related with the academic 

implications of the missing links. It can be seen from the quote by Jaakola (2018) which was presented in the 

introduction that the conceptual underpinnings of the co-creative concept have come to a point whereby the 

applicabilities are endless. However, by being able to look at all four found gaps; researchers will be able to 

have a more realistic understanding into when co-creation is applicable with the touristic sphere.  
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10.3 Appendix 3: Interview Guide 

Interview Guide 

 

For: xxxxxxxxx 

 

Researchers: Victor Kirstein & Mikko Suutari 

 

Topic: A state-of-the-art literature review within the field of co-creation in tourism.  

 

Outline: We are both pursuing the topic of co-creation in tourism, whereby our aim is to create a state of the 

art literature review.  Within the study our objective is to pinpoint  what future researchers should investigate 

within the study field. We have, thus far, read over 80 articles from what we see as the top journals in the field 

of tourism, whereby we are currently grouping the data to find the aforementioned “gap”. We however, are 

very interested in understanding if our own viewpoints on the missing link correlate with the outlook of the 

field´s experts. Therefore, the point of the interview is understanding what you, as a researcher of co-creation 

in tourism, see as the “missing link”. In order to keep the results fair, we will not expound what we have found 

until the end of the interview. This is so your own outlook is not compromised by our ideas.  

 

Questions: The questions that we would like to ask revolve around 3 main points: 

 

- What led you to pursue the topic of co-creation? 

 

- Has your views on the applications of the concept changed since you started researching the topic? 

 

- From your own experience, what research is lacking within the field? 

 

We thank you for your attention, and look forward to speaking with you.  

 

Yours Sincerely,  

 

 

 

  Victor Kirstein & Mikko Suutari 
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10.4 Appendix 4: Quotes Chosen from Interviews  

In Alphabetical Order by Last Name: 

Full Versions of Interviews Attached Digitally 

 

10.4.1 Erika Anderson Cederholm: 

 

Question: What made you to start the journey to study co-creation? 

 

Answer: “The concept in itself was not what made me to pursuit the topic. For me what lies in the concept, a 

phenomena of co-creation is very interesting. And I have always in my own research departed from the idea 

that social reality is constructed and in a way co-created in interactions between different actors, different 

people.” 

-- 

Answer: “My background is in sociology, I don’t come from marketing or business administration studies, 

which is important how you relate to the concepts. As a sociologist [I am] interested in many different kinds 

of practices, also economic practises in various research, I have studied many small businesses, also the article 

you prefer to, it was a lifestyle entrepreneurship. -- For me something being co-created is a point of departure, 

it is self evident to me. The social reality is always being co-created ina  way, it is created in the interactions.” 

-- 

Answer: “I have always studied co-creation as phenomenon but I haven’t used the very concept in my 

research.” 

 

Question: Do you prefer an another kind of approach or is SDL something that is unclear at the moment, or 

what do you use as the idea of your studies? 
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Answer: “It is an important journey that for instance VArgo and Lusch and others have taken to emphasise the 

interactionist element in the service encounter and encounter between service and customers. The criticism 

that originally [was set] against the goods dominant logic and so on and emphasizes this interaction and that 

the customer is very important in the co-creation of value. I am sympathetic to that approach. But I think that 

sometimes it is a bit narrow still, because I think that this literature often departs from underlying assumptions 

that you mainly have two main actors, that is the producer and consumer. This relationship is important but I 

think you can also look at other important actors, mediating actors that are also important when you talk about 

co-creation of value and how value is created in the interaction.” 

 

Question: Could you give any specific examples of that? What could those other actors be? 

 

Answer: “For instance when talking about tourism, to think about specific regions and communities around, 

and I have studied a lot of small businesses in rural context, and therefore I think it is important to think of 

other actors involved that could be the local residents, other organizations (other than the service provider), 

NGO, volunteers and so on.”  

-- 

Answer: “If you bring in more mediating actors, that are sort of part that co-creation, I think that you can move 

beyond this diadic two-part relationship which is often very simple with provider and consumer.”  

-- 

Answer: “I think there could be another limitation. There is assumption, that the value created must be 

economic value. That is often taken for granted. The customer is part of co-creation of value and the result of 

that will be some kind of monetary value. There are other dimensions of values that could be considered.” 

 

Question: Looking at the consumer’s side, what could be that other kind of value than monetary value, that 

they could be gaining from co-creation? 
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Answer: “It could be some sort of social and emotional values. For instance the service encounter in itself 

could provide such values that you interact with other providers and you might want a good value for your 

money but you may also want some emotional value emanating from that service encounter.” 

-- 

Answer: “Lifestyle entrepreneurs and their lifestyle products, that tourism providers which I study, actually 

are offering so the consumers are not only there in order to consume the specific activity or service such as 

accommodation or something like that, they do also consume providers own lifestyle as part of the product. 

Which is a bit hard to talk about only monetary value in those examples.” 

 

Question: A lot of papers that we have read are concentrating on monetary value but consumers emotions and 

social counters are valuable as well? 

 

Answer: “Yes and I think that is one limitation of the literature sometimes when it comes to co-creation. It has 

not considered enough of those values that are not economic.” 

 

Question: Any other limitations or gaps than emotional value? 

 

Answer: “Only thinking about the firm or the service provider and consumer and these two actors. There could 

be other actors involved. Those are the main limitations. Also that there are those underlying assumptions from 

this literature, not often articulated what actually are we studying when we talk about co-creation of value. “ 

 

Question: Do you feel that term [co-creation] is clear enough so the people on the field are agreeing what co-

creation is or is there still moving space? 

