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Abstract 

By putting virtual products in the hand of consumers, augmented reality (AR) creates 

interesting opportunities for consumers to co-construct product and service experiences on 

demand in a specific context of time and space. While past research has studied consumers’ 

adoption of AR, little is known about how value is created in AR-mediated online service 

experiences from a consumer perspective. This thesis qualitatively addresses this research gap 

using a combination of participant observation and interviews to uncover how value is created 

and understood by users of shopping-oriented AR mobile applications from a service-

dominant perspective. An empirical study was conducted examining two AR mobile 

applications, IKEA Place and Sephora Virtual Artist, with some of Generation Y as the sample. 

The results indicate that value can be simultaneously co-created and co-destroyed in 

consumers’ interactions with the branded AR application. As a medium, AR is well-suited for 

creating engaging consumer-provider interactions and supporting consumers’ information-

processing by embedding information into their personally-relevant surroundings. Conversely, 

a lack of perceived realism and control over the service experience as a consequence of 

registration errors or faulty augmentation were triggers of value co-destruction. The findings 

further support the idea that value is contextually and individually determined and results from 

consumers’ accumulated experiences of functional and emotional service outcomes during 

usage. Consequently, firms cannot deliver valuable experiences to passive consumers but can 

only facilitate consumers’ co-creation of such value by providing resources in the form of 

service.  
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1. Introduction 

A general introduction to the topic will be given in the initial part of this thesis. Background knowledge about the 

augmented reality phenomenon will be established followed by the problem statement. At last, the delimitation and 

contributions of this research will be presented.  

 

1.1 Background 

With the rapid advancements in digital technologies in the last decade, augmented reality (AR) is 

becoming increasingly conspicuous in our daily life (Javornik, 2016). While the definition of AR is 

still in its formation stage, it is generally agreed that AR presents a new trending technology that 

superimposes digital information onto the physical world (ibid.). Successful mobile applications 

utilizing AR, such as Pokémon GO, Snapchat, and Instagram, which registers more than 1 billion active 

users (Statista, 2020), have attracted wide attention from researchers and practitioners alike. As AR 

is expected to “play a fundamental role in the online journey” (Silva, 2020; Appendix 4), marketers 

worldwide have started to recognize the potential of AR for marketing purposes (Javornik, 2016). 

Companies as diverse as L’Oréal, IKEA and Ray-Ban are investing heavily in the development of 

new AR applications (Caboni & Hagberg, 2019) to get a head start on what Facebook CEO Mark 

Zuckerberg called “the next major computing platform after mobile” (Yasiejko & Frier, 2020). 

Similarly, Business Wire (2018) expects the AR market to reach 60 billion USD by 2023 at a CAGR 

of 40%, and 2,4 billion installed AR mobile bases (Statista, 2020e).  

 

While the field of application for AR is numerous, some of the most prominent application areas 

include marketing and retail (Scholz & Duffy, 2018). The concept of AR in retailing consists of 

mobile and web-based AR solutions that allow consumers to retrieve information in real time by 

layering it over their physical surroundings (Javornik, 2016). Despite AR’s potential for creating 

memorable consumer experiences (ibid.), limited empirical work has addressed consumers’ value 

perception of AR, specifically in a retail context. Hilken et al. (2018:511) thus constitute that more 

research is needed to identify “AR’s overarching value drivers in the context of customer 

experience”. A survey by Digital Bridge (2017) further revealed that consumers remain 

underwhelmed by current AR experiences as initial AR platforms have failed to take full advantage 

of the technology. Accordingly, when designing and providing technology-mediated services, it is 

vital to understand how value emerges for the consumer (Lintula et al., 2018).  
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The service-dominant (SD) logic has come forth as a well-established lens for understanding value 

creation in digital service encounters (Blaschke et al., 2019). It suggests that value is co-created 

with consumers and co-creation determines how consumers experience the service (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2004). Given that AR apps are highly interactive (Javornik, 2016), the SD logic can be more 

appropriate than traditional perspectives in assessing consumers’ perception of value creation in 

AR-mediated online service experiences as the new paradigm places emphasis on the interactions 

between actors involved in the value creation process (Grönroos, 2011). From an SD viewpoint, 

the platform, i.e. the space where the interaction between the firm and its customers takes place, 

thus assumes a new role in the locus of value creation and extraction. Integrating technology with 

co-creation brings forth new opportunities for firms to engage in informational interactions with 

their customers and thus enhance service experiences (Alimany et al., 2018; Neuhofer, 2016). The 

extant research on AR has ignored this phenomenon (Alimany et al., 2018). As AR enables 

consumers to interact with information in real time by overlaying it onto the physical world, it 

addresses the limitations of traditional dialogical platforms such as phones and the Internet (ibid.). 

It is expected that by offering AR applications, companies can create new opportunities for 

consumers to co-construct their experiences on demand in a specific context of time and space, 

thereby providing added value through value-in-use.  

  

1.2 Problem Statement 

To date, little is known about consumers’ perception of value creation in AR-mediated online 

shopping experiences (Hilken et al., 2018), despite value creation constituting one of the primary 

goals of marketing. The importance of value is intrinsically linked to the impact that value 

perceptions have on consumers’ decision-making process (Gummerus, 2013). The fact that AR 

can be implemented on mobile devices makes it more accessible for consumers than e.g. VR (Craig, 

2013), and thus proves advantageous to marketers. Given AR’s potential when combined with 

mobile devices (Craig, 2013.), this study addresses this gap by exploring how value is understood 

by users of shopping-oriented mobile augmented reality (MAR) applications and how value is 

created in this context. Although previous business research has studied the acceptance of AR 

technology and its media characteristics (Javornik, 2016), it has not differentiated the AR value 

creation process from that of other technologies (Hilken et al., 2017). Answers to that would 

expand upon the existing knowledge about consumers’ value perceptions of AR, and as a result, 
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close the gap within the augmented reality field of study. Hence, in summary, this thesis will explore 

the following main research question (RQ) and sub-questions (SQ):  

 

RQ: From a consumer perspective, how, if at all, is value created in AR-enabled experiences, and 

how is this interesting for marketers?  

• SQ1: What role does co-creation play in the value creation process?  

• SQ2: What factors influence perceived value creation? 

 

Adopting a qualitative research stance, the overall goal of this research is to frame the AR 

phenomenon from within the SD logic and to analyze its potential for value co-creation from a 

consumer perspective since co-creation determines how consumers experience the service (Vargo 

& Lusch, 2004). To investigate perceived value creation, this study focuses on consumers’ 

experiences regarding occurrences of resource integration resulting in either value co-creation or 

co-destruction. Exploring AR’s value-diminishing potential ensures a more critical perspective of 

AR as an interactive platform (Neuhofer, 2016).   

 

1.3 Delimitation  

The exploration of the RQ is delimited to examine value creation in MAR-mediated online 

shopping experiences in a Danish context and from the perspective of Danish consumers. 

Although there may be cultural differences with respect to technology acceptance (Yoon, 2009), 

this issue is not investigated. This thesis explores the use of AR on smart devices, i.e. smartphones, 

as a marketing tool. While various applications of AR have been developed, this thesis is restricted 

to explore the potential of AR for companies operating on business-to-consumer models within 

the retail sector. In the scope of this thesis, the term augmented reality is hence limited to concern 

the commercial use of AR technology in a B2C retail context.  

 

Value co-creation in AR-enabled experiences is one of the central themes in this thesis. Thus, when 

mentioning value throughout this research, it is in relation to the functional or emotional use-value 

to the consumer (Sandström et al., 2008). In other words, value refers to value-in-use rather than 

value-in-exchange, as the latter primarily describes monetary exchanges (Medberg, 2016). 
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Moreover, inspired by the extant SD literature (e.g. Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004), this research 

will use the terms consumers and customers interchangeably.  

 

1.4 Contribution  

This thesis investigates the potential of deploying AR as part of a broader service marketing 

strategy as it conceptualizes online shopping as a service experience (Hilken et al., 2017) and AR 

mobile applications as service-based (Dacko, 2016). As authors within the SD literature have 

acknowledged the lack of guidelines on how interactive platforms can facilitate co-creation (Lusch 

& Vargo, 2014; Nambisan & Baron, 2009), exploring the potential of AR as a co-creation platform 

to turn online shopping into a value added experience is of strong managerial need (Hilken et al., 

2017). Ultimately, the interactions taking place on such platforms are expected to enhance 

consumers’ online service experiences and companies’ strategic opportunities thereof (ibid.). Based 

on empirical evidence, this thesis contributes to the augmented reality field of study by  (1) 

shedding light on how value is understood by users of shopping-oriented MAR technology and 

(2) exploring the extent to which value is co-created in this context. As such, it addresses the recent 

call for research on interactive retail technologies (Balaji & Roy, 2017) to drive more innovative 

service strategies (Hilken et al., 2017). Beyond the study’s contribution to the AR field of study 

and co-creation literature, it provides practitioners with an increased understanding of consumers’ 

value perceptions of AR. As such, it may aid marketers pursuing an AR-based service strategy and 

as a result, redefine their interactions with customers at the online organizational frontline (ibid.).  
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2. Case Presentation  

To identify how consumers perceive value creation in AR-enabled service experiences, two case 

studies of two different AR applications are conducted: The geo-layer app, IKEA Place, and the 

virtual try-on app, Sephora Virtual Artist. The former is designed to enhance the space around the 

consumer by placing virtual objects into their surroundings while the latter helps the consumer 

understand how a product may look on them by augmenting the consumer’s self. While the two 

cases differ with regards to their respective industries, i.e. furniture and beauty care, their 

underlying product categories are both highly visual. In this context, AR offers new opportunities 

for firms to provide consumers with personally-relevant information by overlaying it onto their 

physical surroundings. The reasons for adopting the cases are twofold: Firstly, virtual try-on and 

geo-layer apps are commonly adopted in the pre-purchase stage of the customer journey (Hilken 

et al., 2018). Secondly, both applications are utilized as an ongoing marketing process and have 

been developed by well-established companies with the capacity to optimize the technology. It is 

thus expected that participant biases arising from technological bugs are limited to the extent where 

it does not inflict upon the accuracy of the results.  

 

Case Company IKEA  Sephora 

Industry Furniture Beauty Care 

Company Size  433 stores in 52 countries 2600 stores in 34 countries 

Channels Store, web and mobile  Store, web and mobile  

Application IKEA Place Sephora Virtual Artist 

Application Type Geo-layer  Virtual try-on  

System Android, iOS Android, iOS 

Release date  2013 (relaunched in 2017) 2016 

 

Table 1: Overview of case companies. Source: Sephora (2020), IKEA (2020), Statista (2020b, 2020c)  

 

2.1 IKEA  

IKEA is a Swedish multinational furniture retailer founded in 1943 (Ramana et al., 2016). IKEA 

sells mass-market furniture driven by its mission “to create a better everyday life for the many 

people” (ibid.). To be able to afford its customers inexpensive products, IKEA’s business model 
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is focused on keeping costs low (Andie, 2015). A crucial part of its low-cost model is what IKEA 

defines as its “democratic design process” (ibid.): IKEA lowers packaging and storage costs by 

selling ready-to-assemble, flat-pack furniture (ibid.). Through co-locating its warehousing and retail 

space, IKEA further minimizes transportation costs (ibid.). Its warehouse-type stores are best 

known for their one-way layout which encourages customers to discover the entire assortment, 

including 12.000 furniture and home décor items (IKEA, 2020b; Jansson-Boyd, 2018). While 

IKEA only started selling online in 2009, it has built a robust omnichannel strategy in recent years 

(European CEO, 2019). Today, consumers can purchase products in store, via web and mobile 

(ibid.). Thanks to its unique retail concept, IKEA has become an important force in the global 

furniture industry (Jansson-Boyd, 2018). As of 2019, it operates 433 stores in 52 countries and 

generated global revenue of 41,3 billion EUR in the same year, of which the majority comes from 

Europe (Statista, 2020b; Statista, 2020d; Ramana et al., 2016). 

 

2.1.1 AR in the Furniture Industry  

Several furniture retailers, including Danish company Louis Poulsen and e-tailer Bolia, have begun 

implementing AR solutions (Bolia, 2020; Virsabi, 2020). Before adopting AR, some online 

furniture retailers developed 3D product renderings enabling consumers to discover products 

from all sides (Sensov, 2017). Yet, many consumers found it difficult to imagine what products 

would look like in their home (Hilken et al., 2018), and since the furnishing industry deals with 

large, and thus hard-to-return products, physical logistics naturally prevent consumers from “trying 

out” products at home (Sensov, 2017). In this context, AR “allows consumers to get close to 

products without having to visit a store (…) it can bring a product into a real-life scenario to check 

for sizing and aesthetic detail, thereby closing the imagination gap” (Silva, 2020; Appendix 4). 

While the technology is “not really implemented in the furniture and design industry (…) there is 

a very clear and simple value proposition (…) that anybody that wants to buy something which is 

a physical product and which is presenting a piece of design (…) wants to see it in their own house” 

as argued by Jacob Østergaard, CEO of Danish Design AR (Appendix 5). Since the furniture 

category benefits from personalized information, it is the top product category consumers want to 

shop with AR (Centric Digital, 2017).  
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2.1.2 IKEA Place  

The IKEA Place app, which is the successor of IKEA’s Digital Catalogue app, lets consumers 

place true-scale, 3D models of IKEA furniture in their home (Miller, 2019, Appendix 1). The Multi-

placement feature allows consumers to try out several items at a time by visualizing their placement 

in the physical space (ibid.). Users can select items from several categories, including sofas, sofa 

beds, footstools, armchairs, dining tables, desks, outdoor furniture, TV furniture and bathroom 

furniture which they can browse by product category or collection (ibid.). The application further 

enables consumers to find IKEA products that are similar to furniture pieces in their existing space 

by holding the camera over the physical item (ibid.). In this way, it provides personalized product 

recommendations based on the consumer’s existing surroundings. IKEA Place also allows 

discovering Room Sets curated by IKEA experts (ibid.). The feature appears similar to IKEA’s in-

store showrooms by presenting hand-picked furniture that follow a similar style and which can be 

projected into the user’s surroundings (ibid.). The For Your Feed section offers a collection of 

curated items, including new product announcements that can be experienced in AR (ibid.). 

Finally, consumers can create a Wish list of products tried in AR and provide direct feedback via 

the app (ibid.). As of now, IKEA Place users cannot buy products in the app but are redirected to 

IKEA’s website. However, in April 2020, IKEA’s parent company, Ingka Group, acquired AR 

startup Geomagical Labs in hopes of redesigning IKEA’s current AR experience and creating 

access to the platform via full integration into IKEA’s main app and website (Ingka, 2020). By 

allowing consumers to visualize how products will look in their home, the app is well-suited for 

IKEA’s primary target group, i.e. young people and families (Zentes et al., 2007), that are open 

towards experimenting with new technology.  

 

2.2 Sephora 

Founded in 1970, Sephora is a French multinational beauty and cosmetics retailer (Sephora, 2020). 

The company, which is owned by luxury conglomerate LVMH, offers cosmetics, as well as hair- 

and skin care products (ibid.). Sephora features products from more than 300 upper-premium 

brands as well as its private-label Sephora Collection (LVMH, 2020). Although Sephora serves 

primarily as a distribution channel for LVMH’s cosmetic brands, it remains largely separate from 

the conglomerate’s other sectors (CB Insights, 2018). Sephora is best known for its experiential 

approach to retail and open-sale environment that provide an inspiring, customer-led beauty 
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shopping experience (ibid., Dozen, 2015). While Sephora was an early e-commerce player and 

launched its first website in 1999 (DeNisco, 2018), it was a fairly late adopter to mobile and only 

started selling through the platform in 2010 (Abramovich, 2013). Since 2013, Sephora has made 

digital an executive priority by combining its traditional and digital marketing divisions following 

the shift towards omnichannel retailing (CB Insights, 2018). Today, consumers can purchase 

products in store, via web and mobile (Sephora, 2020). The company headquarter in San Francisco 

also houses the digital think tank Sephora Innovation Lab which helps scout new technologies (CB 

Insights, 2018).  

 

Due to the buy-out of Sephora by LVMH in 1997, Sephora’s revenue is not disclosed publicly 

(DeNisco, 2018; Forbes, 2018). However, revenue was estimated at six billion USD in 2018 of 

which 920 million USD were derived from online sales on the retailer’s website, sephora.com 

(Statista, 2020c). Nearly 85% of Sephora’s online sales are generated in the US, thus making the 

North American market, which Sephora entered in 1998, its most important market (ibid.; 

Sephora, 2020). With backing from LVMH, Sephora has been able to expand rapidly (LVMH, 

2019). As an industry leader in beauty, Sephora operates more than 2600 stores in 34 countries 

(Sephora, 2020). In 2013, it held 27% of the beauty retail market in France, 12% in the US and 

15% in China (Bloomberg, 2013).  

 

2.2.1 AR in the Beauty Care Industry  

While online purchasing of cosmetics has increased in recent years, it falls short of the levels 

witnessed in other retail types because of how visual the cosmetics category is (Kestenbaum, 2019). 

As the ability to physically sample products is a critical part of the customer journey, the bulk of 

cosmetics is still bought in store (ibid.). The problem of product discovery thus presents a 

substantial challenge for online beauty retail (Metz, 2019). In this context, AR applications have 

the potential to meet consumers’ needs for testing by allowing them to virtually try on products 

from the comfort of their home (ibid.). Meanwhile, millennials have shown to be less brand loyal 

and more open to experimentation with regards to cosmetics (Facebook, 2016). Using AR, 

consumers can virtually test hundreds of shades without having to physically apply and remove 

testers (Metz, 2019). As such, it allows time-poor consumers to experiment with different looks at 

their convenience compared to lengthy, in-store makeovers (ibid.). While few studies have been 
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able to empirically verify the impact of AR on beauty retailer’s bottom line, the Boston Consulting 

Group found online conversion rates to increase between five to ten percentage points if 

consumers can test products virtually using AR (Willersdorf et al., 2019).  

 

2.2.2 Sephora Virtual Artist  

Sephora launched the AR Virtual Artist feature as part of its application Sephora-To-Go in 2016 

(DeNisco, 2018). The AR technology was developed together with beauty tech company 

ModiFace which was acquired by L’Oréal in 2018 (DeNisco, 2018; Yue, 2019). ModiFace has also 

partnered with other major beauty brands, including MAC Cosmetics and Estée Lauder (Yue, 

2019). Sephora’s Virtual Artist includes more than 20.000 products sold at Sephora from numerous 

brands (DeNisco, 2018). Unlike other beauty apps, the Virtual Artist allows consumers to interact 

with the 3D digital make-up in real-time rather than superimposing the digital content on a 2D 

image uploaded by the consumer (ibid.).  

 

The Virtual Artist includes a number of features that allow consumers to virtually try out products 

on their face (Appendix 2): The Product Try-On section offers virtual make-up from diverse 

categories such as lips, eyeshadows, eyeliner, eyelashes, cheeks, highlighters, contouring sets and 

blushes (Sephora Virtual Artist, 2020). Consumers can further pick make-up combinations created 

by Sephora experts within its Looks section and learn new make-up techniques in step-by-step 

Virtual Tutorials customized to the individual’s face using AR and facial recognition technology 

(ibid.). Additionally, consumers can snap a photo of their outfit to find the shade that matches 

their look and virtually try-on products suggested in the Color Match section (ibid.). Finally, the 

Swatch Me feature allows arm swatching hundreds of eyeshadow palettes (ibid.). Once tested, 

consumers can purchase products directly on the app or share their looks via email or messenger 

(ibid.). The introduction of Sephora’s AR feature has shown to be a good fit for the retailer’s main 

customer segment, i.e. young, affluent and urban shoppers (Forbes, 2018). Since its launch, the 

application recorded more than 8.5 million visits and 200 million shades tested, signifying 

consumers’ willingness to engage with the medium (DeNisco, 2018). 
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3.Literature Review  

This section introduces the idea of AR and defines what is meant by the term ‘augmented reality’ in the context of 

this thesis. After an introduction to the AR phenomenon, research conducted in the field of AR marketing is 

reviewed with a focus on shopping-oriented AR, to which this study seeks to contribute.  

 

3.1 Augmented Reality 

With the increasing ubiquity of smartphones, “interest in, and the usage of interactive augmented 

reality technology is rapidly increasing” (Watson et al., 2018:451). Successful AR mobile 

applications, such as Pokémon GO, Snapchat and Instagram, empirically confirm consumers’ 

willingness to engage with AR, despite not always being aware of the technology or concept itself 

(Seitz, 2016). With AR shifting to the commercial realm, some retailers have started to launch AR 

mobile applications in hopes of creating memorable consumer experiences (Watson et al., 2018). 

While AR is expected to become part of our daily mobile experiences, our understanding of how 

value is created in this context is still relatively under-researched (Hilken et al., 2018). This thesis 

thus seeks to contribute to the AR field of study by providing empirical evidence on how value is 

created in AR-mediated experiences.  

 

3.1.1 The Reality-Virtuality Continuum  

The term augmented reality is sometimes wrongly confused with the concept of virtual reality (VR) 

and mixed reality (MR) as classified by Milgram and Kishino’s (1994) “Reality-Virtuality 

Continuum”. The authors’ taxonomy ranges from real to virtual environments at the extremes of 

the continuum. Real environments (RE), which encompass reality itself, are constructed by real 

objects, whereas virtual environments (VE) present entirely computer-generated environments that 

are not limited by the laws of physics that govern reality (Flavián et al., 2019). VR can be classified 

within VE as it presents an entirely synthetic environment where users can interact with virtual 

objects (ibid.). According to Milgram and Kishino (1994), the existing realities between these 

extremes, i.e. everything that mixes real and virtual, constitute MR environments. Within MR, the 

authors identify two sub-categories: Augmented reality (AR), which augments the real world with 

virtual objects and augmented virtuality (AV), which augments the virtual world with real-world 

objects (Flavián et al., 2019). While the terms AR and MR are often used interchangeably (ibid.), it 

is important to clearly delineate the terminology since not all MR systems are AR (Craig, 2013). 
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Similarly, while both AR and VR constitute technology-mediated realities and have the ability to 

enrich the shopping experience, they differ in one important dimension; that is, the extent to which 

they utilize the user’s physical surroundings. While VR inhibits the user from sensing the physical 

environment, AR enhances the user’s physical reality, thus making the real world a primary 

component of AR (Flavián et al., 2019). As such, AR is more appropriate for retailing purposes as 

it allows the consumer to test products in a real-world context (Caboni & Hagberg, 2019).  

 

 

Figure 1: Reality-virtuality continuum. Source: Own construction based on Milgram and Kishino (1994)  

 

While Milgram and Kishino’s (1994) classification has been widely adopted by the AR/VR research 

community, other taxonomies have extended on the continuum (Flavián, 2019). Newer 

categorizations, however, show limitations as some added dimensions are not applied in current 

technologies (ibid.).  

 

3.1.2 Definition and Attributes 

While Milgram and Kishino’s (1994) reality-virtuality continuum has helped to establish the 

boundaries among different realities, the term augmented reality continues to be used very broadly in 

the literature, often including a wide array of technologies (Craig, 2013). Even so, all definitions 

found in the AR literature conclude that AR is a technology that superimposes virtual elements 

over real environments, thus blending reality and virtuality (Watson et al., 2018). While 

superimposed virtual elements can pertain to any of the user’s senses, i.e. augment the user’s smell, 

taste or touch (Craig, 2013), most enhancements are visual involving textual content, videos and 

images situated between the user and their physical environment (Javornik, 2016). Azuma et al. 

(2001) introduced the first definition of AR by highlighting the elements that distinguish AR from 

other technologies and media. According to the authors, any AR technology has to (a) blend real 
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and virtual objects in a physical environment (b) be interactive in real time, and (c) display 

registration in three dimensions (Azuma et al., 2001). The first characteristic highlights that AR 

enables users to interact with virtual elements in their real surroundings (Craig, 2013). The second 

point underlines the importance of interactivity, whereby the degree of interaction varies from 

simply changing perspective to actively manipulating the virtual objects (ibid.). Finally, it highlights 

the importance of precise spatial and temporal alignment in delivering a seamless AR experience, 

i.e. time lags should be minimized, and the user’s perspective of the virtual objects must change as 

his physical viewpoint changes (ibid.). Building on Azuma et al.’s (2001) definition, several scholars 

have attempted to define AR, as summarized in Table 2. The majority of authors emphasizes AR’s 

technological aspects, including Olsson et al. (2013) and Watson et al. (2018). Others focus on 

AR’s ability to enhance the user experience, e.g. Scholz and Duffy (2018) and Javornik (2016).  

 

Authors Definition 

Azuma et al. (2001:34) System that supplements the real world with virtual objects. Any AR 

system has the following characteristics: 1. Combines real and virtual 

objects 2. Runs interactively in real time 3. Registers real and virtual 

objects with each other. 

Olsson et al. (2013:288)  AR is a technique that combines real and computer-generated digital 

information into the user’s view of the physical real world in such a 

way that they appear as one environment.  

Watson et al. (2018:451) AR layers virtual elements over physical environments, and blends 

virtual worlds with reality.  

Scholz & Duffy (2018:11)  AR seems to be an ideal technology for forging deeper relationships, 

as it fuses and entangles branded content with consumers’ own 

environments and bodies.  

Javornik (2016:252)  AR is an interactive technology that modifies physical surroundings 

with superimposed virtual elements. The user can add textual 

information, images, videos or other virtual items to the person’s 

viewing of the physical environment. 

 

Table 2: Definitions of AR. Source: Own construction 
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3.1.3 Development of Augmented Reality  

While some of the first forms of AR originated in 1950s cinematography, AR did not gain 

momentum within computer science until the 1990s, and thus became more widespread (Javornik, 

2016). The term itself was coined by scientists Tom Caudell and David Mizell in the 1990s who 

designed a head-mounted digital display facilitating the work of Boeing’s aeronautical workers 

(ibid.). While initial applications were designed for military, industrial and medical purposes (ibid.), 

the technology’s increasing portability as well as the shift to digitalization sped up the development 

of AR and enabled AR usage to extend beyond niche industries (ibid.). Today, a number of retailers 

in beauty (Sephora), apparel (Ray-Ban), toys (LEGO) and furniture (IKEA) have introduced AR 

solutions to enhance their customers’ shopping experience (Caboni & Hagberg, 2019). Existing 

AR applications can be distinguished based on the type of hardware they use (smart device, fixed 

screen, wearable) (Makarov, 2019; Javornik, 2016b).  

 

Web-based AR solutions (desktop) and AR on smart devices (smartphone, tablet) are often used 

by companies to enhance the online shopping experience (Caboni & Hagberg, 2019). Mobile AR 

solutions differ with regards to their features (virtual try-on and geo-layer) (Javornik, 2016; Scholz 

& Smith, 2016). Geo-layer applications make use of the device’s location-based sensor and camera 

to generate 3D data points and enhance the space around the user with virtual objects, thereby 

enabling users to “try out” products while virtual mirrors scan and track the user’s bodily 

movements to allow for virtual “try-ons” (Smith & Scholz, 2016). Browser-based experiences 

leverage on the same features as mobile applications, e.g. virtual try-ons, however, without the 

hassle of installing software directly onto the phone (Makarov, 2019). As argued by Bang & 

Olufsen’s Global Experience Manager, Simon Silva, the development of web-based AR formats is 

likely to drive consumers’ adoption of AR, as downloading large AR apps has hindered consumers 

from engaging with the technology (Appendix 4). Moreover, Jacob Østergaard, CEO of Danish 

Design AR, argues that “the [current] adoption is limited due to the limited amount of phones that 

can run [the technology]” (Appendix 5). While web- and mobile-based AR can provide online 

shoppers with more context-sensitive information, fixed screen AR solutions are most commonly 

used to provide interactive and customized information at the point of sale, e.g. by enabling 

consumers to experience virtual facial make-up (Hilken et al., 2018).  
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Wearable devices enable an even closer association with the user (Makarov, 2019). Virtual 

annotations, i.e. smart glasses, such as the Google Glass and head-mounted gears, including the 

Microsoft HoloLens, are built to deliver an immersive, first-person experience by scanning the 

user’s environment and embedding digital content into their surroundings (ibid.). Yet, due to 

limited access to wearable computing devices, AR wearables are rarely used in marketing (Javornik, 

2016). Despite being honored as one of the best inventions of 2012 by Time Magazine, the Google 

Glass project was suspended in 2015, given the device’s high price and unprepared eco-system for 

third-party applications (McCracken, 2013; Makarov, 2019). Moreover, concerns about personal 

and data privacy have posed challenges to the wider adoption of the aforementioned technologies 

(Javornik, 2016). Nevertheless, the 2020s may see a breakthrough in AR thanks to the commercial 

support from social tech giant Facebook (Feuer, 2020). The breadth of Facebook’s patent growth 

in the optical elements category marked a nearly six-fold jump in 2019, indicating the company’s 

commitment to AR, which Zuckerberg described as “the next major computing platform after 

mobile” (Yasiejko & Frier, 2020).  

 

3.2 AR Marketing  

3.2.1 AR Advertising and Shopping-oriented AR 

Given that AR technology has only recently becoming widely accessible, “[AR] literature is nascent, 

although growing rapidly” (Watson et al., 2018:450). Generally, AR applications within the 

marketing function can be divided into AR advertising and shopping-oriented AR solutions. The 

possibility to retrieve additional information beyond physical ads was first exploited through QR 

codes (Marquis, 2012). While being vastly used across marketing activities, QR images often failed 

to understand the consumer’s value perspective in this context (ibid.) More recently, AR 

hypermedia ads, which enable the user to augment objects presented in printed materials using a 

mobile device, have gained in popularity (Scholz & Smith, 2016). As has been shown by 

Yaoyueneyong et al. (2016), AR hypermedia ads perform better than traditional and QR 

advertisements as they result in higher perceptions of informativeness, effectiveness and novelty. 

Besides, Bogus Windows installations (e.g. Pepsi’s bus shelter campaign augmenting a live street 

scene), that augment the space in the view of the user via fixed screen displays, are frequently used 

for entertaining purpose, and thus well-suited for delivering brand messages (Scholz & Smith, 

2016). 
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Finally, shopping-oriented AR solutions are utilized as an ongoing marketing process. By 

augmenting the consumer’s physical surroundings or consumer’s self, shopping-oriented AR 

applications provide “customers with the means of direct examination of offerings within a 

personally-relevant context” (Hilken et al., 2018:313). As such, they prove advantageous when 

compared to “traditional electronic commerce [which] is limited, because it cannot provide enough 

direct information about products to online consumers”(Lu and Smith (2007:643). Consequently, 

AR solutions have the potential to “speed up customer decision-making and (…) be used as a PR 

tool to create brand awareness”, thus making it useful in the consideration stage of the customer 

journey, according to Global Retail Experience Manager, Simon Silva (Appendix 4). Yet, “the 

biggest hassle is that companies have not understood how [the technology] is working” 

(Østergaard, 2020; Appendix 5). Since shopping-oriented AR plays an increasingly important role 

in retailing (Hilken et al., 2018), this study investigates consumers’ perceptions of value creation in 

the context of shopping-oriented mobile AR applications.  

 

3.2.2 AR in Marketing Research  

To date, four main streams of AR research have emerged in the marketing literature: Initial 

research focused on consumers’ acceptance of AR technology (Rese et al., 2014; Huang & Liu, 

2014) as well as its media characteristics (Javornik, 2016; Poushneh & Vasquez-Parraga, 2017). 

Further research has investigated consumers’ behavior in relation to AR (Javornik, 2016b; Olsson 

et al., 2013), also from an experiential marketing perspective (Bulearca & Tamarjan, 2010; Dacko, 

2016). Research on consumers’ adoption of AR technology has often been survey-based (Huang 

& Liu, 2014; Rese et al., 2014) and conducted using traditional technology acceptance models (Rese 

et al., 2014). Within this research stream, perceived usefulness and perceived enjoyment have been 

identified as the most critical factors of AR adoption (ibid.; Hilken et al., 2018). Olsson and Salo 

(2012) further suggest that the novelty associated with the technology has a substantial impact on 

consumers’ adoption of AR, as it generates positive amazement and interest.  

 

More recent research has focused on the AR user experience, often using a quasi-experimental or 

experimental research design (Hilken et al., 2017; Javornik, 2016b). Among others, Hilken et al. 

(2017) argue that the realism associated with the AR experience is an important driver for 

consumer value perceptions. AR applications need to offer a high level of precision to deliver 
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enriching experiences (Olsson et al., 2013): A glitch in registration will usually negatively influence 

consumers’ feeling of naturalness (ibid.). The misalignment of real and virtual elements also makes 

it more difficult for consumers to integrate the information into their surroundings (Hilken et al., 

2017.). Javornik (2016b) further points to the concept of immersion and flow which is closely 

intertwined with the concept of registration. According to the author, the feeling of immersion 

increases the more users are able to interact with visual- and auditory-based mediums resulting in 

more pleasurable user experiences.  

 

Consumers’ post-evaluation behavior is another central theme within the experiential marketing 

perspective. Olsson and Salo (2012), for instance, studied the factors underlying consumers’ 

satisfaction in AR. According to the authors, consumers’ satisfaction depends on their sense of 

empowerment and control resulting from new opportunities and tools to find and use information. 

Moreover, the level of embeddedness of the information in the consumer’s personal environment 

contributes to their satisfaction with the experience (Olsson et al., 2013; Hilken et al., 2017). While 

Olsson and Salo (2012) find that AR produces both hedonic and utilitarian value, Dacko (2016) 

argues that that utilitarian outcomes, e.g. efficiency, are more prominent in users’ view of the 

service experience than hedonic value, e.g. entertainment. Consumer traits, e.g. hedonic shopping 

motivation, also appear to impact consumers’ affective and behavioral responses to AR (Watson 

et al., 2018), and Poushneh and Vasquez-Parraga (2017)’s study alludes to the positive effect of 

AR’s hedonic quality on consumer satisfaction. Other authors have focused on the impact of AR 

on consumers’ decision-making behavior. Alimany et al. (2018) emphasize AR’s role in mitigating 

consumer risks through the provision of additional information while Dacko (2016) generally 

speak of increased decision comfort resulting in (repeat) purchases as well as improving consumer 

retention and loyalty. Parise et al.’s (2016) study support this view as they find product-related 

learning to be an important outcome of users’ interactions with AR that drives purchase intentions. 

Finally, a number of authors have studied AR’s impact on the brand relationship. Bulearca and 

Tamarjan (2010), for instance, explored how AR experiences could lead to greater brand loyalty 

and word-of-mouth while Scholz and Duffy (2018) investigated how AR improves consumer-

brand relationships through self-augmentation. Similar propositions were put forth by Huang 

(2019) who suggests that self-referencing information in the context of AR results in greater brand 

love and Rauschnabel et al. (2019) who confirmed inspiration as a mediating factor in consumers’ 



 21 

perception of brands in AR mobile usage. Finally, Cadirci and Köse (2016) uphold that AR’s 

experiential value helps create sustainable customer relations.  

 

The majority of research has, however, focused on the media characteristics of AR systems with 

focus on interactivity (Javornik, 2016; Poushneh & Vasquez-Parraga, 2017; Parise et al., 2016), 

simulated physical control (Hilken et al., 2017) and augmentation/media richness (Javornik, 2016; 

Parise et al., 2016). The latter is a key distinguisher of AR compared to other media, such as the 

Internet and television (Javornik, 2016). Augmentation is achieved through layering various 

elements, such as text, image and video onto the physical world (ibid.). The feature offers great 

opportunities for marketers as it provides consumers with an immersive experience (ibid., Parise 

et al., 2016). While traditional media provide consumers with a feeling of “being there” (Parise et 

al., 2016:413), they do not make use of the consumers’ natural surroundings. With AR, consumers 

can interact with the firm and it outputs in their context. Hilken et al. (2017) argue that embedding 

digital information into consumers’ personal environment makes it easier for consumers to process 

information in regards to how the product would fit into their lives. Moreover, the augmentation 

of a person, e.g. in the form of virtual try-ons, can enhance the person’s self-view through self-

attention, thereby creating a positive attitude towards the provider and the product (Baek et al., 

2016).  

 

Interactivity, that is the “extent to which users can participate in modifying the form and content 

of a mediated environment in real time” (Steuer, 1992:84), is the second key distinguisher of AR 

(Javornik, 2016; Poushnesh & Vasquez-Parraga, 2017). In the context of mobile AR apps, 

interactivity is primarily concerned with the user’s interaction with the interface and virtual content 

rather than augmented human interactions (Javornik, 2016). While interactive tools have shown to 

be of value in supporting consumers’ decision-making, 3D-based interactivity, such as the 

interactivity associated with AR,  provides consumers with a simulation of physical control over 

virtual offerings that goes beyond what other online experiences can provide (Hilken et al., 2017). 

This is supported by studies on consumer responses to media interactivity which demonstrate that 

the perceived degree of control over the medium as well as the extent to which consumers can 

lead two-way conversations strongly impact the use-experience (Javornik, 2016; Van Noort et al., 

2012). By putting products in the consumer’s hand, AR empowers consumers to try on (e.g. make-
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up in a virtual mirror) or try out products (e.g. a sofa in one’s living room) in the comfort of their 

home (Hilken et al., 2017).  

 

According to Javornik (2016), the interactive nature of AR has important implications for how 

consumers perceive the information provided to them. Consumers’ interactions with the medium 

allows them to construct personalized experiences and according to Olsson et al. (2013), 

personalization frequently results in greater satisfaction. Tam and Ho (2006) support this by 

arguing that consumers relate to self-referent content more easily, thereby facilitating their 

decision-making. While in a AV, real elements are layered over virtual worlds, AR is capable of 

adding virtual elements to real elements (Milgram & Kishino, 1994). In a retail context, this mean 

that AR may enhance the consumer experience by augmenting retail products and environments, 

as well as the consumer’s self (Watson et al., 2018; Bulearca and Tamarjan, 2010; Huang & Liu, 

2014). Finally, Poushneh and Vasquez-Parraga’s (2017) study has shown that interactivity serves 

as an entertaining function in AR. This is supported by Olsson et al. (2013) who assert that AR’s 

interactive nature elicits feelings of satisfaction, enjoyment and playfulness.  
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4.Theoretical Framework 

This section explores the concept of value creation from an SD view. Given AR’s interactive nature, the SD logic 

can be more appropriate than traditional perspectives in assessing consumers’ experiences of value creation in AR, 

as the new paradigm places emphasis on the interactions between actors involved in the value creation process, i.e. co-

creation. Following a review of diverse value co-creation models, key co-creation requirements are defined that can 

determine the potential of AR in enabling co-creation. Finally, a conceptual framework that lays out the expected 

relationships between AR exposure and consumer value perceptions is presented.   

 

4.1 Value Creation 

4.1.1 Evolution of Marketing  

According to Gummerus (2013:1), “generating superior customer value continues to be one of the 

primary goals of marketing and the means of attaining competitive advantage”. The importance 

of value is linked to the impact that customer value perceptions have on customers’ purchasing 

behavior, and thereby value capture for firms (Gummerus, 2013.). Yet, according to Grönroos and 

Voima (2013), no consistent understanding of value and value creation exists in the marketing 

literature and “managers rely on multiple logics in their decision-making” (Gummerus, 2013:5). 