 

Answer: “I don’t think it is so clear because often when there is a concept that has been established and many 

researchers are relating to it and using it, maybe also because it is a trend, then I think the result of that is that 

it becomes even more non-criticized in a way as people are just using it.  There is some kind of normatively 
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positive thing in co-creation. You co-create something together, it sounds very nice. I think that is a bit sad 

that there inherent, normative assumption that this is something good because you do something together.” 

-- 

Original Answer: “It could also obscure the fact that people have not always problematic the concept and 

articulate in writing. What do they actually mean with co-creation.” 

 

Ratified Answer: “It could also obscure the fact that it is not always so (that it is something inherently good). 

The concept has not been problematized enough, not articulated in writing. What do they actually mean with 

co-creation.” 

-- 

Answer: “It lacks studies how co-creation is done. It is just happening. There is limited papers looking at how 

this is done in practice. Need for more practice-oriented studies to see how it is done.” 

-- 

Answer: “Often there is a normative assumption that there is a co-creation of value, some kind of positive 

value coming out of it. Then you also have the situation and there is destruction of value or some kind of 

negative value creation. That is important to highlight.” 

 

Question: Have you found literature where co-destruction has been studied? 

 

Answer: “I have seen some interesting literature. I’m a bit surprised that it has not been highlighted before. 

There has been lately some in Sweden for instance. We have [Per Echeverri and Per Skålén that have been 

writing articles on topic of co-destruction of value. They have an article called “Co-creation and co-destruction: 

A practice-theory based study of interactive value formation”. So there is some new articles [2011] about this 

issue that problematizes co-creation a bit more.”  

 

Question: Geographics, a lot of Scandinavian and Finnish studies about co-creation. Can you tell why it has 

become a hot topic in Scandinavia? 
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Answer: “A good question. I don’t know why there are so many researchers from Scandinavia. It has been 

popular among the tourism scholars on writing about co-creation. I think the Nordic community of tourism 

scholars network well and gets inspired by each other. That could be a simple reason. Also in service marketing 

and service management there is so called Nordic school of management and some of the leading scholars are 

part of it and are interested in relationship type of value creation. They emphasize the relationship between the 

consumer and producer. It has spread other parts as well. There are quite many outside Scandinavia.” 

 

Question: Grönroos vs Vargo & Lusch, do you have preference? 

 

Answer: “I am not sure. Since I am not really into co-creation [studies] I am not ready to debate with these 

researchers even though I know about them. I am not familiar enough to compare. I have not followed the 

debate. “ 

10.4.2 Ana Claudia Campos: 

Question: Has your views on the applications of the concept changed since you started researching the topic? 

 

Answer: “For me, that is still a gap, to develop knowledge about this individual that is the tourist and somehow 

I wanted to depart myself from this supply-side perspective of co-creation to focus on the subject of the tourism 

experience”.  

-- 

Answer: “Well, memorability comes during the on-site experience, it emerges from the onsite experience, this 

is the core stage of the tourism experience, that is where we have to focus our research efforts if we want to 

contribute in positive and meaningful ways to marketers and managers, so we are the ones that have to dig 

deeper into the individual themselves, value-in-use, value-in-experience is my key perspective on this issue”.  

-- 



111 

Answer: “We need to develop approaches that somehow that can connect us more deeply with the tourist” 

 

Question: Do you find that that perspective is a gap within academia that looking at memorability over value 

or do you think that other academics that are working in a similar field as to what you're doing has that 

perspective? 

 

Answer: “I think they are becoming more sensitive to that approach, yes. Well, I would consider that it is still 

a gap, and that there is plenty of work to do still in that area, to connect more qualitative research, diversifying 

the range or the type of tourism experiences to get a more inclusive, broader vision of, what it means for 

tourists to co-create, what do they mean by co-creation, what is their view of co-creation, are they willing, in 

what terms, what does that mean to them, and how do they co-create differently in the different stages of the 

experience” 

-- 

Answer: “I think we have the responsibility to look with more analytical critical eyes to the tourists because 

its from the research that we develop with tourists that we can better help marketers and managers, and that is 

why for me, psychology is very important in this area”  

 

10.4.3 Elina Jaakola: 

Question: What led you to pursue the concept of co-creation? 

 

Answer:  “I guess around 2007 or something I started to realize that everyone was talking about co-creation. 

Suddenly it was everywhere at academic conference, it would have the word co-creation come up in many 

presentations and excitingly managers also started to talk about co-creation. I am not quite sure if they knew 

they meant by it, if it was some kind of a buzzword.” 
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Question: Do you find that it is a split, kind of a 50/50 split on who goes via Vargo & Lusch´s ideals versus 

Gronroos´ ideas or is it a mix or is it, within academia? 

 

Answer: “I would assume that if you look at papers, if judge the impact, who sort of adopts each idea, I would 

assume that SDL is more widely accepted, and I guess if you take a more outside view, if you take more of a 

helicopter view, you would basically see that people tend to consider actually the difference is not that huge, 

because they are talking about the same thing”  

-- 

Answer: “The institutions was sort of the newer component and in that sense, the institution view maybe not 

changed but sort of kind of broadened. It's not like changing the fundamental space, but more like bringing 

one more component to the picture.”  

-- 

Answer: “First I used it to understand whats happening between two actors and providers but its now, I see 

myself thinking it more as a my kind of lense to the world and then looking at the, sort of aggregate picture of 

markets or sort of a meta theory and I guess I sort of also got on it better now that it's not really a theory that 

you can really apply very well in the micro level, it's more like this worldview, than actually a theory explaining 

why A leads to B, it's more like understanding all these bits and pieces come together and then you might need 

something more specific to look at actual kind of explanations of the micro level.” 

 

Question: From reading your own research you have kind of done a similar thing as to what we are trying to 

do and when we read your research there was a quite a lot of points that you went through that were missing 

links within the research. Has your own view on that changed since you published in 2015? 

 

Answer: “It's not sort of a new research topic, but it something that I'd like to be happening is people actually 

getting more consistent with about the use of term”  

-- 

Answer: “I do a lot of reviews for different journals and I get a huge amount of papers, that have no idea what 
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they are talking about, and they don't really have any idea of what they actually mean by it or why it is necessary 

for their research, like what are they doing with this concept” 

-- 

Answer: “Maybe it's kind of a new thing, but now because of all this digitalization and machine learning and 

artificial intelligence, you see more and more that you also see in different research streams and that may be 

something that is an interesting topic and how would that influence co-creation, if we are for example service 

robots and all this artificial intelligence.” 

-- 

Answer: “If you think of these machine as actors, if they learn and are more intelligent in a way, maybe they 

are kind of approaching a stage where we can call them actors, so what does that mean for co-creation” “Do 

we need to revise some of our thinking, or how does that apply in a similar way?” “Maybe it is far in the future, 

but maybe it's something to kind of wonder about if that will happen” 

-- 

Answer: “It seems like the basic building blocks are there that we kind of, Vargo & Lusch writings have pretty 

much, sort of nailed the premises and given this worldview, that I guess there are sort of endless amounts of 

applications in a way, on the micro level, and I guess when you look at the businesses and managers still, even 

though they kind of, might have bought into this idea, if you think of value-in-use and co-creating with your 

customers and so forth, that still we still don't have all of these business applications, like how do we then 

develop our business accordingly and what difference does it make if we understand how institutions govern 

interactions and so forth. So you see it's still kind of missing in the practice area, so I guess researchers could 

do more of a better job or do more in the future to kind of look at kind of specific applications of how do we 

put this into practice” 

 

Question: I wonder if you notice any geographical areas that you see that? 

 

Answer: “I really see a divide that always SDL stuff resonated very well with European researchers.”  
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“But less so in the US or Germany for example and I guess it has to do with the kind of research traditions that 

we have because in the US and I guess in Germany, even though this is quite blunt generalizations, researchers 

would agree with me that it is more about quantitative positivist type of research, so things that you can actually 

measure. If you think of SDL having this big meta view it doesn't really give you measures as it is really really 

tricky to put it down to an actual measurable.” 

-- 

Answer: “Especially Scandinavia has a qualitative tradition” 

10.4.4 Henna Konu: 

 

Question: The paper that we found you from was the cosmeceutical paper that you did with Hjalagar. When 

we talked to other researchers we realized that there's a split in the schools of thought within co-creation. Its 

either been Vargo & Lusch´s SDL or there has been Gronroos & Voima´s idea of value in use. In that paper 

you don't really mention either researcher but do you have a stance on that or do you have any other researcher 

that you kind of take a theoretical background from? 

 

Answer: “Of course the Vargo & Lusch and also the Gronroos are the ones that are mainly used, but also, I 

would say that there's also the discussion of the customer dominant logic at the moment. So not just focusing 

on the service perspective but also making more focus now on the end user, the customer. I would say that 

would be also one to be applied and also that, what I have been working with is also focusing on experience 

or service development”. 

-- 

Answer: “But of course there are in the same stream as you would say because, well, I am not sure that the 

service dominant logic is regarded yet as a theory. This is very much a debate with a lot of critique and 

discussions about that, so I would say that many of the research is also based on some other theoretical 

backgrounds that then applies the line of thought that this brings”.  
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Question: Maybe a thing to point, of course there is quite a discussion between the different schools of thought 

within co-creation, do you find that the majority of researchers within the field understand what co-creation 

is or is there too much discrepancy between the kinds of thoughts? 

 

Answer: “I would say that is differs. When you are looking at the literature there is very versatile ways how 

the theoretical background is actually opened in different papers. As you referred in in Annemette´s and my 

paper there wasn't too much about the theoretical background but it was mainly perhaps this kind of data driven 

case study approach. So I would say that that was one of the reasons why it wasn't included in that sense” 

-- 

Answer: “ I think that there are different kinds of, especially when taking the tourism sector, when you look at 

the earliest papers,and of course it hasn't been, when youre looking in the tourism journals so long, the co-

creation discussion relative to the service management papers, so its quite new, in that sense.” 

 

Question: Within your specific paper, you of course looking kind of at a niche within kind of innovation, like 

we have sort of grouped it as innovation within tourism, looking at cosmeceuticals. So looking from an overall 

perspective do you find that that are has been researched to a full extent or do you still feel that that's maybe 

kind of a gap in the research? 

 

Answer: “I think that, a lot in tourism, there is a lot of research that should be done combining different industry 

and having the collaboration processes between different industry. Technological industry and tourism 

especially also in well-being tourism.” 

-- 

Answer: “When you are talking about the end users I would say that there are a lot of also avenues what you 

can actually look related to co-creation. Of course when you are talking about different collaborative processes 

between when you are developing new kinds of experiential services how to measure the success of these kinds 

of processes.” 
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Question: What would be the difference between the Scandinavian and American way of thinking on co-

creation? 

 

Answer: “I would say that, of course the basic idea is the same from starting with the services of course. And 

I think the discussion was very welcomed when it started to be like that. But then I would say the small things 

that for example the latest Gronroos papers, when you are looking at them that you can also find different 

answers between them.”  

-- 

Answer: “I am not sure if it is so much needed to make the differences between the streams when the main 

idea is changing the focus towards the services and also starting to look at it from that point of view and of 

course when we are in the tourism sector, I say to still focus on the experiential aspect of services. And that 

would be more important also in the tourism sector.” 