From a theoretical perspective, value and value creation can be broadly seen from the vantage 

point of the traditional goods-dominant (GD) logic which investigates how to increase tangible 

exchange value or from an SD perspective which emphasizes the creation of intangible use-value 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Much of the early literature on customer value focused on its economic 

aspects (Kelleher & Peppard, 2011). Such approaches assumed that firms could create value 

independently from customers to ensure efficiency (ibid.). According to this view, value is 

embedded in products and services at a profit: the customer receives this value and value is 

transferred to the firm in monetary form (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). The locus of value creation thus 

resides in the provider’s sphere who delivers market offerings with embedded value to passive 

customers, i.e. value creation is a one way process (Kelleher & Peppard, 2011). 

 

By the late 1990s, many researchers began reevaluating the GD logic. The main criticism of the 

traditional view of exchange was that firms needed to consider their long-term relationships with 

customers rather than relying on transactional value (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Vargo and Lusch 

(2004) reiterated the idea of a new marketing logic which has come to be known as the SD logic. 
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The transition to the SD logic implies a shift in consumer orientation as it redefines the function 

of a product in terms of service delivery, i.e. goods are distribution mechanisms for service 

provision (Grönroos, 2011). Since service marketing defines services in terms of their intangible 

value, which emerges in the service experience rather than being embedded in exchange, the SD 

logic shifts the emphasis from value-in-exchange to value-in-use (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). While 

value-in-exchange still exists, there is an acceptance that value-in-use is more important from a 

business and marketing perspective (Grönroos, 2011). In other words, value is created not only 

through the exchange of a product but also in the consumer’s use of the product after the purchase 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2004).  

 

The SD literature’s main contribution is the changed role that firms and customers play in value 

creation (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Transitioning from value being embedded in the product 

as value-in-exchange to value emerging for the customer or being created by the customer as an 

accumulating experience during usage has gradually shifted the locus of value creation from the 

firm to the customer (Vargo & Lusch, 2004.). The SD logic is thus best understood as a perspective 

for understanding value creation in marketing where service presents an intangible resource and 

becomes “value-creating support to another party’s practices” (Grönroos, 2011:285). The SD 

logic’s central ideas have been defined by Vargo and Lusch (2008) in their ten foundational 

premises to which the following section makes reference (Table 3). 

 

N° Ten foundational premises  

FP1 Service is the fundamental basis of exchange  

FP2 Indirect exchange masks the fundamental basis of exchange 

FP3 Goods are distribution mechanisms for service provision 

FP4 Operant resources are the fundamental source of competitive advantage 

FP5 All economies are service economies 

FP6 The customer is always a co-creator of value  

FP7 The enterprise cannot deliver value, but only offer value propositions 

FP8 A service-centered view is inherently customer oriented and relational 
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FP9 All social and economic actors are resource integrators 

FP10 Value is always uniquely and phemenologically determined by the beneficiary  

 

Table 3: Ten foundational SDL premises. Source: Own construction based on Vargo & Lusch (2008)  

 

4.1.2 Value Creation and Value Co-Creation  

While in Vargo and Lusch’s (2004) original article value creation was described as interactional, 

recent advances within the SD literature have attempted to attach more analytical rigor to the roles 

of the firm and the customer in the value creation process (Grönroos, 2011). According to 

Grönroos (2011), by determining value creation strictly as the customer’s value creation, the 

customer becomes the main creator of value (FP6: “The customer is always the co-creator of 

value”) (Vargo & Lusch, 2008:7). This is in line with Carù and Cova (2007) who argue that 

consumption activities can exist beyond the marketing sphere, i.e. customers can create value for 

themselves outside firm interactions. Consequently, the firm “cannot deliver value, but can only 

offer value propositions” (FP7), although it can become a co-creator when engaging with its 

customers (Vargo & Lusch, 2008:7). Gummerus (2013) further argues that multiple value creation 

logics coexist that may collide or diverge. Building on this, Grönroos and Voima (2013) distinguish 

between firms’ production processes (firm sphere), customers’ value generation processes (customer 

sphere) and joint value co-creation (joint sphere). While the firm cannot deliver value (FP7), its 

products and processes generate potential value as captured in its value proposition (ibid.). It is in 

the customer’s usage of products and services that real value is generated (ibid.).  

 

As follows, while customers and firms are not always co-creators (only the consumer is always 

value creator), both parties can co-create value under certain circumstances (Grönroos, 2011). 

According to Grönroos (2011), co-creation is uniquely made possible through direct customer-

firm interactions. Such interactions take place in service encounters (physical or virtual) between 

both parties in the form of dialogical processes where both actively share and receive services that 

render value for them (ibid.). Whereas the firm benefits from inputs into product and process 

development through which it can create superior products or services, or even financial value 

from providing services to the customer, customers benefit from better information allowing them 

to get more out of the products they use (ibid.). As such, interactions are the medium by which 
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firms gain access to customers’ usage processes (ibid.). The platform, where interactions take place, 

hence assumes a new role in the locus of value creation and capture (Alimany et al., 2018).  

 

To bridge the gap between the offered experience, as captured in a firm’s value proposition 

(potential value), and the individual experience (real value), there has to be certain means, i.e. 

resources and processes, by which the individual can configure their own experience (Grönroos, 

2011). That is, customers integrate their own resources, e.g. time and skill, with firm resources to 

generate value (ibid.). While customers can independently integrate resources in their product 

usage (customer sphere), direct firm-customer interactions enable the firm to provide customers with 

additional resources to generate optimal experiences from which superior value-in-use emerges 

(joint sphere) (ibid.). Thus, through adding to their customers’ total pool of resources in terms of 

information (relevant to their mission) (Medberg, 2016) or by facilitating customers’ usage of 

resources and processes, the firm can help their customers’ release all the potential of a value 

proposition (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Payne et al., 2008). By managing firm-customer 

interactions in a way that supports customers’ value fulfillment, firms are no longer limited to 

making value propositions but can actively influence customers’ experiences with products and 

services by providing additional information in line with their priorities (Payne et al., 2008).  

 

While value can be co-created in the joint sphere (Grönroos, 2011), numerous studies have started 

to recognize that interactive processes may also result in value co-destruction (Lintula et al., 2018). 

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) were among the first to suggest that not all interactions are 

perceived positively by consumers. Adopting a value co-destruction perspective acknowledges that 

“value might not be created but destroyed by the actors (…) on a voluntary (intentional) or 

involuntary (accidental) level (…) leading to an overall diminishment of value” (Neuhofer, 

2016:782). According to Vartianien and Tunneanen (2016), value co-creation and co-destruction 

are distinct yet dynamically-connected phenomena, thus supporting Vargo et al.’s (2017) argument 

that firms must consider both positive and negative sides of customers’ emerging value. Echeverri 

and Skålen (2011) also argue that customer-provider interactions may not only result in value co-

creative but also value co-destructive experiences and Lintula et al.’s (2018) study suggests that a 

lack/loss of resources, technical issues as well as unfulfilled customer goals may trigger value co-

destruction. In particular, providers need to pay attention to value co-destruction triggers that are 
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linked to an incongruence in value propositions and sought value which may be overcome by 

fostering transparency and equity between both parties (Lintula et al., 2018).  

 

4.1.3 Value Approaches  

Whereas the traditional perspective of customer value as value-in-exchange is more static, the 

value-in-use perspective in the SD literature emphasizes the individuality and contextuality of the 

value concept (Medberg, 2016). Reviewing the extant service marketing literature, however, reveals 

that definitions of value-in-use differ among service marketing scholars (ibid.). According to 

Medberg (2016), three main approaches to value-in-use exist, which mainly differ with regards to 

their scope (physical or mental use) and nature (positive or negative value).  

 

The first approach defines value-in-use as the utility provided by a physical good or service to its 

owner (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Accordingly, value is realized in an individual’s consumption 

process rather than embedded in products. The utility approach thus delineates value-in-use from 

value-in-exchange (Medberg, 2016). Lusch et al. (2008:12) explain how “value-in-exchange might 

represent expected utility, but it’s not the actual utility; utility (value-in-use) can only be realized by 

and in the context of the life of the customer”. According to Medberg (2016:32), “the assumption 

of individuality and contextuality is also shared with the consumption outcome approach” to value-in-

use, which discusses the concept in relation to the customer’s needs rather than emphasizing its 

relative importance versus value-in-exchange (Medberg, 2016). Value-in-use is viewed as the 

outcome that is served through product consumption in terms of satisfying the individual’s needs 

(MacDonald et al., 2011). Value is thus the outcome of a means-end chain, i.e. value emerges if 

the consumer’s purpose is achieved through service (Medberg, 2016). Yet, unlike traditional 

means-end theory, the nature of value-in-use depends on the individual’s consumption goals, 

which, however, are personal and situation-dependent (MacDonald et al., 2011; Medberg, 2016).  

 

The final approach to value-in-use is rooted in phenomenological experience research (Mebderg, 

2016). Scholars within the experience approach focus on the customer’s individual use-experience as 

the source of value-in-use and conclude that value is always “phenomenologically determined by 

the beneficiary” (Vargo & Lusch, 2008:7). Experiences include both physical experiences of using 

products as well as mental experiences, e.g. imaginary future experiences, memories or possessions 
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(Grönroos & Voima, 2013). The experience approach presents the most comprehensive 

conceptualization of value-in-use as it recognizes that value may evolve negatively and thus 

supports the notion that value can be co-destroyed (Medberg, 2016). As consumers’ evaluation of 

the service is affected by multiple individually and contextually determined dimensions, value-in-

use can be summarized as “the individual judgment of the sum of all functional and emotional 

experience outcomes” (Sandström et al., 2008:120). Table 4 summarizes the current approaches 

to value-in-use in the service marketing literature.  

 

Approach Value is a Definition  Articles 

Utility Utility of a 

product/service 

“Value-in-use (…) is the properties of a 

product or service that accomplish or 

contribute towards accomplishing a 

task or work. It is the utility of some 

particular object.” (Wilson & Jantriana, 

1994:60) 

Vargo & Lusch 

(2004), Wilson & 

Jantriana (1994) 

Consumption 

outcome 

Consumption goal “We define value-in-use as a customer’s 

outcome, purpose or objective that is 

achieved through service.” (MacDonald 

et al., 2011:671) 

MacDonald et al. 

(2011) 

Experience Use-experience “Value-in-use is the evaluation of the 

service experience, i.e. the individual 

judgment of the sum of all functional 

and emotional experience outcomes.” 

(Sandström et al., 2008:120) 

Grönroos & 

Voima (2013); 

Sandström et al., 

(2008)  

 

Table 4: Value-in-use approaches in the service marketing literature. Source: Own construction 

based on Medberg (2016)  

 

4.2 Models of Co-Creation 

Given the central role interactions play in value creation from an SD perspective, researches have 

recommended developing interaction-based, technological platforms (Alimany et al., 2018). 

Engagement platforms are crucial in supporting co-creation as they form the “means” that give 

rise to interaction with possible value (Ramaswamy & Oczan, 2018). The challenge lies in the lack 

of guidelines on how interactive platforms can facilitate co-creation between the customer and the 
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firm (Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Nambisan & Baron, 2009). To identify the requirements for AR as a 

co-creation platform, this study integrates different co-creation models to propose an integrative 

framework as an initial lens/guide for examining consumers’ experiences of value creation in AR. 

The articulation of distinct sub-constructs ultimately allows developing a clearer understanding of 

the elements that underpin value co-creation.   

 

4.2.1 Mixed Models  

The earliest example of an attempt to unpack the underlying dimensions of value co-creation can 

be found in Prahalad and Ramaswamy’s (2004) DART model. Central to the model is the firm-

customer interaction which is supported by four interdependent dimensions that together aid in 

the co-creation of value (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Dialogue plays an integral role in 

interaction as it enables information exchange between both parties (ibid.). Dialogue enables 

customers to communicate their needs to the firm. Having a better understanding of their 

customers’ preferences, firms are able to provide relevant resources in the joint creation of value. 

Since the quality of the experience determines the emergence of value for the customer, dialogue 

must be natural and open so that customers can easily access and interpret the information (ibid.). 

Transparency, therefore, presents an important element in enabling co-creation as firms that are 

transparent will have more dialogue with their customers (ibid.). Access concerns giving customers 

the ability to use the information and tools provided without any limitations (ibid.). Yet, granting 

access will not provide value without dialogue to communicate experiences back to the firm (ibid.). 

At last, risk mitigation refers to the notion that customers accept more risk if given the responsibility 

to customize the experience for themselves (ibid.). Since customers today are more aware of the 

risks involved when making a purchase thanks to better information access, it is important for 

firms to understand the customer risks and how these can be communicated to allow customers 

to make the ‘correct’ purchase (ibid.). While the DART model successfully lays out some of the 

key co-creating variables, few practitioners have applied the model given the vagueness of terms 

such as access and transparency (Russo Spena et al., 2012; Alimany et al., 2018). 

 

Another model focusing on the role of the customer and the supplier (organization) was designed 

by Payne et al. (2008). Payne et al.’s (2008) model is based on three processes that together enable 

value co-creation. First, customer value-creating processes include resources and practices that allow 
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customers to manage their co-creation activities (Payne et al., 2008). By providing additional 

resources to customers, firms can join into their customers’ value creation activities thereby altering 

their customers’ value creation experience (ibid.). The infrastructure or platform is crucial for the 

exchange of information and skills between both parties (ibid.). Thus, supplier value-creating processes, 

i.e. resources and practices that enable the firm to manage its customer interactions, present the 

second building block (ibid.). Payne et al. (2008) further argue that co-creation opportunities can 

be derived from new technological platforms that enable the supplier to engage with its customers 

to foster information-sharing. Finally, encounter processes present touchpoints where interactions 

between both parties are exchanged (ibid.). Encounter types are threefold: 1) communication 

encounters 2) usage encounters, e.g. product trialing, and 3) service encounters, i.e. interactions 

with firm personnel (ibid.). Since the development of technological infrastructures is a central 

theme in the model, it is well suited for understanding the requirements for interactive platforms 

such as AR in enabling co-creation (Alimany et al., 2018). Yet, despite investigating co-creation 

from the customer and supplier side, the model is, predominantly concerned with how firms can 

manage co-creation activities (ibid.).  

 

4.2.2 Organization-Based Models  

Zhang and Chen’s (2006) model investigates value co-creation from a firm-centric perspective. 

According to the authors, personalized customization (customerization capability) is a source of 

competitive advantage (Zhang & Chen, 2006). Personalized customization can be achieved 

through customer interactions which are enabled by dialogue-based interaction systems (ibid.). 

Similar to Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004), the authors thus emphasize the role of interaction and 

dialogue. While the model takes a wider perspective of co-creation encompassing the firm’s entire 

value chain, it also points to the importance of providing personalized services during the value 

co-creation process (service capability), thus highlighting the role of the customer-provider 

relationship in value co-creation (Zhang & Chen 2006). The central contribution of this model lies 

in its holistic perspective of value co-creation as an all-encompassing process, including value-

generating activities by both the firm and its customers (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). However, 

according to Grönroos (2011), the firm can only be invited into the customer’s value creation 

process. Value co-creation thus does not take place along the firm’s entire value chain (Grönroos, 
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2011). Customers’ contribution to firm activities should rather be described as co-production. A 

clear distinction between these terms is needed for the SD logic to be analytically useful (ibid.)  

 

4.2.3 Customer-Based Models  

An alternative view on co-creation from a customer-centric view is proposed by Ranjan and Read 

(2014). Based on their comprehensive literature review, the authors distinguish between two 

dimensions of value co-creation: Co-production, i.e. value creation processes, and value-in-use, i.e. 

value outcomes. While Ranjan and Read’s (2014) definition of co-production is different from the 

one implied by Grönroos (2011), the described dimensions are similar to Prahalad and 

Ramaswamy’s (2004) framework, i.e. dialogue, access and transparency. The authors’ focus on 

interaction points to the crucial role of active participation in co-creation (Read & Ranjan, 2014). 

Equity concerns the nature of those interactions and involves the willingness of both partners to 

be involved in the process (ibid.) For both parties to be equal, the firm must share control of its 

processes and make information easily accessible and transparent (ibid.). Knowledge-sharing via 

dialogue involves customers sharing their ideas to maximize value outcomes (ibi.d). The authors 

also describe the dimensions influencing value outcomes. Firstly, experience which relates to the 

emotional value of customers’ interactions with the firm and its outputs (ibid.). Secondly, 

personalization, i.e. the degree to which the firm adapts its interactive processes to suit its 

customers’ needs (ibid.). Finally, the relationship value created in direct interactions which emerges 

where there is a deep engagement between the parties (ibid.).  

 

4.2.4 Value Co-Creation Dimensions   

Based on the discussion, it is clear that various dimensions impact the value co-creation process 

and value outcomes thereof. A common denominator across all models is the role that interaction 

plays in this process. Since facilitating interactions is the organization’s primary job (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004), interactive platforms such as AR hold important potential for firms to engage 

in consumers’ value-creating processes (Alimany et al., 2018). Interactions are concerned with 

enabling information exchanges between both parties (Payne et al., 2008). Two-way 

communication is crucial as it allows customers to share their needs while allowing the firm to 

capture relevant customer insights on the basis of which personally-relevant resources can be 

shared (Grönroos, 2011). The nature of these interactions is described as transparent (Prahalad & 
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Ramaswamy, 2004) or in the form of mutualism (Ranjan & Read, 2014). While transparency is 

crucial for creating a willingness to engage in co-creation activities on both sides (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004), it also impacts the customer experience and determination of value outcomes 

thereof (Gummerus, 2013). Generally, higher levels of personalization and engagement should 

positively impact customers’ perception of value-in-use (Ranjan & Read, 2014; Zhang & Chen, 

2006). Table 5 summarizes the value co-creation dimensions found in the literature.  

 

Perspective Academic Source Dimensions 

Mixed  Prahalad & Ramaswamy 

(2004) 

Dialogue  

Transparency 

Risk Mitigation 

Access  

Payne et al. (2008) Communication (Dialogue) 

Usage (Product Trial) 

Service (Interaction) 

Organization-Based Zhang & Chen (2006) Customerization Capability 

Service Capability  

Customer-Based Ranjan & Read (2014) Knowledge sharing  

Interaction 

Equity 

Experience 

Personalization 

Relationship 

 

Table 5: Dimensions of Value Co-Creation. Source: Own construction  

 

4.3 Summary and Proposed Conceptual Model  

Since the choice of perspective has important implications for how value is understood as part of 

this research (Gummerus, 2013), this study has sought to categorize different streams of literature 

on value co-creation. The literature review has shown that multiple perspectives of value co-

creation co-exist (mixed, organization-based, customer-based). Since the customer-centric view of 
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co-creation is more in line with Vargo and Lusch’s (2004) original concept, which defines the 

customer as the primary value creator, this thesis adopts a customer-centric viewpoint. However, 

given the multiplicity of actors involved in the value co-creation process (Gummerus, 2013), any 

value co-creation logic may prove useful. Following Ranjan and Read’s (2014) approach, a clear 

distinction between dimensions underlying value co-creation processes and value outcomes are 

made (Gummerus, 2013). Figure 2 depicts the conceptual framework of this thesis, which is based 

on the premise that customers co-create value by interacting with AR. 

 

Proposed Conceptual Model 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Conceptual Model. Source: Own construction  

 

The focal element of the model is the experience domain, i.e. individuals’ experiences in the service 

episode. Since the realization of the co-creation requirements affects the quality of the service 

experience, the actualized individual value depends on the configuration of these elements. As the 

review of the co-creation models has demonstrated, (1) exchanges of relevant information between 

the customer and the firm (2) realized in customer interactions with the firm and its’ products (3) in 

the form of mutualism, are all determinants of value co-creation. Yet, value is not co-created 

automatically but depends on the individual’s evaluation of their accumulating experiences 

(Grönroos, 2011). Value outcomes are thus studied by exploring individuals’ perceived value-in-

use (Alimany et al., 2018). Exploring value-in-use perceptions in AR is relevant from a marketing 

perspective given its influence on customers’ purchasing behavior (Gummerus, 2013.) 
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4.3.1 Process Dimensions 

The first level of analysis focuses on how value comes to be in AR-mediated service experiences. 