 

Question: We talked a bit about how there's quite a few different schools of thought. Do you feel that the 

foundational base of co-creation conceptually is there so now it's just about applying it to different services or 

do you feel that there is still kind of a gap conceptually for the case? 

 

Answer: “I think that this discussion is not finished. So definitely there is room for improvement for many 

things. And I think that the customer dominant logic is one starting point that actually has already pointed out 

certain issues that should be looked into. So definitely I would say that this is not ready in that sense.” 

 

Question: Is there anything specific that you are studying right now at the moment or that you are 

concentrating on? 

 

Answer: “My work at the moment has been how to involve customer in different ways in these experiential 
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service development processes so testing kind of methodologies that you can apply by involving customers in 

different phases and different approaches.” 

 

 

Question: In your own research have you felt that it's easy to implement these ideas that you have had? Have 

you found that it's easy to convince the companies, so the firms to partake in this? 

 

Answer:  “I would say that for some, yes, and for some, no, because it depends on the resources of the 

companies.” 

-- 

Answer: “Especially when you are looking at new products for new target markets I think it's very essential to 

have customer involved with these processes. Not just co-creating their own experiences but being part of 

enabling the facilitation of the co-creation of value”.  

10.4.5 Sheila Malone: 

Question: When asked what led you to pursue the field of co-creation: 

 

Answer: “In the original writings, operant resources were those skills and knowledge. For me those skills and 

knowledge in the original writings, they said that customers are operant resources. And that made a customer 

an instrument rather than an equal in co-creating value. For me the twist in the story was that no they are not 

operant resources, they possess operant resources, they have them like, things like, social capital, emotional 

capital, these things, know-how ability. So for me, what was interesting was I felt there was a massive gap in 

understanding how our emotions influence the ways in which value co-creation can take place.” 

-- 

Answer: “What was absolutely of relevance to me was how value was destructed. It's not all positive here 

right? I mean, it is fantastic to have an idea where everybody goes into this idea of interaction, the interaction 
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then creates an experience, the experience always comes out as positive. No it doesn't. Tourism is highly 

idiosyncratic. Very sort of, it is individualized from the point of view that, look most people only get a certain 

amount of weeks holiday a year, it is a big choice that we make, we are spending a lot of money on it. Its very 

very emotionally led. The underpinning there for me was how do consumers, how do tourists, use this idea of 

value, particularly in terms of how they feel about what is going on, that led me to value destruction. Now in 

the literature, there is value co-destruction. I argue against it, I don´t believe its co-destroyed. The culpable 

person may be knowingly or unknowingly destroying value both for themselves or for others. So for me the 

differentiation was that's not realistic. The realistic view is often only happening individually, knowingly or 

unknowingly. And as part of that we looked at the customer dominant logic perspective, it wasn't a major part 

of our conversation in the paper, because we felt that service logic on its own stands very well and explains 

very clearly the differentiations between value creation, value potential, and value co-creation.”  

 

Question: I think actually to follow up on that, when we first, in the beginning you talked about how you take 

the point o view of Gronroos, do you believe that there is a definite split within the academic world as to how 

co-creation is seen from? Is it like a 50/50 split between Vargo & Lusch´s SDL and Gronroos for example? 

 

Answer: “I don't think the fine lines and finer details between them are always as clearly set out. I often review 

papers in this area for that exact reason because people interchangeably refer to the authors without realizing 

there's very clear differences in their thinking, and their philosophy behind how that works, how value 

creationlooks like, what it means, how it is defined etc. So no I don't think there is. No.” 

 

Question: You write alot about emotions and how those are affected on co-creation. So we are just wondering 

do you consider any other gaps that there might be in co-creation literature right now? Like overall what 

should be studied next or what hasn't been studied enough? 

 

 

Answer: “Well I think for me, I personally believe that value destruction is very important because from a 
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business point of view that needs to be understood. But going back to what you are asking about emotion, 

emotion is only one operant resource. We know huge amounts about culture and social resources. They are not 

explicitly called that, from the consumer culture theory area of literature. We know alot about socio-cultural 

interactions and that leads to value creation. Now they don't use the same language, a different language is 

used, cause of course Vargo & Lusch were consultants, they weren't necessarily academics. So the language 

is very sort of organizationally-driven. So I think in you'll find in terms of operant resources and customer´s 

operant resources, teres probably a whole host out there that could be looked at, but the social and cultural is 

very much sort of looked at and investigated from the consumer culture theorist point of view. And of course, 

we have alot of work looking at actor network theory, and even practice theory, looking at various sort of 

underground what happens from the base level. It is important because that's looking at the actual happenings, 

the occurences of value creation, rather than purely theorizing about it.” 

 

Question: Our last question, can be more on the academic side, thinking about the researchers and people 

that are writing about co-creation no matter if it is Vargo & Lusch or Gronroos, whichever side, do you feel 

there are special geographic areas where this is studied more or some areas where it is less? Is it really hype 

now in some specific regions? Do you get that kind of feeling? 

 

Answer: “We already know, that Vargo & Lusch were very sort of American-driven, and Gronroos work was 

the Scandinavian school. That has been made clear, as they write it very specifically in their papers.” 

 

10.4.6 Cristian Morosan  

 

Question: What lead you to pursue the concept of co-creation? 

 

Original Answer: “ It's nice to have the theory, Vargo & Lusch, and all of these guys who basically coined the 

terms and you know designed the most realistic and systematic approach to understanding co-creation but I 

think they are coming from the perspective of manufacturing goods rather than services and for us it's good to 
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have the theory, but I also think that, regardless of the theory, the things that led to coining the term of co-

creation or the principles or the foundations for this, I think we had used in hospitality at least or tourism in 

general, the principles of co-creation to respond to consumers and to interact with them and to offer a value 

proposition that is higher than the original value proposition usually proposed to a consumer by a firm.” 