Focus is placed on the dimensions that affect consumers’ integration of their resources with firm-

provided resources in the joint sphere. As shown in Figure 2, this study proposes that interaction, 

information and equity are all dimensions affecting value co-creation.  

 

Interaction. Interaction is a central theme in value co-creation. It is the primary interface in value co-

creation as it raises the involvement of both parties on the basis of which information can be 

shared (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). As the discussion has shown, several studies point to the 

role of interaction in value co-creation which manifests itself through customer participation 

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004), interaction (Ranjan & Read, 2014) and engagement (Zhang & 

Chen, 2006). Organizations need to facilitate direct interactions with their customers to take 

influence in their creation of value (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). In other words, co-creation is uniquely 

made possible by the provision of interactive processes (Grönroos, 2011). As presented in the 

literature review, interactivity in AR is primarily concerned with the user’s interaction with the 

app’s interface and virtual content, rather than augmented human interactions (Javornik, 2016). 

Using AR, consumers can interact with the firm’s products in real time through virtual try-ons and 

visualizing products in their real surroundings, thus making it well-posited to support engagement 

at the online organizational frontline (ibid.; Hilken et al., 2017).  

 

Information. Information is concerned with the extent to which the platform enables informational 

exchanges that (1) support consumers’ integration of resources (Medberg, 2016) and (2) provides 

additional resources that are personalized (Ranjan & Read, 2014) and aimed at mitigating 

customers’ risk dimensions (Zhang & Chen, 2006). It manifests itself in dialogue (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004), communication (Payne et al., 2008) and knowledge-sharing (Ranjan & Read, 

2014). Consumers’ input in dialogical interactions can be both direct (telling the firm about needs 

and wants) and indirect (spending a considerable amount of time engaging with the service 

application). At the same time, consumers must be able to access any information and 

communicate with the firm at any point (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). As such, information 

exchanges ultimately result in better expression and evaluation of needs to help release all the 

potential of a value proposition (Grönroos, 2011). Information-sharing is proposed to be an 
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attractive attribute of MAR technology and likely to create superior value perceptions. As the 

literature review has shown, MAR’s ability to collect data on the individual’s physical context, and 

thus embed information into their personal environment should make it more relevant, and thus 

easier for consumers to process the information, thereby resulting in higher value perceptions 

(Hilken et al., 2017).   

 

Equity. Equity involves the “firm’s willingness to share control in favor of consumer 

empowerment” (Ranjan & Read, 2014:292) and disclose information in a way that it can be easily 

accessed and interpreted by the customer (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Equity is manifested in 

the firm’s customer centralism (ibid.), transparency (ibid.), limitless access (ibid.) and provision of 

a facilitative environment (Payne et al., 2009) that enables joint action and congruence of interests 

(Grönroos, 2011). Equity is central to the process of value co-creation as value can only be jointly 

constructed by both partners if it is transparent (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). An unequal 

relationship may negatively affect interactions and information-exchange, which rely on trust 

gained through the balancing of roles (Ramaswamy & Oczan, 2018). While information is unlikely 

to be symmetrical between both parties (Ranjan & Read, 2014), it is expected that AR provides 

consumers with a feeling of empowerment (Olsson et al., 2013) by allowing them to construct 

personalized experiences in AR.  

 

4.3.2 Perceived Value-in-Use 

As has been discussed by Gummerus (2013), when examining consumers’ value perceptions, it is 

necessary to distinguish between the value creation process and consumers’ assessment of value 

created in the process, since value emerges in the individual’s interpretation of their accumulating 

experiences. The second level of analysis thus focuses on what value is and how it is perceived by 

consumers. Since the experience-based view presents the most comprehensive approach to value-in-

use, this study adopts this perspective when analyzing the data despite the scarcity of empirical 

research within this research stream (Medberg, 2016). Sandström et al.’s (2008) categorization of 

value-in-use of functional and emotional nature is thus used to broadly distinguish between value 

outcomes. Since the authors studied the concept of value-in-use in non-hedonistic technology-

based services, their classification is well-suited with regards to the purpose of this study. The task 

of interpreting value outcomes in the SD logic is, however, challenging since value is 
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phenomenologically determined and relies on the beneficiary’s ability to reiterate their feelings, 

thinking, wanting, sensing and imagining in their experience of the service (Gummerus, 2013). 

Moreover, in many situations, “value is experienced in an unconscious way”(Grönroos, 2011:282), 

which makes it difficult to determine the value outcome.  
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5.Methodology 

This chapter outlines the research paradigm underlying this thesis. Section 5.2. introduces the qualitative research 

design and addresses the methodological choices, i.e. interviews and participant observation. The chosen sampling 

method and selected interviewee criteria are discussed in section 5.3. This section ends with the methodological 

limitations and ethical considerations.    

 

5.1 Philosophy of Science 

The research paradigm seeks to answer questions concerning the research ontology, epistemology 

and methodology that reveal basic beliefs about the scientific philosophy adopted by the researcher 

(Saunders et al., 2009). The research paradigm underlying this study thus has important 

implications for how knowledge is being produced and interpreted as part of the research (ibid.). 

The ontology describes how the scientific philosophy understands reality whereas epistemology 

defines how knowledge is created and who participates in the construction of it (ibid.). Both 

ontology and epistemology influence the researchers’ practices when conducting research, i.e. the 

researcher’s methodology (ibid.). Taking its point of departure in the SD literature, which 

conceptualizes value as uniquely and phenomenologically determined (Vargo & Lusch, 2008), this 

thesis is situated in an interpretivist paradigm.  

 

Saunders et al. (2009) distinguish between four paradigms that are most widespread in 

contemporary research: Positivism, Pragmatism, Critical Realism and Interpretivism. Whereas the 

critical realist paradigm accepts world views as being shaped by history and cultural structures, the 

interpretivist ontology understands the world as being apprehensible in the form of multiple 

mental constructs that are socially constructed and dependent on the individual’s or group’s 

interpretations (Saunders et al., 2009). That is, objects and actions only become real to the 

individual once these have been interpreted and thereby acquired meaning (ibid.). While the 

interpretivist ontology is defined as relativist, i.e. multiple interpretations of reality coexist, it does 

not reject the influence of historical and cultural structures but instead acknowledges the 

importance of context in the individual’s construction of reality (ibid.). The phenomenologist 

strand within interpretivist research adopts a particular focus on individuals’ lived experiences, i.e. 

their recollection and interpretation of experiences (Thompson et al., 1989). The interpretivist 

epistemology thus perceives knowledge to be created based on individuals’ own accounts of their 
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lived experiences which implies a subjective approach to knowledge creation (Saunders et al., 

2009). Here, the correlation between the scientific philosophy and the theoretical foundation of 

SD research is evident, since from an SD perspective, value is “uniquely and phenomenologically 

determined by the beneficiary” (Vargo & Lusch, 2008:7). Finally, Thompson et al. (1989) suggest 

that the constructs of reality are to be explored in the dialogue between the participant and the 

researcher. Taking its point of departure in interpretivism, this thesis thus acknowledges that the 

conceptual framework underlying this thesis is not the absolute truth since “all knowledge is 

derived from looking at the world from some perspective or other” (Burr, 2003:6). As such, the 

exploration of the research topic through dialogue with participants may enable the researcher to 

develop a new layer of sophistication to the current understanding of shopping-oriented MAR 

apps.   

 

5.2 Research Design and Approach  

Whereas quantitative methods are used to study people in great numbers to achieve 

generalizability, qualitative studies investigate smaller, carefully chosen samples to gain in-depth 

knowledge of consumers’ thoughts and motivations (Saunders et al., 2009). With the methodology 

described as dialogue driven (Thompson et al., 1989), qualitative methods are adopted to study 

respondents’ perceptions of value creation in AR-mediated experiences (Appendix 3). As argued 

by Merriam (2009:5), a qualitative approach is useful where the research aim is to understand “how 

people interpret their experiences, how they construct their worlds and what meaning they 

attribute to their experiences”. Since this thesis seeks to gain in-depth knowledge on (1) how value 

is understood in consumers’ experiences of shopping-oriented MAR technology and (2) explore 

the extent to which value is co-created in this context, a qualitative approach provides better and 

more valid results as it allows the researcher to gain information on the more subtle, sub-conscious 

processes of consumers’ value perceptions (Malhotra et al., 2017). This is relevant since from a SD 

perspective, value is phenomenologically determined (consciously or unconsciously) by the 

customer, and thus emerges in his or her interpretation of the experience. With experience 

constituting a central theme, a case study strategy of two AR applications is adopted: the geo-layer 

app, IKEA Place, and the virtual try-on app, Sephora Virtual Artist. According to Merriam (2009), 

case studies are well-suited for exploring individuals’ total experiences of an event or phenomenon 

since they are “anchored in real-life situations” (Merriam, 2009:51), and thus allow operationalizing 
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participants’ understanding of the subject (Bulearca & Tamarjan, 2010). Finally, the employed 

research strategy fulfills the need for “further empirical research [that] combines in-depth case 

studies of AR applications within retailing (…) to understand (…) to what extent the potential 

values of AR are realized in practice” as proposed by Caboni & Hagberg (2019:1134). 

 

The thesis’ particular approach was inspired by previous qualitative studies on value co-creation 

(e.g. Lintula et al., 2018) which study the phenomenon from an exploratory perspective. As value 

outcomes are not explicitly defined in the SD logic and the concept of value is inherently difficult 

to measure (Gummerus, 2013), an exploratory approach provides the necessary flexibility to 

capture the nuances of consumers’ value perceptions and account for their subjectivity (Saunders 

et al., 2009). Moreover, since the purpose of this study is neither to confirm nor reject pre-given 

theory, but to contribute with new theoretical knowledge, the research process is described as 

inductive for the most part (ibid.). The data collection and analysis is, however, enriched by existing 

theoretical concepts, e.g. key factors within the value creation literature, thus mirroring a more 

deductive approach. The conceptual framework developed in section 4.3. hence presents only a 

tentative theory of the phenomenon of value creation in AR-mediated experiences on which this 

study will build (Maxwell, 2005). Adopting an interdisciplinary approach, where the research 

process is shaped by both inductive and deductive moments, is complementary to the case study 

strategy since case studies allow researchers to build upon existing theories as well as challenge 

them, as argued by Merriam (2009). 

 

5.3 Methodological Choice 

Since this research follows a qualitative research design, primary data was collected using qualitative 

methods (Saunders et al., 2009). In its exploration of the two cases, the same multi-method 

approach consisting of participant observation and semi-structured interviews was adopted. 

Bringing together these methods allowed the researcher to understand consumers’ experiences in 

interacting with AR from a more holistic perspective (ibid.). Qualitative methods align well with 

the study’s interpretivist perspective, which assumes that participants’ personal narrative provide 

rich, descriptive data enabling the researcher to explore the “lived experience” of a phenomenon 

or event (ibid.). To gain a more balanced view of AR from a marketing perspective, two interviews 

with two AR marketing experts were conducted. 



 40 

5.3.1 Participant Observation  

The first part of the consumer interviews consisted of an episode of observation. Besides allowing 

the researcher to gain a wider array of information, the primary goal was to provide an opportunity 

for participants to engage with the AR application rather than having to rely on their recollections 

of previous experiences with AR in the interviews. Participants were provided with a smartphone 

with their respective AR application. Participants were then asked to familiarize themselves with 

the app and use it with the intention of buying products. Moreover, informants were encouraged 

to describe their actions and experiences in their interactions with the application. A period of ten 

minutes was allocated to the observational episode. Observations were audio-recorded with the 

participants’ agreement while the researcher took notes on the participants’ behavior. While the 

practice of recording observations is useful to minimize information loss, it can impact the 

behavior of those being observed (observer effect), and thus result in invalid data (Saunders et al., 

2009). To ensure respondents’ comfort and avoid an obtrusive behavior that could negatively 

impact the participants, the researcher interacted as little as possible with the subjects (ibid). Thus, 

no direct questions were asked during the observation. The researcher further remained in the 

background to provide informants with enough physical space to freely interact with the app. 

While the purpose of the study was revealed to the respondents before the data collection, the 

researcher was concerned with studying participants rather than taking part in their activities (ibid.). 

The researcher’s role in the observation is thus best described as observer-as-participant (ibid.). 

Taking the role of observer-as-participant allows concentrating on the role as a researcher and 

thereby overcomes the researcher’s inexperience in research studies by simplifying the process, e.g. 

in regards to note-taking (ibid.). 

 

5.3.2 Consumer Interviews  

Following the observations, semi-structured interviews were conducted to further explore 

consumers’ perceptions of value creation in AR. As argued by Thompson et al. (1989), the dialogue 

between the respondent and the researcher is a vital step of phenomenological research since 

knowledge is created in participants’ interpretations of their experiences. To ensure consistency 

and comparability between interviews, an interview guide was developed before the data collection 

(Appendix 6). The interview guide was structured according to the dimensions put forth in the 

conceptual model. The first part of the interview investigates occurrences of value co-creation and 
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co-destruction. Particular focus is placed on how exposure to AR impacts consumers’ experience 

of interactions with the firm, the level of information exchange and the relationship with the provider 

in the interaction (equity). Questions were thus arranged according to the co-creational 

requirements to identify the extent to which AR promotes the deployment of these building blocks 

which actualizes the technology’s co-creation potential. The second part aimed at exploring 

consumers’ assessment of the value created in this context. Emphasis was placed on developing 

consumers’ understanding of what constitutes value in AR-enabled experiences.  

 

The interview guide was prepared taking inspiration in the questionnaire put forth by Ranjan and 

Read (2014). While other measurement scales have been developed to study the phenomenon of 

value co-creation, Ranjan and Read’s (2014) scale is considered the most comprehensive as it 

considers both dimensions affecting the value co-creation process as well as value-in-use (Coetzee, 

2016). While the authors tested the scale as part of their study, Coetzee (2016:31) finds the wording 

employed in the questionnaire to be “too academic and not consumer-friendly”. Consequently, 

this study developed its own, qualitative interview guide to ensure ease of understanding and 

consistency with the RQ. All interviews were conducted face-to-face. The IKEA case interviews 

were conducted at the participants’ respective residences given the importance of the physical 

environment when interacting with the virtual objects. One third of interviews in the Sephora case 

were conducted at a public library while the rest was conducted at the respondents’ homes to 

ensure a quiet and comfortable environment.  

 

5.3.3 Expert Interviews 

The purpose of the expert interviews was to gain a more nuanced perspective of the AR 

phenomenon from a business rather than a consumer perspective. Since this thesis is delimited to 

the retail industry and a Danish context only, the decision was made to interview professionals 

investing in AR in Denmark. A first interview was conducted with Bang & Olufsen’s former 

Global Retail Experience Manager, Simon Silva, who, at the time of his employment, made the 

decision to invest in AR in the form of the B&O Experience app to drive additional sales (Appendix 

4). A second interview was conducted with Jacob Østergaard, CEO of Danish Design AR and 

Utopian City Scape (Appendix 5). Both the B&O Experience and Danish Design AR application are 

geo-layer apps that, similar to the IKEA Place app, allow consumers to place virtual product in their 
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homes. As such, the interviews were useful to gain a better understanding of how AR, as a product 

visualization tool, can create benefits from a business perspective and how it differentiates from 

other web- and mobile experiences. Insights from the interviews both enriched the researcher’s 

understanding of AR marketing (section 2 and 3) and informed the managerial implications 

(section 7.3) 

 

 Expert Interview 1 Expert Interview 2 

Interviewee Simon Silva, Global Retail 

Experience Manager at B&O 

Jacob Østergaard, CEO of Danish 

Design AR 

AR Application  B&O Experience Danish Design AR 

App Description  Geo-layer app that visualizes B&O 

products in the consumer’s physical 

environment 

Geo-layer app that visualizes iconic 

Danish design furniture pieces in the 

consumer’s physical environment 

Purpose To understand AR requirements 

from a marketer’s perspective 

To understand AR requirements 

from a developer’s perspective 

Format Structured via email Semi-structured via phone 

 

Table 6: Overview Expert Interviews. Source: Own construction  

 

5.3.4 Sampling Method 

Since this thesis aims to explore how value is created in MAR-mediated experiences from a 

consumer perspective, only consumers who are likely to use AR mobile apps are worth being 

considered as part of the research population. For the purpose of this study, the research 

population is delimited to the millennial cohort, also referred to as Generation Y (Ladhari et al., 

2019). Research in generational cohorts is rooted in generational cohort theory (GCT) and has a 

long-standing tradition in marketing and retail as it provides better means of segmenting 

consumers than other demographic variables such as gender and age (ibid.; Bilgihan, 2016). GCT 

argues that generational cohorts share similar life experiences that cause them to “develop similar 

attitudes and beliefs” (Bilgihan, 2016:103) that remain constant throughout the their lifetime.  
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Millennials (born between 1981 and 2000) are often described as a high-tech generation (ibid.). 

Having come of age during a period characterized by the advent of the Internet and social media, 

millennials display greater technology and media savviness than earlier generations (ibid.; 

Blackburn, 2011). As digital natives, millennials make extensive use of communication and 

information technologies in their everyday lives (ibid.). Bilgihan (2016:103) even suggest that 

technology presents the “third hand and second brain of Gen Y”. Given their ready access to 

Internet, millennials are more likely to search on digital channels using mobile devices and are 

predisposed to making online purchases which makes them of particular interest for this study 

(Bilgihan, 2016; Ladhari et al., 2019). Moreover, since GCT claims that millennials are frequently 

early adopters and innovators (Ladhari et al., 2019), the prospect of Gen Y engaging with AR is 

higher compared to earlier generations. Taking into account the broad popularity of applications 

like Snapchat and Instagram among Gen Y (Forbes, 2019), it can be assumed that millennials have 

already made some experiences with AR (Dacko, 2016). The millennial cohort is also among 

IKEA’s and Sephora’s main target group (Forbes, 2018; Zentes et al., 2007), thus making it well 

suited within the context of the cases. 

 

Given the research’s qualitative nature, a non-probability sampling technique was chosen whereby 

participants are selected based on the researcher’s judgment (Saunders et al., 2009). While non-

probability sampling may introduce a certain bias, it can be appropriate where the research 

intention is to understand important cases, e.g. consumers’ subjective understanding, thus making 

it well suited for a case study (Miles & Huberman, 1994). To execute the non-probability sampling, 

a criterion method was applied whereby informants needed to fulfill certain criteria in order to be 

selected (Patton, 2002). Here, only individuals belonging to the millennial cohort with prior digital 

and mobile experience were included in the research to ensure that participants can easily interact 

with the AR technology. Given the difficulty associated with recruiting individuals willing to 

participate in the research (Medberg, 2016), participants were initially recruited from within the 

researcher’s network (convenience sampling). A number of informants were subsequently 

recruited by the existing study subjects from among their acquaintances (snowball sampling). The 

sample consists of 12 informants equally distributed between men and women within the ages of 

23 to 30. All subjects are from Denmark, which limits the research to a Danish context only.  
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Participants IKEA Place  

Six participants were selected for the IKEA case. Participants varied in age and occupation with 

one third of them being students. All but one had heard of AR before and were able to explain the 

concept accurately. All participants had experienced AR through either Pokémon GO, Snapchat or 

Instagram. Only one test subject (F1) had used AR for shopping-oriented purposes in the past. 

Moreover, all participants were aware of the brand IKEA and had previously bought furniture 

from the company. Two participants were currently in the process of buying furniture for their 

home (F1, F4) while another was looking to buy furniture in the near future (F2).  