 

Ratified Answer: “It is useful to have the theory from all of the scholars who basically coined the original 

terms and designed realistic and systematic approaches to understanding co-creation. I think such scholarly 

work originates in the perspective of manufactured goods rather than services. For us, in hospitality and 

tourism, it's good to have the theory, but I also think that, the industry practices that led to coining the term of 

co-creation and the principles and foundations for this concept, had been used in hospitality/tourism for quite 

some time. In hospitality/tourism, firms used the principles of co-creation to respond to consumers, to interact 

with them, and to eventually offer a value proposition that is higher than the original value proposition usually 

proposed to a consumer by a firm.” 

 

Question: Do you see this from an academic point of view or also a practical point of view? 

 

Original Answer: “It's impossible to think about just from one perspective, either academical or practical 

because in my opinion in order to understand really well the practice of hospitality and tourism organizations 

you have to also look from the theoretical lense and the processes that take place and also how the stakeholders 

appropriate value in these kinds of settings, so in my opinion we should merge the two views, take the 

theoretical approach, understand what it does, how it predicts relationships and then try to see if the theory 

matches with the practical reality, and if not then we have a new discovery, if it does then yes we confirm the 

theory and we move on, maybe some of the processes change over time and then we go from there.” 

 

Ratified Answer: “It's impossible to think about just from one perspective, either academic or practical because, 

in my opinion, in order to understand really well the practice of hospitality/tourism organizations you have to 

also look through both from a theoretical lens and a practical one at the processes that take place and how the 
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stakeholders appropriate value in these kinds of settings. In my opinion, we should blend the two views, take 

the theoretical approach, understand what a theory purports and how it predicts relationships, and then try to 

see if the theory matches with the practical reality. If not, then we have a new discovery, if it does then, yes, 

we confirm the theory and we move on, or maybe some of the processes change over time and then we go 

from there.” 

 

Question: We talked about apps and those are kind of on the consumer side to use it and that would of course 

help the consumer to co-create and create value but is there anything else on the firm side that they would 

actually gain from those apps except the data of course and the analytics? But is there something that will 

actually push the hotels? Why would they want to have these apps for their customers? 

 

Original Answer: “Absolutely, so the primary use for an app, in my opinion, for the hotel would be to drive 

the consumers to book directly, that's the number one reason in my opinion why they should use an app and 

that's the revenue side. So they will obtain more revenue, more direct revenue and most importantly they will 

have a chance to engage the consumers directly without the intermediation of OTAs and stuff like that. Now 

this is an outstanding goal for the hotels and everybody you ask hoteliers, everybody would like to do that, but 

it is very difficult to do that because the market is fragmented especially, the individual market and sometimes 

the consumers are looking for these economic deals, they want the, they kind of know what hotel rooms they 

want, but they want to get those rooms at the price that they want.”  

 

Ratified Answer: “Absolutely, so the primary use for an app, in my opinion, for a hotel would be to drive the 

consumers to book directly – this is the revenue side. So the hotel will obtain more direct revenue, and most 

importantly the hotel will have a chance to engage the consumers directly without the intermediation of OTAs 

or other intermediaries. This is an outstanding goal for the hotels, and while every hotel would like to do that, 

in reality it is very difficult to do it. This is because the market is fragmented (especially the individual markets) 

and sometimes the 
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consumers are looking for economic incentives in hotel deals: they have an idea about the types of rooms that 

they want, but they want to buy those rooms at the price that they want.” 

10.4.7 Barbara Neuhofer: 

 

Answer:  “I think what we have now is a more nuanced and articulated discussion around value co-creation 

and also its simple elements so I think what we have done is, or where we have gone from is a broad discussion 

of what value co-creation is and what are the fundamental premises towards letting us take a more granular 

look at the different dimensions and also exploring those in more depth, so lets say opening each of these 

boxes, of what have we got in terms of what does customer co-creation actually mean, what does each premise 

mean on its own and I think we have developed a wider view then. In addition to that we have also tapped 

more into discussion around technology and the role that technology plays within value co-creation and this is 

where we´re constantly everyone, with Vargo & Lusch included, are making, hopefully, progress and 

contributions.” 

 

Question: And do you find that within the technological implementations when it comes to co-creative practices 

do you think that's a topic that's been studied thoroughly or is it something that still needs work? 

 

Answer: “I would not say that the topic is concluded, far from that actually, I think, we have seen some work 

tapping into the connection between value co-creation and technologies, but it has been theoretical still and 

very basic, so we started with looking at technologies as a resource and whether it is an operand or operant 

resource, and this is a starting point. If you at the field of digital technology per se its one that is rapidly 

expanding, its one that is dynamically and constantly changing so with that and with the new technologies that 

are emerging on the market we actually need to kind of develop the theories and imperialize, so the theories 

and our understanding of it as well as the tools that are constantly entering the market. So its a field in constant 

change and I think it also makes the whole research about value co-creation really interesting and dynamic.” 
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Question: Are you planning to further research that field? What are your plans in your own studies on co-

creation at the moment? 

 

Answer: “I am continuing with other co-authors, working on the field. What I am currently mostly working on 

is essentially putting the experience into the centre of the discourse. I am looking at experience and with that 

the experience co-creation, and then Im seeing human experiences on an offline physical level is it human 

experiences mediated through digital transformation, through digital technologies and what are certain use 

contexts, whether this is the travel field or if this the sharing economy or this is hospitality, its different contexts 

that are then being looked at through this whole value co-creation, but also especially the experience lense.”  