 

Code Age Gender Occupation Date of Interview 

F1 28 Male Work-Seeking 09.02.2020 

F2 27 Male Full-Time Employed 10.02.2020 

F3 26 Male Student 10.02.2020 

F4 27 Male Student 11.02.2020 

F5 29 Male Full-Time Employed 13.02.2020 

F6 26 Male Full-Time Employed 16.02.2020 

 

Table 7: Participants IKEA case. Source: Own construction 

 

Participants Sephora Virtual Artist  

As part of the Sephora case study, six participants were selected. With regards to occupation, two 

third were students. Only two participants had heard of AR. Despite not being aware of the term, 

all informants had experienced AR through either Pokémon GO, Snapchat, or Instagram. Moreover, 

all subjects had heard of Sephora, while only two identified as frequent shoppers. All subjects had 

experimented with make-up in the past to varying degrees, yet most explained to be using relatively 

little make-up in their daily lives except for special occasions or when going out on weekends.    

 

Code Age Gender Occupation Date of Interview 

F7 23 Female Student 11.02.2020 

F8 30 Female Full-Time Employed 13.02.2020 

F9 28 Female Student 13.02.2020 
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F10 24 Female Student 16.02.2020 

F11 27 Female Full-Time Employed 17.02.2020 

F12 25 Female Student 19.02.2020 

 

Table 8: Participants Sephora case. Source: Own construction 

 

5.4 Coding 

After conducting and transcribing the interviews, thematic coding was applied in order to organize 

the data obtained through consumer interviews and observations as well as to facilitate the 

audience’s comprehension of the analytic process (Malhotra et al., 2017). As argued by Braun and 

Clarke (2006), thematic coding presents a systematic and consistent approach for analyzing large 

qualitative data sets through categorizing and summarizing data into meaningful themes. The 

method is commonly applied in interpretivist research (Braun & Clarke, 2006), as is this thesis. 

The decision to combine data obtained through consumer interviews and observations was made 

to gain a more holistic idea of consumers’ perception of value creation in AR. When coding the 

data, the researcher followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-step coding process (Figure 3). While 

coding can either be conducted in an inductive, data-driven manner or follow a deductive, 

theoretical approach (ibid.), this study draws on the method’s flexibility to include both important 

themes from the conceptual framework while illuminating emerging aspects of interest in the data.  

 

Following the interview structure, 20 codes were developed and divided between statements 

relating to the co-creation variables developed as part of the conceptual framework and statements 

relating to consumers’ perceived value outcomes along functional and emotional dimensions 

(Appendix 7 and 9). The sub-themes were then applied to the appropriate text segments from the 

transcripts using color coding (Appendix 8 and 10). Following the division of codes into sub-

themes, the initial codes were further redefined to ensure their distinctiveness and internal 

coherence (ibid.). The process of reviewing codes was repeated until no new insights were obtained 

(Malhotra et al., 2017). The subsequent analysis follows the structure of the sub-themes.   
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Figure 3: Analytic Process. Source: Own construction based on Braun & Clarke (2006)  

 

5.5 Quality Assurance  

Three main criteria, i.e. reliability, validity and generalizability, are used to evaluate the research 

design and highlight some of the thesis’ methodological limitations (Saunders et al., 2009). 

According to Saunders et al. (2009), reliability in qualitative research is ensured through the 

clarification of strategies selected for the research design that allow the audience to follow the 

consistency and stability of the research. Thus, in a reliable research design, another researcher 

would be able to produce the same findings if employing the same methods to the same data 

(ibid.). This study’s reliability is sustained by documenting the methods used to collect and analyze 

the empirical data (section 5.3 and 5.4) thereby allowing the reader to understand how the 

researcher has arrived at the findings. Interview extracts were provided in the analysis besides the 

interview transcripts to increase the audience’s understanding of how the primary data relates to 

the findings. As with any qualitative research, the data set provides only a temporary perspective 

of the phenomenon under study (Saunders et al., 2009). This study’s findings might thus differ if 

conducted at different point in time since with any “technology-related phenomenon in retailing, 

there may be major differences over time depending on the maturity of the technology and its 
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usage, which (…) means that the value provided by such technologies are different when they are 

introduced and if/when they become part of everyday life” (Caboni & Hagberg, 2019:1134). 

 

Validity in qualitative research is concerned with the appropriateness of the tools employed in 

answering the research question (Saunders et al., 2009). Since this study investigates value creation 

in AR from a novel approach, two different AR mobile apps were selected to allow for cross-case 

comparison of the findings (Franklin & Ballan, 2001). Multiple data sources (interviews, 

observation) were employed as a method of triangulation in order to increase the conclusions’ 

trustworthiness (ibid.). The collected data were subsequently analyzed using a thematic coding 

method to ensure consistency and increase the validity of the researcher’s interpretations (ibid.). 

However, as with any qualitative research, researcher bias presents an inevitable limitation of this 

thesis since the coding of data requires the researcher’s interpretation and is thus conducted in a 

somewhat subjective manner (Saunders et al., 2009). At last, this study discussed the findings in 

light of existing literature on AR marketing to test their congruency with prior theory and consider 

alternative explanations (Franklin & Ballan, 2001).  

 

The limited transferability of the findings to other settings presents one of the main constraints of 

this research. While quantitative methods could have provided more generalizability (Saunders et 

al., 2009), adopting a qualitative approach allowed gathering “a number of subjectively most 

meaningful experiences about a domain that is little known” (Olsson & Salo, 2012: 2787). The 

generalizability of the study can also be contested based on the small sample size, gender bias and 

chosen non-probability sampling technique (Saunders et al., 2009). The selection of millennial 

mobile users further results in less generalizability as the group of respondents represents 

individuals with similar demographics, although it is beneficial to understand the perspective of 

early adopters.  

 

5.6 Ethical Considerations  

According to Malhotra et al. (2017), authors need to anticipate ethical issues in the entire research 

process. Since this study collects data on participants’ personal opinions, respondents were 

informed of how their data would be handled as part of the study prior to any data collection. To 

ensure confidentiality, all mentions of the respondents’ personal information are erased in the 
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written report (Malhotra et al., 2017). Titling informants with codes (F1 to F12) guarantees that 

no personal data can be traced back to the individuals. Informants were asked to verbally confirm 

their consent and voluntary participation in the research activities before the observation. 

Throughout the data collection process, emphasis was placed on creating a comfortable 

environment to elicit natural behavior and correct responses from participants (ibid.). Respondents 

were thus informed of their right to withhold answers at any point during the interview (ibid.). 

However, as with any qualitative study, the researcher’s interaction and relationship with the 

participants may have a significant bearing on the research (Sword, 1999). A continuous reflection 

on the researcher’s involvement in the research and preconceptions about the topic was thus 

necessary to minimize biases in the data analysis (Malhotra et al., 2017). Thus, a systematic coding 

method was employed to maximize transparency with regards to researcher bias (section 5.4).  
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6. Analysis  

This section analyzes the collected data in light of the conceptual framework developed in section 4. The two cases 

are analyzed separately to better reveal participants’ individual experiences and account for the unique traits of each 

application. Since from an SD perspective, value is individually determined, a deep understanding of the individual’s 

experience is necessary to understand the value creation process. The two cases will be discussed in tandem in section 

7 to reveal differences as well as similarities between both cases upon which more general conclusions about value 

creation in AR can be made. In the first part, the role of the key co-creating variables, i.e. information, interaction 

and equity, in consumers’ value creation experience will be analyzed to gauge AR’s potential in facilitating co-

creation. The second part investigates how value is understood by users of MAR apps. Throughout the analysis, 

quotes from the observation and interviews are used to give the audience access to the participants’ original narratives 

and experiences.  

 

6.1 IKEA Case 

6.1.1 Value Co-Creation and Value Co-Destruction  

In general, when reflecting upon value created, none of the participants expressed value in terms 

of monetary value but referred to value emerging from the service experience, i.e. value-in-use. 

Participants most often cited the convenience associated with the digital service. Participant F5, 

for instance, explained the value visualizing items in his personal surroundings brings to him as he 

explained, “to imagine what things would look like in your home next to other things (…) I think 

that is a very valuable thing”. This is in line with the experience-based SD perspective which views 

the consumer experience as a central factor in consumer value perceptions. From the findings, it 

can be deduced that participants viewed the app’s main benefit as the provision of additional 

resources, e.g. information, which would be difficult or costly to gather without the solution. This 

is supported by the theoretical implications of the SD logic which considers the service, or the 

service application (Payne et al., 2008), as a “value-creating support to another party’s practices” 

(Grönroos, 2011:285). The SD logic thus provides a useful lens for understanding how IKEA 

facilitates co-creation by supplying an application that supports their customers’ value-creating 

activities through sharing relevant, product-related information. In the following, AR’s potential 

with regards to the co-creating requirements will be analyzed within the context of the IKEA Place 

application. .  
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6.1.1.1 The impact of interaction on the value creation experience  

The conceptual framework presented in section 4.3 highlights the central role of interaction as the 

primary interface of information-exchange in value co-creation. Identifying the extent to which 

IKEA’s AR app encourages participation (Grönroos, 2011) and engagement (Zhang & Chen, 

2006) is thus crucial to gauge its value co-creation potential.  

 

Value Co-Creation. The findings from the observations and interviews reveal that all but one 

participant (F2) found the AR application to be more interactive than traditional online shopping. 

Participants associated the application’s interactivity with their ability to interact with the virtual 

furniture (Participant F6: “You can place [the virtual objects] around (…) That makes it 

interactive”) and less with the interactive feature of the interface itself e.g. touchscreen, which may 

be due to the fact that millennials are used to interacting with their mobile phones (Bilgihan, 2016). 

Being able to physically evaluate and control the virtual furniture animated participants to explore 

products in greater detail. Several participants walked around the virtual furniture as they would in 

an offline shopping context. Participant F3 even bent down to investigate the products from 

different angles. Viewing the virtual objects from a first-person narrative perspective furthered 

enabled participants to perceive more authenticity in the experience by creating causality between 

themselves and their physical environment. Participant F5’s comment highlights this aspect: “It 

made me consider things that I would never consider on my own. I mean when it shows you ‘oh 

you can buy a gyngehest (rocking horse)’ – I was like I had never had the idea of buying a gyngehest 

but it looks fun – let me put it in my living room and oh – suddenly I can picture my son using it”. 

Moreover, the observations reveal that participants enjoyed the idea of physically interacting with 

the virtual objects describing their experiences as “fun”, “cool” and “interesting”. Once 

respondents understood how to manipulate the objects, they smiled or nodded in satisfaction. 

Subject F5 commented “When I understood what is going on and how to interact with it – I 

immediately felt joy!”. The feeling of playfulness provoked by the app’s interactive qualities also 

encouraged more active participation and prolonged interactions with the service application. 

Participant F5, for instance, told his wife “I didn’t look at you a single time in the last ten minutes, 

I was completely hooked”.  
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Value Co-Destruction. Nevertheless, some participants’ expectations with regards to the 

medium’s interactivity remained unfulfilled during or after the service regardless of the attempted 

co-creation. Despite responding positively in their initial interactions with the virtual furniture, 

some participants perceived the interaction to become less engaging over time. Subject F3’s 

comment highlights this, “The interactive part was ‘place a furniture’ and then you walk around it 

and that’s cool. But if you have done that with one or two furniture pieces, then that’s it (…) I 

think it was fun to do, but you know the fun part became boring after five minutes because then 

you have tried it”. As creating deep engagement is crucial for successful co-creation, failing to 

sustain engagement may trigger value co-destructive experiences. The lack of instructional cues 

also appeared to result in value co-destruction. Subject F5, for instance, commented: “The first 

minute or two, I thought this app is not great because it wasn’t intuitive, I thought. I didn’t exactly 

know how to use it. I didn’t even think ‘Oh, this is an app for placing products’”. Subject F2 also 

made suggestions with regards to increasing the app’s usability stating that “It could have some 

more arrows like ‘Press here, press this. Here you can find something’”. Cues on what content is 

available and how to integrate the resources provided through the platform should thus be clear 

and noticeable as they are crucial to enable successful co-creation.   

 

While Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) emphasize the role of dialogical interactions between the 

provider and customer in value co-creation, participants expressed mixed opinions with regards to 

receiving feedback to their choices. Informant F3, for instance, explained “I think it would have 

been more valuable and engaging, for me, if it came up with suggestions (…) on the other hand 

(…) I would have found it more annoying if it came up with a lot of “you know, what do you 

think of this?”. The fact that informants emphasized integrating resources in a self-service manner 

is in line with Grönroos’ study (2011) which defines the role of the firm as a value facilitator. 

Accordingly, the firm can only be invited into their customers’ value creation process. Thus, real-

time notifications or other features directed at providing immediate feedback should be delivered 

in a subtle and context-sensitive manner as they may cause disturbances and reduce immersion in 

the use-experience. Moreover, none of the subjects utilized the feedback function in the app since 

they perceived the opportunity for interacting with a service personnel as incongruent with the 

app’s purpose, thus strengthening Javornik’s (2016) argument that interactivity in AR is concerned 

with interactions with the digital content rather than human interactions. Among others, subject 
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F3 argued that “what I really like about the app or the whole idea about using an app is that you 

don’t depend on others (…) if I contact IKEA, I would just go to the website (…) in the app it 

doesn’t have to. It’s not the purpose of the app”.  

 

In sum, the findings support the idea that AR fosters engaging customer interactions. AR’s 

“tangible interactivity” (Olsson & Salo, 2012:2787) elicits positive emotions and explorative 

behavior that generate deep engagement with the application and virtual objects. Where consumers 

do not understand how to integrate the resources provided by the platform, value co-destruction 

may occur, thus making the lack of guidance a potential value co-destruction trigger.  

 

6.1.1.2 The impact of information on the value creation experience  

According to this thesis’ conceptual model, information exchange is concerned with the extent to 

which the application facilitates consumers’ integration of resources or provides them additional, 

relevant resources to co-create value (Payne et al., 2008; Medberg, 2016).     

 

Value Co-Creation. The results indicate that all participants enjoyed seeing the digital furniture 

projected into their surroundings. In particular, participants stressed AR’s ability to augment their 

visualization capabilities by embedding products into their physical environment. Participant F1, 

for instance, stated that “You can measure [a sofa] from information online, but it doesn’t give 

you the ‘feel’ of a sofa. You could have all these numbers in your head – but would it matter if you 

can’t visualize it? (…) This is the way to do it”. Some subjects concluded that this feature may be 

most useful for individuals that find it difficult to visualize products in their home as argued by 

participant F6, “I like the idea if you are not so good at visualizing products. I don’t always know 

what furniture looks good with other furniture”. Overall, respondents found that the AR app could 

facilitate their furnishing process as they could visualize product sizes without having to physically 

take measurements; that is, investing less time and energy. Participant F3, for instance, commented 

“From my experience, you usually look up the dimensions on IKEA’s web page, for instance, and 

then you try with the meter. Try to go around if it actually fits in the apartment. But here you can 

get it instantly, that’s pretty cool”. The findings thus support the idea that embedding information 

in the consumer’s real-life context positively influences the value creation experience by relieving 
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them of the “mental burden” (Hilken et al., 2017:886) of having to imagine use experiences and 

assisting in their integration of resources, e.g. time and mental effort.  

 

The augmentation of products further provided the subjects with additional information 

(resources) they could not gain using other types of media. Participant F2 explained that “Seeing 

the furniture in the room in relation to what you have yourself – not necessarily if it fits, since 

there were no measurements, but you could still visualize how big it would be in the room. That I 

don’t think I could get anywhere else”. Participants were able to co-create value where they 

perceived the information as more context-sensitive with regards to e.g. visualizing product sizes 

and more personally-relevant e.g. in terms of visualizing products in conjunction. Subject F4 

concluded: “what makes [AR] unique is the ability to put a lot of different furniture at the same 

time and get an overview of how it interacts with each other”.  

 

Value Co-Destruction. Some participants, however, casted doubt on the usefulness of the 

content shared in AR. Participant F1 suggested that the value gained from the augmentation is not 

“novel” in the sense that he could gain the same information from taking physical measurements 

in his room. Informant F4 also questioned the added value of embedding products into the real 

environment stating that “my imagination kind of gives me the same idea (…) I am not really sure 

I would use the feature”. It thus appears that consumers’ unmet expectations may be a source of 

value co-destruction, i.e. consumers may experience value co-destruction where the expected level 

of value gained from the service was not reached regardless of the attempted co-creation (Lintula 

et al., 2018). The positive effect of environmental embedding further depended on the perceived 

realism of the experience (Hilken et al., 2017). Subject F2 was particularly irritated by the quality 

of the augmentation stating that “it’s really too rough to decorate it. You can’t really create your 

home. It sort of gets weirdly looking”. Conversely, subject F1 found only some products to look 

artificial: “Some of the (…) products you put in 3D, the graphic quality of some of them are very 

different”. Despite perceiving products as low-quality, subject F1 also stated that that the quality 

of the augmentation would not necessarily negatively affect his experience as long as it correctly 

displayed product sizes. Thus, while in the case of F1, technical issues in the service provision 

caused only minor interruptions to the subject’s value creation process, the same issues prevented 

subject F2 from co-creating value. The perceived lack of realism not only distracted participants 
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from the app’s usefulness but reduced their trust in the information provided through AR, thus 

leading them to frequently reject it. Subject F2 reflected on this stating that “Then I have the 

classical – is it really displaying the item in the proper size? (…) I would probably get a ruler out 

and measure it anyway – then you can be sure”.  

 

Finally, value was co-destructed where participants perceived a lack of relevant content. Subject 

F4, for instance, criticized the missing product information stating that “It feels too vague. I feel 

like there’s still a lot of things I don’t know about these products”. Moreover, all participants 

desired tangible information on the feel and touch of the furniture. While most subjects expressed 

that they found the app to be useful in the context of an omnichannel approach, it cannot replace 

trying furniture in a store. Subject F3 explains, “it’s actually kind of funny, [the digital furniture] is 

quite realistic but you do not get the same feelings as if you went to the IKEA shop to sit on it, to 

actually see it and feel it. It’s close to it but not really there a hundred percent (…) I don’t think 

it’s a complete replacement of my normal way of shopping, but I think it’s an additional service”.   

 

In sum, it appears that AR supports the exchange of personally-relevant information in the IKEA 

case. By scanning the user’s environment and embedding information into their real-life context 

in real time, it both facilitates their mental visualization efforts and provides them with 

personalized information on how products would look like in their home. Conversely, value was 

co-destructed where issues in the augmentation quality and a lack of product-related information 

prevented participants from fulling exploiting the value proposition.  

 

6.1.1.3 The impact of equity on the value creation experience  

Equity is concerned with the extent to which the application offers a facilitative environment for 

participants to easily access and interpret the information provided through AR. Establishing a 

feeling of mutualism between the customer and the provider in the service experience is crucial to 

encourage involvement and transparency (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).  

 

Value Co-Creation. Overall, participants experienced the access to information in AR as 

straightforward thanks to the user-friendliness of the app’s design (E.g. Participant F5: “More easy 

to interact with and more user-friendly“). Participants were particularly satisfied with the app’s 



 55 

multi-placement feature enabling them to visualize several items in conjunction to create a 

personalized experience. Subject F2 commented in this context “Then it saves the [the product] 

you put in, so you can do your whole room (…) that’s nice”. By providing participants with easy 

access to context-sensitive and personally-relevant information, it appears that AR successfully 

supplies consumers with a sense of empowerment. Subject F1’s explanation highlights this aspect 

“I feel more certain with it (…) This is why you do it – to see what it would look like”. As argued 

by Olsson and Salo (2012), providing consumers with new opportunities to find and use 

information is essential to drive a sense of empowerment, and thus co-creation, in a customer-

driven world where consumers are more better informed and thus can dictate much of the desired 

content (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Parise et al., 2016).  

 

A sense of agency also emerged thanks to the flexibility and control in the interaction with the AR 

app. By enabling participants to filter for content that is personally-relevant for them, the app’s 

interactive design contributed to their perceived control of the service experience. Participants 

appreciated being able to flexibly decide what products to visualize, as argued by respondent F5 

who commented, “I liked that it was just up to me”. The experience of perceived control over the 

service process was also mentioned in participants’ comparison with offline shopping experiences. 

Being able to access information without disturbances from bystanders was seen as an important 

factor in driving subject F3’s feeling of agency and empowerment thereof: “I would try new 

products that I wouldn’t have tried before because it’s easy – it’s just me who will look at the 

screen, not the people around me, I would not disturb an IKEA employee if I want to try, and 

then be like ‘oh, I didn’t want it that much’”. The findings thus support the idea that AR provides 

a facilitative environment for consumers to co-create value.  

 

Value Co-Destruction. While participants valued the additional information provided in AR, they 

questioned its reliability, i.e. the transparency in terms of who and what contributes to the content 

(Olsson et al., 2013). Among others, participant F3 questioned whether the AR application adjusts 

to the device and physical surroundings stating that “there’s a lot of dimensions that you can adjust 

– there’s the camera, the lighting in here, the screen – so you get sort of an impression of ‘does it 

fit with the colored wall over there?’, but not directly. I don’t think I trust it a hundred percent”. 

Whether the lack of transparency presented a hindrance to participants’ value co-creation further 
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depended on their sought value. More rationally-oriented subjects, e.g. participant F2 looking for 

exact measurements, reflected more upon the reliability of the information than did the 

hedonically-motivated participants, e.g. subjects F3 and F5, who primarily viewed the service as an 

inspirational tool. Overall, it appears that missing transparency may act as a counterforce for 

empowerment which mostly emerges from consumers achieving greater certainty in their product 

choices.  

 

Moreover, while the experience of perceived control was not a salient factor in participants’ 

discussion of the service experience, a lack of perceived control as a consequence of technical 

constraints resulted in frustration, and thus lowered involvement. Firstly, tempo-spatial 

registration issues, i.e. objects moving unintentionally, resulted in participants becoming 

dissatisfied in the service as it reduced their perception of control (F2: “It has some trouble with 

the furniture (…). If I put a thing here, then it glides with the table (…) it obviously has some 

work to do”). Secondly, technical constraints with regards to the AR app adjusting to the physical 

environment negatively impacted their service experience as participant F4 pointed out “A 

frustration that my room seems to be too small and too dark for it to be optimal”. While participant 

F4’s technical skills allowed him to adjust to the technical constraints, and thus co-create value in 

his interactions with the service application, value was co-destructed in the case of informant F2. 

Following the collapse of application, the participant’s invested resources, i.e. time and work, were 

lost and thus, value was not co-created as expected. Respondent F2 expressed his frustration 

stating that “it’s not smart that it closes down. Like if you’re doing your whole room (…) and it 

can’t handle it (…) That’s annoying. Especially if you were to spend a lot of time trying to decorate 

it”. As interacting with the platform requires the integration of the consumer’s own resources to 

co-create value, a loss of resources triggers value co-destruction (Lintula et al., 2018). Overall, it 

appears that technical constraints, i.e. occurrences where consumers’ resource integration is 

restrained by technical shortcomings (ibid.), present an important value co-destruction trigger.  

 

In sum, IKEA’s AR app offers a facilitative environment for users to access and interpret relevant 

information. As such, it drives a sense of control and empowerment in the service experience that 

supports the co-creation of value. The lack of transparency with regards to what contributes to the 
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content provided, as well as technical constraints that prevent the integration of the provided 

resources, frequently trigger value co-destructive experiences.   

 

6.1.2 Value-in-use  

Since the objective of this thesis is to explore how value is understood by consumers’ of shopping-

oriented MAR applications, the remainder of the case analysis is dedicated to understanding 

informants’ value-in-use perceptions. The findings support the SD view of value-in-use as a 

dynamic concept (Medberg, 2016); that is, value-in-use evolved positively where consumers’ 

perception of the service experience improved, and correspondingly, evolved negatively, where it 

deteriorated (ibid.). In the case of subject F5, value-in-use evolved positively after an initial 

disappointment due to a lack of instructional cues: “The first minute or two I thought ‘this app is 

not great because it wasn’t intuitive (…), but when I got there and understood what was going on 

and how to interact with it, I immediately felt joy”. Conversely, participant F3 experienced value 

to evolve negatively as he experienced the app to become less engaging over time, “I think it was 

fun to do it but you know the fun part became boring after five minutes”. Informants’ overall 

value perception, i.e. whether they felt better or worse off after the service episode, subsequently 

results from their evaluation of their accumulated experiences. Since most participants felt better off 

after the service episode, it appears that more value was co-created than co-destroyed.  

 

Analyzing the values participants gained during the service episode, it appears that value-in-use is 

a multi-dimensional construct. In particular, this study distinguished between two overarching 

value dimensions, i.e. value-in-use of functional and emotional nature following Sandström et al.’s 

(2008) approach. Functional use-value describes value derived from task fulfillment and emotional 

use-value is acquired when the service experience arouses feelings or affective states. Concerning 

respondents’ overall perception of value-in-use, functional use-value appeared to have a dominant 

effect as participants reflected more frequently on the utility-oriented aspects of the service 

experience. Since participants’ narratives reveal that functional and emotional use-value can be 

created in the same service episode, it appears that the value dimensions are not mutually-exclusive 

(Medberg, 2016). Finally, the dimensions appear to occasionally act in mutually reinforcing ways. 

Subject F5, for instance, explored products in more detail as he gained enjoyment from interacting 

with the virtual objects.   
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6.1.2.1 Value-in-use of functional nature   

Value-in-use of functional nature was most strongly affected by factors underlying the information 

dimension. Functional value emerged thanks to the convenience associated with the service, e.g. 

in terms of not having to take measurements manually or moving heavy furniture. Participant F3 

commented, “Normally (…) I would, with furniture, pay attention to sort of the details about the 

size, but that you do not have to do because you can see if it fits or no” and informant F5 noted 

“[The value] for now would be re-decorating our home. If I would like (…) to fit the furniture 

somewhere else in the apartment – to see what that looks like before I tried it out manually”. 

Participants further perceived to be ‘better off’ as they gained more certainty in their product 

choices thanks to receiving information that is superior compared to traditional online shopping 

as subject F3 explained, “The thing that you can actually see which products are fitting into my 

room is really nice because that option I don’t really have anywhere today”. Informants evaluated 

the augmentation as helpful in rendering their decorating process more efficient, i.e. they felt better 

off as they invested less time and energy. However, the degree to which participants perceived 

functional value-in-use to emerge depended on the perceived realism of the experience and the 

ease with which they could access and interpret the information. Moreover, a lack of transparency 

with regards to what contributes to the content shared in AR led participants to reject the 

information. Components underlying the equity dimension thus seemed to impact the experience 

mostly when lacking and then negatively.  

 

6.1.2.2 Value-in-use of emotional nature  

Value-in-use of emotional nature emerged predominantly where participants experienced a feeling 

of entertainment or inspiration during the service episode. Emotional use-value was most strongly 

affected by the application’s interactivity. The findings indicate that the relationship between 

interactivity and value-in-use is motivated by the medium’s hedonic quality since AR’s interactive 

nature elicits a feeling of playfulness. However, not all participants found the hedonic nature of 

the experience to have a significant impact on their perceived value-in-use. Participant F2 

concluded, “it’s quite fun (…) I could use it again, but only if I were looking for something”. 

Participants further perceived to be ‘better off’ as the augmentation of objects enabled them to 

imagine future use-experiences thus leaving them to feel inspired. During the interviews, 

respondent F5 touched upon this dimension: “I never had the idea of buying a gyngehest, but it 
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looks fun let me put it in my living room and oh – suddenly I can picture my son using it”. As the 

app’s interactive nature led most participants to explore products they had not previously 

considered, more than half considered inspiration as an important outcome.  

 

The impact of AR-enabled interactions with non-users or the brand on value-in-use perceptions 

could not be validated in the IKEA case. Most participants saw value in using the app together 

with others, yet none perceived social interactions enabled by the application to hold significant 

value. Social interactions appeared to carry value where it enabled participants to share their ideas 

more easily with others. Participant F4 concluded that he would be more likely to use the app in a 

social context as he stated, “It’s more likely I would this again if I sat in a situation with someone 

I know and I am like ‘hey, check this out!”. Similarly, while some participants commented on their 

relation to the IKEA brand, changes in the brand relationship did not appear to hold significant 

value. Subject F5 commented, “The idea that they are like – how should I put it – up to beat with 

the technological advancements – that is kind of like reassuring that they are doing that. I think I 

like them more now”. Finally, emotional use-value did not emerge and thus had no impact on 

consumers’ overall perception of value-in-use where participants already viewed the brand as 

digitally-advanced.  
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6.2 Sephora Case 

6.2.1 Value Co-Creation and Value Co-Destruction  

The Sephora case demonstrates the usefulness of applying an experience-based SD perspective for 

understanding value creation in AR-enabled service experiences. When discussing value creation, 

participants emphasized the importance of the use-experience in shaping their perceptions of 

value-in-use. Participant F7’s comment underlines this “I think I would spend time with [the app] 

if I had to buy make-up online, rather than just quit it like usually. I think this is more easy to use”. 

Moreover, the findings suggest that participants viewed the application’s main role in providing an 

interactive platform for product exploration and experimentation which may, however, not 

convert into actual purchases as participant F7 stated, “It’s more for trying things out”. The 

proposition that value is co-created in AR-enabled experiences is further supported by the fact 

that participants reflected upon value created for the brand, not by brand. Participant F11, for 

instance, mentions additional features the AR application could provide “that could make it sell 

more”. As such, the findings support the SD premise that “the customer is always a co-producer 

[of value]” (Vargo & Lusch, 2004:10). It is in the customer’s product or service experience that 

real value is generated, i.e. when the customer receives brand messages that he can integrate in the 

value creation process (Grönroos, 2011). In the following, AR’s potential with regards to the co-

creating requirements will be analyzed within the context of the Sephora Virtual Artist application. 

 

6.2.1.1. The impact of interaction on the value creation experience  

Value Co-Creation. In general, the findings indicate that AR’s interactive nature fosters 

engagement with the service application. Participants mostly associated AR’s interactivity with the 

ability to interact with the virtual make-up (Subject F10: “Yes, it is [engaging] (…) because you can 

try it on your face”). In their interactions with the virtual objects, participants frequently elicited 

physical movements similar to tangible interactions found in an offline shopping context. All 

participants moved their heads to examine the make-up from different angles. Participant F12, for 

instance, pulled faces to see how the augmented make-up would react. Physical movements were, 

however, more pronounced at the beginning of the observation suggesting that the interaction 

becomes less engaging over time. The entertaining nature of the interactions, nevertheless, played 

an important role in encouraging explorative behavior. All participants agreed that the app 

encouraged them to experiment with products they would not usually consider. Subject F8 
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comments, “I think there were four different ways to put colors on your eyebrows (…) I have only 

tried pencil – so that was funny to see that there are different ways to do it and what that would 

look like. So maybe that opened my eyes for new products”, and informant F10, who uses minimal 

make-up, commented “I don’t usually use lipstick and so it was very experimenting to try it on 

with lipstick”. Overall, the findings support Poushneh and Vasquez-Parraga’s (2017) argument 

that interactivity in AR serves an entertaining function since the interactions with the virtual make-

up frequently elicited positive emotions among participants who described their experience as 

“funny”, “cool”, “nice” and “game-like”. Participant F11 even compared the application to 

computer games stating that “Definitely [interactive]. It’s like fun (…) It’s like when you were little 

and used this make-up heads (…) or like computer games with dress-ups. So it’s like that just with 

your face”. The medium’s hedonic quality also played an important role in engaging participants 

to spend time interacting with the app. Subject F8 even experienced a feeling of immersion as she 

states, “It caught me”. It thus appears that the playfulness elicited thanks to the medium’s 

interactivity positively influences explorative behavior and deep engagement with the service 

application. 

 

Value Co-Destruction. Despite its positive effects, the medium’s interactive nature distracted 

some participants from the application’s usefulness in the context of online shopping. Participant 

F12 underlined this as she stated, “I didn’t notice the specific products that much – more the 

looks. Like I didn’t realize the specific products. If you asked me now what type of products or 

brands I tried on, I wouldn’t be able to answer you because you swap through them really quickly”. 

Where participants did not perceive the app as useful beyond its entertaining function, participants 

did not perceive the co-created value as sufficient in comparison to their invested resources, e.g. 

time and energy (Participant F9: “it’s more a fun gimmick (…) I don’t think I would use it again”). 

The second trigger of potential value co-destruction emerged in the lack of instructional cues 

provided by the app. Half of the participants had difficulties understanding the app’s different 

interactive features which limited their perceived opportunities for interaction. Moreover, 

achieving a balance between immediate browsing and avoiding information overflow appeared as 

a challenge in the app’s design, as previously suggested by Olsson et al. (2013). Participant F9, for 

instance, commented that “I think it was like messy. There was so much information all the time, 

maybe I had a feeling that it should remove some of the stuff. It was confusing to use”. It thus 
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appears that instructional cues should be clear and noticeable to ensure users understood how to 

filter and integrate the provided resources in order to co-create value.  

 

While dialogical interaction is a main theme in the value co-creation literature (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004), the findings provide mixed with results with regards to the degree of desired 

feedback. While all participants agreed that they enjoyed being able to freely choose the virtual 

make-up, some respondents expressed a desire to receive more personalized options, though not 

necessarily in the form of AR. Subject F11, for instance, stated “Maybe they could (…) be like 

‘what are you looking for?’. If it is supposed to be for the purpose of me buying something”. 

Participants’ request for feedback options appears to result from the difficulty associated with 

finding the right product among a large assortment. Participant F7 pointed to this aspect stating 

that “I especially like the part where you can choose what preferences you have (…) then it will 

figure a small assortment instead of a whole list for you to try out”. The request for feedback being 

personalized may further be linked to the fact that in-store consultations and makeovers are well-

established practices that are often targeted at less experienced beauty shoppers. Participant F8, 

who, uses minimal make-up in her daily life, referred to this point: “I always buy in store (…) 

maybe if I had some specific mascara I always use – sure I could just buy it online. But if it’s 

something new, I needed some help to find it and I would want to try it on”. Nevertheless, none 

of the respondents believed that they would benefit from immediate interaction with a service 

personnel via the app as they viewed the app’s main function in terms of creating a space for 

product experimentation which participant F10 aptly describes as a “one-on-one thing with the 

app”. Subject F7 also elaborated on this as she stated, “I would never contact them (…) It’s not 

really the purpose of the app, it’s more for trying things out”.  

 

Overall, the findings indicate that AR’s interactive nature elicits positive emotions and explorative 

behavior which, in turn, generate willingness to engage with the service application and virtual 

make-up products. A lack of instructional cues and personalized feedback, however, prevented 

some participants from fulling exploiting the application’s “potential value”. Moreover, 

interactivity may result in value co-destruction where it distracts users from the application’s utility-

oriented features.  
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6.2.1.2 The impact of information on the value creation experience  

Value Co-Creation. Overall, the Sephora case findings are mixed with regard to whether AR 

supports the exchange of relevant information. Generally, participants enjoyed seeing the digital 

make-up projected onto their faces and frequently expressed positive emotions as in the case of 

subject F8, who commented during the observation “It’s on my face, I can see it! Oh my god! That 

is funny”. Participants particularly stressed AR’s ability to augment their visualization capabilities.  

Participant F10, for instance, commented “I think with the augmentation, you can see it fits your 

face, the colors and the different styles of make-up, in that way it would make it easier”. With the 

virtual make-up projected onto themselves, the participants perceived the content as more 

personally-relevant which, in turn, allowed them to relate to the information more easily. Subject 

F11 alluded to this dimension stating that “I think it could give you some new ideas and inspiration 

(…) because it knows me, my color, my face”. Moreover, participants appreciated being able to 

visualize different products in conjunction thus allowing them to create their own personalized 

make-up look. Subject F8 pointed to the value of getting “a whole look instead of only lipstick or 

only eyebrows” and subject F11 commented “I can see the appeal of putting colors together and 

products together and very easily compare one shade of red to another shade of red if you buy it”. 

Some participants even desired an even higher level of customization, e.g. participant F11 who 

commented “I think I needed some more ways to change (…) the eyeshadow – different ways of 

putting it on – maybe for different shapes of eyes”. 

 

Besides relieving them of the “mental burden” (Hilken et al., 2017:886) of having to imagine future 

use experiences, the app enabled the subjects to achieve certain shopping-related tasks more 

efficiently, e.g. investing less time and energy. Subject F10, for instance, explains, “Of course you 

can go down to the store and try it on but you might not want to do that then you have to remove 

it and it is kind of awkward, if you have to walk through town with it” and participant F7 added 

“I think it just makes it a lot easier because you can try it from at home”. Informant F8 also pointed 

to the issue of applying and removing testers: “I think it’s a good way to try colors compared to 

when you go to a store, you only have two eyebrows, right? So when you try one color there and 

one color there, that’s pretty much that”. She also explains that it could be a solution for people 

with sensitive skin as “there are no by-products in this [app], so to find the right color for your 

skin, I think it’s a good way”.  
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Value Co-Destruction. Several participants, however, casted doubt on the usefulness of the 

content shared in AR. Overall, participants did not perceive the experience as superior to a store 

visit as informant F7 explained, “I think I would get the same information as I would if I looked 

it up in a normal shop”. Moreover, all participants desired information on the actual feel and touch 

of the products as respondent F9 explained, “I need to see it and feel it (…) I want to touch it and 

feel it in my hands”. It thus appears that the idea of physically sampling products continues to be 

highly entrenched in the beauty shopping experience (Kestenbaum, 2019). While the informants 

concluded that they would visit a store before buying products (unless they were already familiar 

with the product or brand), some pointed to the app’s usefulness in the context of an Sephora’s 

Omnichannel strategy including subject F10 who stated that “I like that you can try out the 

products before you go and buy them”.  

 

Some of the skepticism towards the AR application also emerged as a consequence of the 

perceived lack of realism of the augmented make-up. Participants commented on the fact that the 

make-up was too extreme. Respondent F11 stated that “the colors were too vibrant” and subject 

F9 mockingly commented during the observation, “I look like a clown”. Others found that only 

certain products appeared unrealistic as subject F7 highlighted “in the beginning, my experience 

was that it as a bit unrealistic (…) especially with the biggest make-up, the night make-ups (…) I 

found that it was more realistic if you choose some of the more natural parts”. The perceived lack 

of realism distracted most subjects from experiencing the augmentation as helpful in co-creating 

value, thus leading participants to frequently reject the information. Subject F12 commented on 

this issue “I am not sure how accurate it is? It was fun to like play around with (…) I think maybe 

if it got a little bit better with some of the features, I could use it in the future”. Others found the 

perceived lack of realism to only present a minor hindrance to their co-creation efforts. For 

example, respondent F8 did not fully trust the information gained through AR, yet still found the 

information useful in narrowing down her product choices: “Maybe it’s not that precise, but maybe 

it could lead you to ‘is it a number seven or twenty I need?’”.  

 

In sum, the findings suggest that AR supports the exchange of personally-relevant information by 

helping consumers visualize what different products would look like on their face. However, it 

appears that the co-created value in this context is not sufficient with regards to supporting 
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consumers’ online buying process, but may serve as an inspirational tool. The lack of perceived 

realism led most participants to reject the information thus resulting in value co-destruction.  

 

6.2.1.3 The impact of equity on the value creation experience  

Value Co-Creation. Participants’ narratives suggest that Sephora’s AR application provides a 

facilitative environment for participants to access and interpret information (Participant F10: “I 

tried it out for a bit, it was easy enough”). Moreover, by providing participants with personalized 

information, it appears that AR drives a sense of empowerment in the shopping experience. 