 

Question: You also wrote or co-wrote a few articles about Airbnb. Did Airbnb work with you on those papers 

on did they reach out to you afterwards? Has there been any kind of communication between you guys and the 

firm? 

 

Answer: “No, its always interesting, because we do stuff, we publish things and there is great research, but 

sometimes the connection between academia and the industry is not always there.” 

 

Question: Taking a step back, you were talking about since there has been developments in the service 

dominant logic over a period time there has been research that has been able to look at the more granular 

level of how co-creation or value co-creation takes place. Do you believe that the academic field or even going 

on a managerial side that people really understand what co-creation is? One of the issues that we had when 

doing some of the research is the fact is that there is still some researchers that don't really understand what 

co-creation is. They will use the word but they don't really understand the implications of it. Do you feel that 

that is something you see? 

 

Answer: “That's actually one of those areas that I think is currently critical.” 
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-- 

Answer: “It has almost hit more of the mainstream academia and its being used almost as a buzzword, so a lot 

of academics, I must say critically, for our own people, that sometimes that word co-creation is just used as it 

but it is not contextualized in a way that's theoretical grounding so people sometimes do not use it in its full 

definition but just more as a buzzword” 

 

Question: When we read the service dominant logic by Vargo and Lusch we find we have a good enough 

understanding of what's going on. Do you think there had to be greater conceptual studies that has to be done 

on co-creation, so people can actually understand whats going on, or is it just a thing where people are 

ignorant of the fact and just try to throw it in as a buzzword? 

 

Answer: “Well the academic usually do their homework” 

-- 

Answer: “I think there has been done fabolous groundwork and conceptual work so I dont think thats the issue” 

 

Question: Could you maybe sum up one, two, three, a few points that you think that are, that should be in the 

future studied more? Preferably about tourism as well if you can add that somehow in 

 

Answer: “One area that deserves more attention still, although there has been made some progress is value co-

creation and the role of, essentially, smart technologies, and value co-creation within the service ecosystem in 

relation to SMART tourism destinations, I think this is one of the key areas that is getting more attention at the 

moment, but requires much more work because we have on the one side the value co-creation theory and on 

the other side we have got the idea that we are now industry and academia, are moving towards a SMART 

destinations. The challenge in the question is how we cna combine those and we look at the service ecosystem 

within the destination from a value co-creation perspective, how can we tie in all the different actors, how can 

we tie in the resources, whether its people or technologies and how can we create value through that.” 
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-- 

Answer: “What is also missing in this discourse is the SMART tourists, him or herself, so the human, its about 

the human experience at the centre, the human who undergoes, or for example who goes through a SMART 

tourism destination, so the actor, so more of an actor perspective, of what are actually the experiences around 

different actors and different stakeholders and also more from a meta-level in sense of, yes we acknowledge 

that there is multiple actors, but actually looking at the distinct experiences and prerequisites that need to be 

in place for experiences to happen and value to be co-created among different actors.” 

-- 

Answer: “Sharing economy is still a major topic and also with the advent of different new platforms also in 

tourism, there will be more to look at the specificities of tourism and sharing economy and value co-creation 

so we also need to explore more in that area. One area that I am currently working on is the sharing economy 

and the aviation sector for tourism, so its something very new that we are tackling.” 

-- 

Answer: “The air and aviation sector could be one huge game-changer as well for tourism” 

-- 

Answer: “And also the willingness to pay for premium services is one interesting area”  

10.4.8 Gareth Shaw 

 

Question: When asked how you came to pursue the area of co-creation. 

 

Answer: “Then we noticed, and this is probably straight onto your second question about the gaps, and I´m 

sure maybe you have identified this gap as well. Because we then started to find very few empirical pieces of 

work, you could actually point to. There is a lot of theory being produced, but not a great deal of empiricism.” 
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Question: We wanted to know if your views on co-creation have changed over time since these developments 

of the service dominant logic has evolved? 

 

Answer: “I think it has in two ways. One thing that cited in the chapter, was the lack of very good and detailed 

empirical evidence to support the ideas that were interested in, or I was interested in. And secondly the fact 

that, you have a direction aiming for particular in tourism and the hospitality industry was through Big Data, 

and the link with Big Data. So, co-creation and this might be where you disagree with me, co-creation is now 

being seen as actually picking up material from TripAdvisor or wherever and look at the use of people in that 

context. So what empirical work, in my opinion, is starting to come out is focused in that one area of using Big 

Data, and interpreting co-creation in that context.” 

 

Question: Of course you look specifically at how co-creation could be used for open innovation specifically 

within the hotel industry. Do you find that that is something that has been written about extensively now, or do 

you still feel that co-creation could be used in that area to a greater extent?  

 

Answer: “I think there is more to be done in that area, by moving the focus around to looking at innovation as 

a concept. Because if you look at it, there is a lot of earlier work before SD logic came into tourism more 

prominently, of people trying to look at innovations in tourism and how they were operating.” 

-- 

Answer: “When we started to look at SMEs and innovation we then strayed away from SD logic into the 

notions of knowledge transfer and knowledge absorption, and how SMEs absorb knowledge and how do they 

decide what knowledge to absorb.”  

 

Question: Of course you have said that there is some gaps empirically, that there needs to be more research 

that takes an empirical approach, would you say that the conceptual side of co-creation has been delved into 

enough so people understand what co-creation is? It can mean academics or practitioners as well? 
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Answer: “I don't think practitioners do. About the same time when we started to discover SD logic and start 

working on it, we gave a talk in London to a group of stakeholders, large tour operators, and hoteliers, about 

innovation in tourism, in the tourism industry. The people who came to that session, they had all checked in 

the dictionary what innovation meant. So these people did not have that concept of innovation.” 