Participant F7, for instance, explained how AR increased her decision comfort: “Because it is based 

on my preferences, that’s why I trust it”. Supplying information that is personally-relevant also 

affected the extent to which participants perceived themselves to be in control of the service 

experience as respondent F7 commented “It was not just everybody would get the same, but it 

was my answers that I get”. A sense of perceived control also emerged as participants could flexibly 

decide what content to visualize as subject F7 pointed out, “I think it was quite cool that it was 

almost free for me to choose. I could choose a product and if I find out that it is not for me, then 

I go back and try another thing”. Finally, the experience of perceived control was also mentioned 

in participants’ comparison to in-store shopping. Being able to experiment with make-up without 

the disturbances of bystanders played a role in subject F10’s perception of the AR app as she stated 

that “I know a person down the shop could tell me that too but if you are socially-awkward or 

something, than you can use the app and the app tells you this looks good with this color – or 

whatever. In that way it gives something”. Overall, it appears that being able to construct 

personalized experiences through easy and flexible content display allowed the Sephora users to 

have a more “dynamic and autonomous role” (Flavián, 2019: 547) in the service process, thus 

leading to more pleasurable experiences.  

 

Value Co-Destruction. While participants appreciated the opportunity to receive personalized 

information, they questioned its reliability, i.e. the transparency in terms of what contributes to the 

content displayed in AR (Olsson et al., 2013). Participant F11 pointed at this issue as she stated 

that “Maybe you can’t see how – you just see everything at once instead of putting on the lipstick 

and being like ‘okay, it’s really just the lipstick’, putting eyeliner and seeing ‘okay, just the eyeliner, 

it is not changing the shape of my eye’” and subject F7 commented “I’m not sure I can trust my 
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camera to be good enough – is it actually the skin color that I have or is it just the light?”. Moreover, 

much of the skepticism towards the medium appears to be linked to the novelty of the technology 

as subject F11 stated “I don’t trust it. Maybe in a few years? But that’s also – everything is a bit 

scary I guess when it’s new”. Following this logic, it may be argued that by providing consumers 

with even more control in the service experience, i.e. by rendering the removal of automatic 

content even more intuitive, Sephora may be able to further facilitate consumers co-creation of 

value. Respondent F11’s comment supports this point: “I needed like a big button that said remove 

everything! (…) Maybe if it just always started with nothing – then you could do it yourself”. 

Participants’ lack of trust may, however, also be explained by the associations with self-augmenting 

filters found in hedonic AR services. Several respondents compared the application to the AR 

features provided by social network, Snapchat. Informant F8 commented in this context “I think 

you can’t always trust filters completely. So I wouldn’t only use the app before I buy a product” 

and subject F11 concluded “Maybe it is because you open it and the first picture I see is ‘I have a 

full face of make-up’ and then it reminds me of the Snapchat filter, you know. And you don’t trust 

that one – you know that is not how you look like”. Overall, it appears that a high level of 

transparency is crucial to supply consumers with a sense of empowerment and perceived control 

that are both vital in driving co-creational interactions.   

 

Technical constraints also appeared as a counterforce for perceived control and thus as trigger of 

value co-destruction. Firstly, issues in the tempo-spatial registration of the virtual objects resulted 

in participants becoming dissatisfied with the service as it reduced their perception of control over 

the objects and immersion thereof. Participant F11, for instance, criticized this aspect as she states, 

“You could not close your eyes or turn your head to the side – [the augmented make-up] would 

just fall off”, and subject F12 questions the accuracy of the information as a consequence of the 

registration issues: “It was fun to like play around with but I am not sure that it accurately looks 

like that because you can see the lips are weird and ‘smushed’”. Overall, participants were more 

critical of the lack of perceived realism and technical service issues than in the IKEA case, which 

may be due to fact that Sephora users saw the augmented products projected onto themselves 

which may provoke stronger emotional reactions.  
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In sum, the results suggest that the Sephora AR platform offers a facilitative environment for 

consumers to co-create value. By enabling consumers to construct personalized experiences, it 

provides them with a more autonomous role in service process leading to positive value 

perceptions. A lack of transparency with regards to what contributes to the content or technical 

constraints that reduce users’ perception of control in the service, however, triggered value co-

destruction in most cases.  

 

6.2.2 Value-in-use 

The findings of the Sephora case study suggest that value evolves positively and/or negatively 

throughout the service episode hence supporting the rationale that value-in-use can be co-created 

and co-destroyed (Medberg, 2016). Subject F9, for instance, enjoyed seeing the digital make-up 

projected onto her face at the beginning of the service episode but became quickly frustrated with 

the augmentation quality, thus indicating a gradual deterioration of value. Overall, most 

participants felt only slightly better off after the service experience, and none intended to 

consistently use the app as part of their buying process in the future. Participant F9 even declared 

that the AR experience negatively impacted her perception of the Sephora brand stating that “I 

didn’t really like the application and I think it’s just another way of selling products”, thus 

highlighting the risk of value co-destruction for the consumer-brand relationship.  

 

Analyzing the values participants gained during the service episode, it appears that few participants 

gained functional use-value from their experience. Where functional use-value did not emerge, 

participants evaluated the app overall more negatively. The findings thus support the idea that 

functional use-value is relatively more important than emotional use-value in shopping-oriented 

AR apps (Dacko, 2016). Following this logic, it can be deduced that brands must, as a minimum, 

provide some resources that support consumers’ co-creation of functional use-value to avoid 

consumers perceiving AR a simple gimmick. The findings also suggest reciprocity between 

functional and emotional value-in-use dimensions. The interrelationships between the dimensions 

became evident as participants implied to originally adopt AR for hedonic purposes before 

discovering the application’s utility-oriented features. Respondent F7 highlights this as she states, 

“I think people would actually download the app because it is funny to use the filter (…) then 

afterwards, I would use it for more serious things. But I think it’s actually nice because otherwise 
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I would have never looked at their make-up (…) the funny features make me use it in the first 

place”.  

 

6.2.2.1 Value-in-use of functional nature   

Value-in-use of functional nature was mentioned less frequently than emotional use-value. The 

information dimensions affected value-in-use of functional nature most strongly since functional 

use-value refers to the value derived from task fulfillment. Value-in-use of functional nature 

emerged in the service experience as participants were able to create a personalized experience in 

their interactions with the virtual objects allowing them relate to the content more easily. 

Functional use-value was most frequently mentioned with regards to service features that provided 

participants with customized information, e.g. the color match, as participant F9 pointed out “the 

function where you can take a picture of your dress (…) and match the color, that was kind of 

useful”. Participants further evaluated the augmentation as efficient and convenient with regards 

to comparing different products in an instant without having to remove products with potentially 

harmful ingredients as well as being able to try products from the comfort of their home. 

Nevertheless, functional use-value did not emerge for most subjects. Components underlying the 

information and equity dimensions, i.e. faulty augmentation and registration issues, had a strongly 

negative impact on informants’ experience as it reduced their trust in the information provided 

through AR. Whether functional use-value emerged for the consumer also depended on the 

application of their own resources, e.g. make-up expertise or technical know-how, as participant 

F10’s comment highlights “Maybe if I knew more about make-up, I would know better if it actually 

looks like that”.  

 

6.2.2.2 Value-in-use of emotional nature   

Value-in-use of emotional nature emerged where participants experienced a feeling of 

entertainment or inspiration during the service episode. Compared to the IKEA case, participants 

were more likely to turn their experience into a game. Subject F9, for instance comments, “I think 

I spent most of the time with the lipstick because every time I did this (Participant smooches) it 

changes the lipstick and that was funny. So I just kissed a lot (…) for me it’s like playing a game”. 

While AR’s interactive nature played a role in participants’ value perceptions, value-in-use of 

emotional nature was also impacted by the augmentation. Seeing the virtual objects projected onto 
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their face elicited a feeling of playfulness, which may be due participants’ associations AR filters 

provided by hedonic AR services. While the AR’s interactive quality allows for creating a 

stimulating service experience, hence leaving users to feel ‘better-off’, not all subjects found this 

attribute to have a significant impact on their perceived value-in-use, e.g. respondent F9 described 

the app as a “gimmick”. Emotional use-value further emerged as the AR app encouraged 

participants to explore new products hence making inspiration an important outcome. Subject F11 

commented, “It was fun to try different eyeshadows and eyeliners and stuff that normally you 

would not (…) try”.  

 

Finally, no conclusions can be made about the role of interactions with non-users in value-in-use 

perceptions. Few subjects saw value in sharing the “output” of their AR experience with others 

and most were only willing to share for entertaining purposes as subject F7 concludes “I think I 

would just take a screenshot and send it to a friend saying ‘hey look at this app, it’s quite funny’ 

and that’s it”. Similarly, the role of the brand relationship in value perceptions is inconclusive. 

While participants F7 and F9 experienced an improvement in their brand perception as a result of 

their positive use-experience, participant F9 experienced a deterioration in their relationship to the 

brand following her negative perception of the app. It thus appears that the service experience 

may impact consumers’ perception of the brand and thus may positively/negatively affect their 

overall value perception. Finally, relational value did not emerge and thus had no impact on users’ 

overall perceptions of value-in-use where they already had a positive image of the brand as subject 

F12 comments “I don’t think [it changed]. I have been to Sephora stores and they have like these 

interactive things, so it makes a lot of sense for the brand to actually have an app like this”.  
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7. Discussion 

The following section combines the findings of the IKEA and Sephora case analysis to present some general 

conclusions on consumers’ perceptions of value creation in AR-enabled experiences, which are discussed in the light 

of existing AR marketing literature. The discussion follows the structure of the conceptual framework as it separates 

value creation processes and outcomes. At last, it presents the managerial and theoretical implications of this thesis.    

 

7.1 Value Creation in AR-enabled Experiences  

This study has attempted to investigate how, if at all, value is created in AR-mediated online 

shopping experiences. When discussing value creation, it adopted an SD logic as it is a well-

established perspective for understanding value creation in digital service encounters (Blaschke et 

al., 2019). While multiple actors may be involved in the value creation process, this study 

investigated value creation from the consumer’s perspective since from an SD viewpoint the 

customer is the ultimate value creator (Grönroos, 2011). Participants’ narratives of value creation 

confirm that the SD logic provides a useful and relevant frame for analyzing value perceptions of 

AR as a medium since participants reflected on value emerging from the use-experience (value-in-

use) rather than value in terms of monetary value (value-in-exchange). Given the influence customer 

value perceptions have on purchasing behavior (Gummerus, 2013), it is important to understand 

how value is created in AR-mediated experiences. Scholars within the SD literature suggest that 

customer-provider interactions create opportunities for firms to facilitate their customers’ 

integration of resources to release all the potential of a value proposition (Grönroos, 2011). Given 

the positive relationship between co-creation and customer perceived value (Coetzee, 2016), three 

co-creation requirements were developed based on existing co-creation models to validate whether 

AR captures the logic of value co-creation.  

 

The findings of this research support the idea that AR promotes value co-creation and thus 

enhances online service experiences. The realization of the co-creation requirements appears to 

affect the quality of the service experience and thus affects whether value emerges for the 

customer; that is, when realized appropriately, these allow for pleasurable (e.g. efficient and 

enjoyable) experiences to arise, but when realized poorly, may result in value co-destruction. The 

findings thus support Echeverri and Skålen’s (2011) argument that the same set of interaction 

practices may result in either value co-creation or co-destruction by positively or negatively 
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influencing the service experience (Medberg, 2016). In general, AR’s “tangible interactivity” 

(Olsson & Salo, 2012: 2787) appears to encourage engaging customer interactions with a firm’s 

products on the basis of which additional, context-sensitive and personally-relevant information 

can be shared. By offering a facilitative environment for customers to access and interpret 

information, it provides them with a more autonomous role in the service experience and more 

positive value perceptions thereof. Conversely, deficiencies in the technical quality and design of 

the service application may trigger value co-destruction as they prevent the realization of the co-

creation requirements; these include issues relating to the software (registration and augmentation 

quality) and content (transparency and relevance). Overall, it appears that AR-mediated service 

experiences are influenced by a substantial set of interdependent technology- and design-related 

aspects (Olsson et al., 2013), thus supporting Prahalad and Ramaswamy’s (2004) argument that co-

creating factors are complementary.  

  

7.1.1. The Role of Interaction  

Overall, participants’ narratives support the idea that AR supports engaging customer interactions 

with the service application as the primary interface in value co-creation. Firstly, it appears that the 

embedding of products into the consumer’s real surroundings allows them to interact with and 

physically evaluate the virtual offerings in a way that resembles tangible, offline interactions (Hilken 

et al., 2017) thus resulting in a more engaging and intuitive interaction paradigm when compared 

to traditional web-based service experiences. Secondly, the simulation of physical control (ibid.) 

also encourages explorative behavior and elicits a feeling of playfulness (Poushneh & Vasquez-

Parraga, 2017) that drive prolonged and more pleasurable interactions with the service application. 

Conversely, value is co-destructed, where a perceived lack of realism, as a consequence of 

underperforming technology, reduces the individual’s experience of physically controlling the 

products (Hilken et al., 2017). Moreover, while participants’ narratives support Olsson et al.’s 

(2013) argument that feedback and instructional cues are only desired when delivered in a context-

sensitive manner, a lack of guidance (Lintula et al, 2018) on how to engage with the application’s 

interactive features negatively impacts the service experience i.e. it results in value co-destruction.  
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7.1.2. The Role of Information  

From an SD perspective, information sharing is crucial to (1) facilitate consumers’ integration of 

resources and (2) provide them with additional, personalized resources (Ranjan & Read, 2014; 

Medberg, 2016). The findings of this study support the idea that AR-enabled information 

exchanges facilitate consumers’ situated information processing. As consumers share data on their 

physical context in real-time by scanning their environment, they enable the embedding of 

information into their personal surroundings (Olsson et al., 2013); that is, AR relieves consumers’ 

of the “mental burden” (Hilken et al., 2017:886) of having to imagine future use-experiences, i.e. 

“trying on” or “trying out” products, by linking abstract information about products with their 

real-world context (Hilken et al., 2017). The findings further suggest that AR enables consumers 

to co-create more personalized experiences since the information provided in AR is perceived as 

more context-sensitive and personally-relevant. The positive effect of environmental embedding 

is, however, contingent upon the perceived realism of the experience, and thus driven by the app’s 

technical quality as previously argued by Hilken et al. (2017). A lack of perceived realism led most 

subjects to reject the information accessed in AR. Value was also co-destructed where the 

augmented content was perceived as incomplete or banal. Since participants’ narratives indicate 

that the information provided in AR is not superior to information delivered in store, but can be 

complementary in the purchase decision, this research contests Poushneh and Vasquez-Parraga’s 

(2017) study.  

 

7.1.3. The Role of Equity  

The findings support Ranjan and Read’s (2014) argument that the quality of the customer-provider 

relationship in the service experience impacts customers’ participation in the co-creation process 

and service quality thereof. The research indicates that value evolves positively where consumers 

experience a sense of perceived control over the service due to the ease of information access or 

flexibility in content display. While perceived control “can be seen as a somewhat generic aspect 

that [is] often (…) required from [mobile] technology” (Olsson et al., 2013:300), AR provides a 

sense of empowerment beyond what other online experiences provide where it enables consumers 

to access previously non-perceivable information, e.g. where physical logistics naturally prevent 

visualizing products in a personally-relevant context or by enabling personalized customization 

(Zhang & Chen, 2006; Javornik, 2016b). As providing consumers with a sense of empowerment 
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may drive more pleasurable experiences (Olsson et al., 2013), it provides motivation for firms to 

share control in favor of customer empowerment and adopt a customer-centric co-creation 

paradigm. As a counterforce of empowerment, participants’ narratives point at a lack of 

transparency with regards to what contributes to the augmented content, thus supporting Olsson 

et al.’s (2013) argument that reliability presents an important design requirement in AR. Moreover, 

in line with Lintula et al. (2018), this study finds that technical issues in service provision, e.g. 

registration errors, frequently triggered value co-destruction. 

 

In general, while some value creating factors are reoccurring in the data set, it appears that value 

is not automatically co-created nor co-destroyed (Gummerus, 2013); that is, while two customers 

may interact with the same application, their value perceptions of the service may differ. Value-

creating factors are thus best understood as contingent upon the individual’s expectations and 

application of their own resources, e.g. knowledge and technical skill, in the value creation process 

(ibid.). Thus, consumers that are more technology-savvy may adapt more easily to technical 

constraints in the service process and consequently co-create more value, e.g. enjoyment, for 

themselves. This is an important contribution to the existing AR marketing literature, as it contests 

the commonly accepted notion that companies can ‘stage’ (Carù & Cova, 2007) or deliver valuable 

experiences to passive consumers on branded AR platforms. Instead, it suggests that the provider’s 

role is not to create value but to facilitate their customers’ value creation by providing resources in 

the form of service (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). The firm’s main task firm is thus to identify how 

to influence their customers’ value creation process and where its inputs are welcomed to release 

all the potential of a value proposition.  

 

Moreover, the findings suggest that value may also be created before and after the service episode 

as previously suggested by Carù and Cova (2007). Considered differently from the perspective of 

value spheres, this study focused on the joint customer-provide sphere as a platform for value co-

creation and marginalized how value evolves throughout the customer’s sphere independent of 

customer-provider interactions (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Medberg, 2016). The results indicate 

that participants reflected upon the quality and valence of the service even before their interaction 

with the application or after the actual service episode had ended. Some participants found value, 

e.g. excitement, in imagining the future use of the application (mental use), suggesting value 
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creation may commence already in anticipatory consumption of AR. Moreover, some subjects 

perceived value in being able to share their experience with peers and stated to feel inspired even 

after the service episode, thus implying an ongoing mental construction of value beyond the 

immediate service experience (ibid.). While additional insights may be gained from exploring value 

creation in the customer’s sphere, i.e. as an ongoing consumption process, it is beyond the scope 

of this study which focused on the direct customer-provider interactions.  

 

7.2 Value-in-Use as a Multidimensional Construct    

Participants’ narratives reveal that value emerges in the service experience, i.e. in the individual’s 

interaction with the service application (value-in-use) rather than being delivered by the firm (value-

in-exchange). Since the realization of the co-creation requirements affects how customers perceive 

the service (Grönroos, 2011), value evolves dynamically depending on whether value is co-created 

or co-destructed (Medberg, 2016). The overall value perception thus results from the individual’s 

evaluation of their accumulating experiences (Grönroos, 2011). In general, the findings indicate 

that most participants felt better off after the service episode thus suggesting that more value is 

co-created than co-destroyed in online service experienced mediated by AR.  

 

Participants’ narratives and experiences support Medberg (2016)’s argument that value-in-use 

possesses multiple, interrelated dimensions that jointly determine the holistic value perception. 

Following Sandström’s et al.’s (2008) approach, this study distinguished between value-in-use of 

functional and emotional nature and finds that AR, as a medium, can support the co-creation of 

both. The co-creation of functional use-value, i.e. value derived from task fulfillment, is supported 

as AR facilitates the acquisition of personally-relevant and context-sensitive information and thus 

increases the decision comfort, convenience and efficiency associated with the service. While 

embedding products into the real-life context can facilitate product-related learning (Parise et al., 

2016), the augmentation of the user’s self can also distract from the application’s usefulness, and 

thus may result in less pleasurable experiences. Self-augmentation may thus not necessarily result 

in higher brand or product perceptions as argued by Baek et al. (2016). As functional use-value 

emerged more frequently for participants in the IKEA case, it appears that AR may prove 

particularly useful in contexts where physical logistics naturally prevent consumers from “trying 

out” products in their personally-relevant surroundings. Value-in-use of emotional nature was co-
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created where participants experienced a feeling of entertainment or inspiration resulting from an 

immersive and stimulating service experience. As AR’s “tangible interactivity” (Olsson & Salo, 

2012:2787) elicited a feeling of playfulness and explorative behavior among participants, this study 

supports Poushneh and Vasquez-Parraga’s (2017) argument that interactivity serves an 

entertaining function. However, as most subjects had learned about AR through social media, their 

associations with self-augmenting filters found in hedonic AR services may have had a priming 

effect with regards to hedonic quality of the experience.  