-- 

Answer: “So I think there is more to be done in terms of looking at the concepts around innovation and what 

would people mean and academic means. They are very clear what we mean by it innovation. …. The industry 

or the stakeholders don't appreciate and don't see it in that kind of way.” 

 

Question: What I would like to know how do academics then make practitioners understand, is it through more 

research? Or is it still too complicated for practitioners to understand actually? 

 

Answer: “I think it is the understanding of it. I think also that they are too close to it, to understand it, in the 

sense that some of these innovations are small but significant for the company or the organization but because 

they are dealing with it in a kind of closeness they don't tend to appreciate the knowledge they have. They are 

too close to what they are doing that they can't stand back.”  

-- 

Answer: “Tourism has never appreciated high value qualifications generally. Unless they want a revenue 

manager, unless they want someone with those kind of technical skills, they don't appreciate the value of 

having graduates in their organisation to a large extent. That's about UK tourism.” 

 

Question: Not trying to go into our results too much, but do you feel there is any kind of geographical bias 

when it comes to research with regards to co-creation? Is there a plethora of research that is coming out of a 

certain area in the world rather than others? 
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Answer: “This is with China. Because they have tapped into Big Data very quickly, so if you look at the ideas 

coming out with people using that as a source material a lot of Chinese academics are publishing in that area, 

so I think there is less so of an interest in this country.”  

-- 

Answer: “There have been some interesting studies in Spain and little pockets across Europe, but I think as a 

general trend, if you look at the journals you are picking up, more Chinese, either Chinese working in mainland 

China or Chinese working in America. You see the trend and the journals are dictating it because they want 

Chinese authors in the journals. So the increase in trend is by having a Chinese author and an American author 

and so on, to get in the top journals. So there is a lot of strategy going on in that context.” 

 

10.4.9 Ulrika Åkerlund: 

 

Question: When talking about your paper and your thoughts going forward 

 

Answer: “Since much of the critique afterwards was that this [engagement of tourists] had not happened, I 

started to think about again the discourses of co-creation so what kinds of goals and visions had been promoted 

by the event organizers and what the difference in understanding of what the goals of co-creation actually 

would be.” 

-- 

Answer: “I would like to study the aspirations of how this concept of co-creation is understood differently 

among different actors. So if you take for instance actors who want to enhance tourism as something that is 

beneficial for economic growth, you think of co-creation as something that would go into tourism marketing 

and increasing the economic importance of tourism and so on, whereas amongst smaller local actors and mainly 

within the cultural scene, they are looking at co-creation as something that would be beneficial for them as 

local actors and strengthening their opportunities and strengthening their power and possibilities to do what 
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they want to do. And that is not necessarily in line with the general tourism as a growth machine goals of the 

bigger institutions. So that kind of mismatch in expectations is something that I would like to pursue when it 

comes to co-creation. “ 

 

Question: When we have read a lot of the papers we realized that co-creation is consistently written about in 

a positive manner, but there is not a lot of literature on the ways co-creation can maybe be negative activity. 

Is that in any way tied in or was it just purely the organizers that weren't able to comprehend the ways that 

they were supposed to target their local actors? 

 

Answer: “That the feeling also that I had when I was reading up literature back then that the concept of co-

creation is quite uncriticized. I'm not thinking that co-creation is a bad idea, I'm just thinking that its way too 

complex, or its much more complex than most actors who used it, think it is, which is not common of course. 

Practitioners tend to use concepts quite lightly. But, I think it's much more the thing that they didn't understand 

the complexity and they didn't understand that other actors have differing views and different understandings 

of what co-creation could be.”  

-- 

Answer: “So, the project leaders they had good intentions and they thought that, that their understanding of 

the opportunities of the European Capital of Culture as something that would boost the local economy and 

something that would create growth and that means economic growth, so they thought that's the goal for 

everybody, and they didn't really understand that among the local cultural actors economic growth might not 

be an issue. So what they want was softer values.”  

-- 

Answer: “It's much more about creativity as a tool for economic growth rather than creativity as a tool for 

developing culture as something that has value in itself.”  
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10.5 Appendix 5:  Email Interview Responses  

In Alphabetical Order by Last Name: 

10.5.1 Juan Jose Blasquez-Resino 

 

Question: What led you to pursue the topic of co-creation? 

 

Answer: “During the development of my doctoral thesis. To establish the current marketing situation, I decided 

to develop a first chapter on the history of marketing. During this period I "stumbled" with the paper of Vargo 

and Lusch 2004 in Journal of Marketing "Evolving to a New Dominant Logic for Marketing". In this work is 

made clearly establishes co-creation as one of the fundamental elements of its theoretical approach. The 

approach attracted me a lot and I decided to approach the premises of the Service Dominant Logic to Tourism, 

since it is a sector where the SDL fits perfectly.” 

 

Question: Has your views on the applications of the concept changed since you started researching the topic? 

 

Answer: “Truly, before developing my Thesis I did not have knowledge about the concept of co-creation, so I 

studied it as I progressed in the development of my work. It is undoubtedly a very interesting concept that 

allows exchanges to be explained from a holistic perspective and applicable to any market situation.” 

 

Question: From your own experience, what research is lacking within the field? 

 

Answer: “Studies that allow organizations a true approach and practical application in their commercial and 

organizational activities. During a congress I had the opportunity to discuss this with Professor Vargo. 

However, I could perceive that their works focused more on the theoretical development of their Logic. 

Currently there are not many jobs that try to develop tools for measuring and analyzing the different concepts 
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of SDL, including co-creation. In my 2015 work "Service-Dominant Logic in tourism: the way to loyalty" I 

try for the first time to establish an approximation to the measurements of the different elements. However, I 

consider it important to advance and deepen in this regard.” 

10.5.2 Yukari Higuchi 

 

Question: What led you to pursue the topic of co-creation? 

 

Answer:  “The background that I got interested in researching the co-creation between practitioners and 

academic researchers resulted from the fact that I had developed a long career in the business field before re-

entering to the academic environment. After working twenty years in the international logistics and the 

advertising industries in Japan and Hong Kong, I attended the Master of Science Program at the School of 

Natural Resources and Environment, the University of Michigan in the US, majoring the Environmental Justice 

course. Subsequently, after coming back to Japan, I entered the 

doctoral course at the Graduate School of Environmental Science (GSES), Hokkaido University, and, since 

then, my research focus has been the sustainability in tourism development.” 

 

Answer: “Because I had gained substantial practical experience in the business settings before re-entering the 

academic environment, I was apt to automatically pay my attention to the usability of scientific knowledge. 

While receiving advanced training to be an expert in analyzing, criticizing, and putting forward new ideas, I 

couldn’t help but always think how to transfer scientific knowledge to practitioners. Through the field research, 

I learned that, to improve the usability of scientific knowledge, academic researchers are required to listen to 

and collect as many voices of practitioners as possible. In addition, since a leading group of GSES endeavored 

to participate in co-creational practices with the organizations outside the campus, I often had an opportunity 

to witness that co-creation could foster knowledge-sharing and trust-building between practitioners and 

academic researchers. This was also one of the motivators for me to pursue the topic of co-creation.” 
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Answer: “In summary, since I had originally been a business-person, I clearly perceived that there was 

a barrier between practitioners and academic researchers, and thus focused on searching for 

a barrier-eliminating attitude from the early stage of my research activity.” 

 

Question: Has your views on the applications of the concept changed since you started researching the topic? 

 

Answer: “My views on the effectiveness of co-creation still remain the same as the argument that I 

made in detail in my paper (Higuchi and Yamanaka, 2017: Knowledge sharing between 

academic researchers and tourism practitioners: a Japanese study of the practical value of 

embeddedness, trust and co-creation).” 

 

Question: From your own experience, what research is lacking within the field? 

 

Answer: “There are many papers that study knowledge management/transfer in tourism. However, the few 

studies that have empirically examined the relationship between innovation and knowledge transfer, have not 

focused on universities because they were not important sources of knowledge for tourism practitioners 

(Thomas, 2012; Aldebert et al., 2011; Weidenfeld et al., 2010). As Lane (2009) laments, there is the lack of 

partnership between university researchers and tourism practitioners in sustainable tourism development. He 

mentions that, looking at the researchers, many of them have kept being outsiders, not understanding the 

pressures and the drivers within the tourism industry and not searching for the way to collaborate with the 

industry (Lane, 2009). On the other hand, however, 

universities are expected to play a growing role in supporting the development and innovation of tourism 

businesses, as governments attach great importance to knowledge transfer towards the knowledge economy 

(Yusuf, 2008). Therefore, the barrier-overcoming process including co-creation urgently needs to be 

thoroughly explored through more empirical work (Shaw & Williams, 2009) in order to secure benefits 

accruable from the linkages between universities and the tourism industry.” 
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10.5.3 Maria Leticia Santos-Vijande 

 

Question: What led you to pursue the topic of co-creation? 

 

Answer: “Two factors: 

First, my former experience in the innovation research field, i.e., I obtained my PhD with a thesis on marketing 

and innovation practices in high tech firms and, since then, I have kept interest in how firms implement and 

design the innovation processes and what are the main drivers of innovation success. Co-creation, undoubtedly 

has many risks, but it also offers a great potential for the innovation internal (within the organization) and 

market success. 

Second, I am very fond of the RBV of the firm theory, in my opinion competitiveness relays heavily on firm's 

abilities and knowledge, far beyond any other factors. In this line of reasoning, the SD-L perspective also 

underlines the need to integrate and take advantage of any source of knowledge and skills available to the firm. 

This means that, adopting an internal perspective, you need to value and incorporate your employees 

experience, tacit knowledge and creativity (not only your R&D department) to the innovation processes, and 

that, moreover, you also need to approach your environment from an open ecosystem perspective, valuing the 

collaboration with external agents such as providers, clients, competitors. From this perspective, innovation 

co-creation (internal and external) arises naturally.” 

  

Question: Has your views on the applications of the concept changed since you started 

researching the topic? 

 

Answer: “Not really. In my opinion we are now more aware of the intrinsic difficulties associated to innovation 

co-creation, but it undoubtedly constitutes an essential innovation practice in a hyper-connected society where 

knowledge is rapidly disseminated and customers are increasingly empowered.” 
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Question: From your own experience, what research is lacking within the field? 

 

Answer: “Let me say that researchers  do not usually reveal their future research lines in an attempt to preserve 

the originality of their next contributions. 

After reading hundreds of  papers during my life, and arrive eagerly to the future research lines section, I have 

been disappointed in many cases 

However, find below the topic of our, hopefully, forthcoming papers: 

1. Key organizational capabilities for innovation co-creation, namely, culture, ambidexterity, learning, risk 

management, ... 

2. Key leadership capabilities in top managers to drive co-creation processes. 

3. Key features of the co-creation process design to drive success: communication,  frequency of interactions, 

formalization,... 

4. More advisable characteristics in the co-creation partner to favor innovation success: experience, partner 

match, trust …” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



135 

10.6 Appendix 6: Development of the SDL  

(Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p.8) 

 

 

 