 

In general, participants most frequently stressed utility-oriented aspects of the service experience 

and placed more weight on value-in-use of functional nature when discussing their use intentions. 

The results are thus congruent with Dacko’s (2016) study, which finds that efficiency is prominent 

in users’ view of shopping-oriented AR mobile apps while the ability to entertain is not rated as 

highly. Informants that experienced functional use-value were more likely to use the application in 

the future, indicating the dimension’s relative importance. Yet, more research is needed to validate 

the value dimensions’ relative importance given that value-in-use perceptions are context-

dependent and may hence vary for one individual over time (Medberg, 2016). Finally, it appears 

that interrelationships between the different dimensions of perceived value-in-use exist. 

Participants that experienced entertainment (emotional use-value) spent more time interacting with 

the virtual objects and thus acquired more product-specific knowledge that could support their 

decision-making (functional use-value). Moreover, some subjects originally engaged with AR thanks 

to its entertaining quality. Only subsequently did participants become aware of the application’s 

functional use-value. It thus appears that the emotional and functional use-value created in AR-

mediated experiences act in mutually reinforcing ways, which makes the medium attractive for 

marketers. 

 

7.3 Implications 

7.3.1 Managerial Implications     

This thesis has demonstrated the value of employing AR as part of a wider service marketing 

strategy. From a consumer perspective, AR outperforms traditional online service experiences with 

regards to its “tangible interactivity” and “contextual relevance” (Olsson & Salo, 2012:2787). 

Successful AR-based service augmentation, however, relies on a high level of technological quality 
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as technical issues in service provision, e.g. registration errors and faulty augmentation, negatively 

impact the quality of the service experience. Firms should thus invest in a high-quality app 

experience. Moreover, given the novelty of the technology, a high level of transparency with 

regards to what contributes to the content in AR (Olsson et al., 2013) is needed to decrease the 

risk of consumers rejecting the information. The design of branded AR applications should thus 

not only account for the requirements of value co-creation but focus on the application’s features 

that trigger value co-destructive experiences. Although value is personal and context-dependent, 

the findings indicate that the same service setting generates a reoccurring (though individual) set 

of value-creating factors (Medberg, 2016). By inspecting their customers’ current practices, 

marketers involved in the design of branded AR applications may thus be able to identify those 

factors that facilitate/prevent customers in their value creation process and plan marketing 

activities accordingly. In other words, designing AR solutions requires having “a direct idea of 

what is going on the client-side to service that (…) the adoption of design validation is key to 

getting AR usable or appropriate for the end-user (…) since a consistent and high quality level [is 

needed] before immersion will occur” (Østergaard, 2020; Appendix 5).   

 

Although this study finds that AR-enabled interactions provide an effective platform for value co-

creation, some strategic thought needs to be put into the design of AR apps to ensure that the 

service is delivered in a way that the customer appreciates. Depending on the potential value the 

firm aims to deliver (as described in the value proposition), it may need to pay varying levels of 

attention to different value-creating factors while accounting for their interdependencies. Firms 

pursuing an emotional value proposition aimed at creating an entertaining or inspiring AR service 

experience should pay close attention to the interaction dimension as AR’s interactive nature elicits 

a feeling of playfulness and enjoyment (Poushneh & Vasquez-Parraga, 2017). Moreover, 

considering participants’ hedonic associations with self-augmenting filters, virtual try-ons may be 

more suited where the aim is to elicit strong emotional responses. Conversely, firms pursuing a 

functional value proposition aimed at creating an informational service experience should focus 

more on value-creating factors underlying the information dimension. To ensure that the service 

is delivered in a way that the customer appreciates, firms must consider the type of information to 

be delivered in AR and how this information can be best conveyed based on the product category. 

While IKEA Place users derived value from being able to visualize abstract information about the 
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furniture’s measurements and aesthetic details in their real-life context, Sephora Virtual Artist users 

stressed the importance of receiving feedback to construct highly personalized experiences. 

Moreover, managers must realize that consumers are not yet willing to use AR as their only 

information source given the continued need for touch (Appendix 5). It is thus recommended to 

implement AR as an additional sales channel and ensure its integration into the overall 

omnichannel and marketing strategy to avoid consumers perceiving AR as a simple gimmick.   

 

Finally, marketers involved in the design of branded AR applications need to be aware that positive 

value outcomes are not necessarily symmetrical across parties since value is subjectively determined 

by each actor as argued by Gummerus (2013). As adopting a co-creation paradigm requires the 

firm to cease control in favor of customer empowerment (Ranjan & Read, 2014), it subsequently 

places control over the brand experience into the hands of the customer. Assuming that value co-

creation processes may be asymmetric, investigating the extent to which firm and customer value 

outcomes collide or diverge, may help to diminish eventual discrepancies (Gummerus, 2013). 

Future research ought to compare provider and customer perspectives of AR-enabled online 

service experiences (Dacko, 2016).  

 

7.3.2 Theoretical Implications, Limitations and Future Research 

This study has sought to contribute to the extant literature on AR marketing by exploring how 

value is created in AR-mediated experiences from a consumer perspective. Since few studies have 

addressed value co-creation in AR from a conceptual approach (Alimany et al., 2018) or an 

empirical approach (Lintula et al., 2018), research on AR’s overarching value drivers had been 

called for (Hilken et al., 2018). This study is thus among the first to explore value co-creation in 

shopping-oriented MAR applications from an SD perspective. In addition to building an in-depth 

understanding of consumers’ value creation in mobile AR apps, the findings reveal that value may 

be both co-created and co-destroyed. Exploring the co-destructive side of customer-provider 

interactions presents a novel approach as previous literature has mainly focused on the value co-

creation phenomenon. This study thus takes a more in-depth approach in comparison to previous 

literature. The findings reveal that the customer-provider interactions enabled in AR provide an 

effective platform for value co-creation. Yet, value is not automatically co-created or co-destroyed 

but contingent upon customers’ application of their own resources.  
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This thesis also presents considerations that are new to the existing SD literature as it adds to the 

emerging discussion of value co-destruction. By illustrating how value evolves negatively as a 

consequence of unmet expectations, technical failure, and a lack of resources, the findings support 

the idea that scholars within the SD literature need to consider both value co-creative and value 

co-destructive processes (Lintula et al., 2018). Participants’ narratives further demonstrate that 

firms need to supply support in a way that is appreciated by the customer to avoid value co-

destruction. As such, this study extends on the Lintula et al.’s (2018) argument that a fit between 

the service and the consumer’s sought value is crucial for value to be co-created.  

 

Despite its theoretical contributions, this study is not without constraints. Besides the sample-

related limitations (section 5.5), it could be criticized that some participants were not actively 

considering purchasing the product classes, which may have affected the accuracy of the results. 

Moreover, participants were only exposed to the respective retailer’s AR app which makes it 

difficult to judge AR’s effect relative to regular online shopping experiences. Additionally, while 

all resource integrators can determine value (Gummerus, 2013), this study exclusively focused on 

the consumer’s perspective due to simplicity and resource considerations. Future research ought 

to investigate the relationships between multiple, uniquely determined value-in-uses by including 

the perspective of app providers (Dacko, 2016). Finally, it is important to emphasize that the SD 

logic has been criticized for being too theoretical and lacking analytical rigor despite receiving 

much attention in academic research (Grönroos, 2011). While this study has aimed to overcome 

this limitation by explicitly defining the role the customer and the firm in the value co-creation 

process, marketers involved in the design of AR, who are unfamiliar with the SD logic, may 

nevertheless find it difficult to follow the managerial recommendations.   

 

Based on the discussion, three directions for future research are proposed. First, to gain a more 

holistic understanding of the AR consumption process, research ought to investigate how value 

involves in the customer’s sphere. While it appears that value is created independently by the 

customer before and after the service episode, more research is needed to investigate how value-

in-use evolves in the customer’s sphere and what influences the value creation process. A 

longitudinal research approach may provide insights into the situation-dependent and evolving 
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nature of value-in-use, including before and after the service episode, as well as over longer periods. 

Second, while a qualitative approach was arguably needed to explore value creation and value-in-

use perceptions, a quantitative research approach could provide further insights into the relative 

importance of functional versus emotional use-value. While the results indicate that users of 

shopping-oriented MAR apps give greater weight to functional use-value, more research is needed 

to validate the findings. Adopting a quantitative approach, however, poses the challenge of 

capturing the dynamic and idiosyncratic nature of value-in-use (Medberg, 2016). Third, since the 

dimensions of the value co-creation process are personal to every customer, more research is 

needed to understand the role of individual user characteristics e.g. demographics, technology 

affinity or need-for-touch in affecting value creation and value-in-use perceptions. Since this study 

has investigated a specific segment of the population, i.e. Danish millennials, no statements can be 

made with regards to the impact of demographics on users’ AR experiences.  
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8. Conclusion 

This study attempted to understand how, if at all, value is created in MAR-mediated experiences 

from a consumer’s perspective. To this end, an empirical study of two AR mobile applications was 

conducted with some of Generation Y as a sample. Using a qualitative approach, this thesis studied 

the AR phenomenon from an SD perspective, which led to the following conclusions:  

 

1. Value can be co-created and co-destructed in the consumer’s interaction with AR.  

The findings indicate that value-in-use is contextually and individually determined and emerges in 

the consumer’s interpretation of their accumulated experiences of functional and emotional service 

outcomes. Since most participants felt better off after the service episode, it appears that more 

value is co-created than co-destructed in AR-enabled online service experiences.  

 

2. The realization of the co-creational requirements, i.e. interaction, information and 

equity, affects the quality and valence of the service experience and thus affects whether 

value emerges for the consumer.  

AR’s tangible interactivity encourages engaging interactions with the service application on the 

basis of which additional, context-sensitive and personally-relevant information can be shared. By 

offering a facilitative environment for consumers to access and interpret information, it endows 

them with a sense of empowerment and agency. Conversely, issues in service provision may trigger 

value co-destructive experiences where they reduce the perceived realism of, and control in the 

use-experience or lead them to reject the information provided in AR. 

 

3. By providing personally-relevant information in the form of AR, marketers can facilitate 

consumers’ creation of value and help them release all the potential of a value proposition.  

Firms cannot deliver valuable experiences to passive consumers but can provide resources that 

support their creation of such value in interactions enabled by the technological platform. By 

effectively managing such interactions, firms are no longer limited to making value propositions 

but can co-create their customers’ experience (physical or virtual) with products by facilitating 

resource integration or adding to their total pool of resources, e.g. information. Yet, for AR to 

develop its full potential, its integration into the customer journey is critical given consumers’ 

continued need for touch.  
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Appendix 1: IKEA Place Features  
 

         “For Your Feed”                “Multi-Placement”           “Product Scan” 

 

              “Room Sets”                      “Wish list”            “Feedback” 

 

 

Source: Miller, 2019; Own Screenshots 
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Appendix 2: Sephora Virtual Artist Features  

 

„Product Try-On“   „Looks“  „Swatch Me“ 

 

         “Color Match”       “Virtual Tutorials” 

 

 

Source: Sephora Virtual Artist, 2020 
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Appendix 3: Research Onion 

 

 

Source: Adapted from Saunders et al. (2009) 
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Appendix 4: Expert Interview – Bang & Olufsen  
 
Interviewee Role Format Date of Interview 

Simon Silva 
Former Global Retail Experience 

Manager at B&O  

Structured via 

Email 
17.02.2020 

 

Screenshots from the B&O Experience Application:  

 

 

Source: Apple (2020)  

 

Interview:  

 

Question 1: What are some of the benefits to using AR for consumers?  

Augmented reality allows consumers to get close to products without having to visit a store. It also 

helps with consumers’ decision-making process as it can bring a product into a real-life scenario 

to check for sizing and aesthetic detail thereby closing the imagination gap.  

 

Question 2: Where along the customer journey is Augmented Reality most powerful?  

For now, augmented reality is most useful for customers in the consideration stage as it helps them 

decide if this is the right product for them.  
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Question 3: What drives and or hinders consumers to adopt AR in their purchasing 

journey?  

There are three main things that drive customers to adopt AR: Firstly, AR as an innovative 

experience. Secondly, the fact that AR can solve a core problem, for example, can it actually fit 

into my home? And thirdly, the recent development of web-based AR such as the Apple USDZ 

format which means that there is no need to download an actual application. There are two main 

concerns that hinder customers from adopting AR. Firstly, AR applications are usually large apps 

to download – especially if you want a fuller/richer AR experience and secondly, the fact that AR 

is a relatively unknown technology and often confused with Virtual Reality.   

 

Question 4: What differentiates Augmented Reality from other shopping-oriented web- or 

mobile experiences?  

Augmented reality shows what the product would look like in your home and does so in real time.  

 

Question 5: What are some of the benefits to using AR for businesses? Can AR create 

sustainable value, e.g. increased brand loyalty?  

The biggest benefit of Augmented Reality is that it speeds up the customers decision-making. 

Augmented Reality can also be used as a PR tool to create brand awareness – which can drive 

brand loyalty.  

 

Question 6: Which industries can benefit the most from AR product visualization tool?  

All businesses involved in retailing.  

 

Question 7: How do you see AR marketing evolving in the future?  

I am confident that Augmented Reality will play a fundamental role in the online journey (but it 

can also be useful offline, as with the B&O in-store experience) 

 

Question 9: What drove the decision to adopt Augmented Reality as part of Bang & 

Olufsen’s marketing strategy?  

It was my choice to utilize Augmented Reality as a tool to drive sales for our Bang & Olufsen 

stores.  It has generated significant revenue since implementation in our retail experience.  
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Question 10: What are some of the key challenges Bang & Olufsen faced in creating the 

AR experience?  

We faced there main challenges. Firstly, training – so everyone knows how to use all of the 

Augmented Reality features. Secondly, regular updates that needed to be managed across different 

departments. Finally, a major challenge is that AR technology requires powerful hardware to run 

– so there’s a need to update hardware generally.  
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Appendix 5: Expert Interview – Danish Design AR 
 

Interviewee Role Format Date of Interview 

Jacob Østergaard 
CEO of Danish Design AR and 

Utopian City Scape  

Semi-structured 

via phone 
28.03.2020 

 

Screenshots from the Danish Design AR Application: 

 

 

Source: Danishfurniture.dk (2020), AppAdvice.com (2020) 

 

Interview:  

Q1: What inspired the idea to create the Danish Design AR (DDAR) application and how 

have you been involved with AR marketing in the past?  

I used AR for the first time in 2010, I guess, producing some toolsets. Yeah, that’s like geeks 

meeting geeks within the architectural world. There’s some symposium every year called something 

like “Smart Geometry”, I think it’s called. And I built up some software together with some people 

on top of generated components, that’s a micro station plug-in for coding, and then it all hooked 

up to this Dutch framework for making AR. So that we could see the building at the location. So 

that’s kind of the only thing I have been involved in with AR really. Then I have been trying to 
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make AR for different purposes since then. But it has never succeeded until the release of the AR 

kit from Apple.  

 

Follow-up: And how did the idea for the DDAR evolve then?  

We were doing the interactive visualization and the outfitting and communication to the workers 

for this building called BLOX in Copenhagen and we were very much involved with that. So we 

were doing VR since virtual reality became kind of accessible. So we started pushing things. We 

had a full model of that house fully furnished with all the Danish Design classics that you then 

could shift around, and move around in this VR solution. We were having a lot of the big clients, 

that is furnisher producers as clients. So, that was kind of making it possible, and then I think the 

ten years or the twelve years that this company existed, mainly breaking new ices within the field 

of design validation, that’s been kind of the driving lighthouse for why we did what we did. So one 

of my workers was the driving force. I said for a long time ‘no’, that was kind of what I was doing. 

Because with the digital mixed reality you can win it – it’s more a question what you want to do 

and why you want to do it. I said ‘no’ in the start because I thought I would want to see some tools 

before I use it and test it and pouring hours and money into it. And also because at that moment, 

I had seen so many people in the building industry saying that they have AR, and every time I 

asked if I could touch it, they would just send me a video, so I was like “oh, yeah, you can’t do it”, 

and then I would get them to send me the real thing. So I was very skeptical but then we had a 

perfect meeting with one of the very big furniture producers, and then it was one of my employees 

who pushed me that I should give him the opportunity to make an application. So the real idea is 

not really an idea that I came up with, but more one of my workers. But the real convincing that 

is then happening is when I am standing with it and testing it out and I realize that I am cheating 

myself with it. So I am standing with my phone putting up some chairs and then I put the phone 

a little down to see how the chairs are looking in reality, and the whole room is empty. And I am 

looking back at the screen and I am like “wow, what is that”. So there I realized that this toolset is 

on a quality level, where it works. So that’s kind of where we then come up with it.  
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Q2: What are some of the benefits to using AR for customers shopping for furniture. Do 

you think it can it drive decision-making or is it more for entertainment? 

There is a very clear and simple value proposition in this that anybody that wants to buy something, 

which is a physical product and which is representing a piece of design and is filling up some space 

in your living room, or on your desk, or on your wall, if they can see it and justify that with their 

already existing design, then they would do it like that. You find so many people standing over a 

magazine and trying to grab the picture of the couch with their eyes and then see if they can put it 

into the room and then putting up newspapers on the floor trying to test this. So yeah, that gap is 

the main gap that is being closed. So at least everybody who has a situation where they themselves 

are deciding to buy something that they pay more let’s say 2000 DKK for and it’s taking up more 

than one cubic meter. They would all go for “can I please see it in my room?”. Of course, they 

want to go feel it in the store and see the real thing. Then, when they have seen the real thing, they 

want to see it in their own house. So that’s the value this specific app brings to them.  

 

Q3: So do you believe that AR can replace the actual part of seeing products in store or 

will it remain just part of the customer journey?  

Depends on which products we are talking, maybe. The vast majority is already replaced by 

Internet, not by AR, but by online shopping. And all those experiences, those traits will of course 

not have to go back in the store. So, of course, a vast majority of them that is representing the sale 

of a physical product will in the future add AR to it. Because even when you buy screws or nails, 

very simple things, when you are about to buy them, you would love to see the real measurements 

just in front of you, so you would know what you are actually buying. So, yeah I think we will see 

a shift in that in that area of simple items because they are all producing 3D models and when the 

toolsets for AR are getting easier to make that shift into an AR model. But then on the other side 

are people ready to replace? No. Not as a start for sure, and maybe not ever in the sense that. For 

example, one of the companies which are in the app has a lot of  Wiener chairs in their collection 

and their statement is that you can only test out the quality of the design of a chair by sitting in it 

– so that’s a little harsh to do with this. On the other end of that spectrum is that, for example, I 

went to Silicon Valley in San Francisco and was in a meeting with a lot of different big companies 

out there and one of them, I had a quite few meeting with, was the Gensler people, which is the 

US’ biggest architecture firm, and where the vast majority of their income is coming from 
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specifying furniture. They were very impressed by the app and they really wanted to use it because 

their situation is not that they or their customers don’t want to go down to the shop to see the 

furniture, their situation is that a big percentage of what they are selling is Scandinavian design 

furniture. So, their problem is not that they will go down to the shop, the problem is that you can’t 

go down to the shop, because there is no shop. The nearest shop is maybe in Ohio, or I don’t 

know, it’s at least not on the West Coast because getting your furniture to the US which, if you are 

in New York, you are half way to San Francisco, is hard. So they don’t have the furniture. So, I 

would say that, it’s not so much the question if people want to their experience of going to the 

shop being replaced but it’s a question of how do the products how do they want to make it 

possible to or how many places do they want to make it possible to that you can buy. So the logic 

of that is – yes, people don’t want to replace it but a very big percentage of the population will 

have to let that be replaced by another experience, and today a lot of that experience is being done 

by magazines and Internet browsing of course.  

 

Q4: What has been the consumer response to the DDAR in terms of adoption? How has 

that changed since you started working with AR and what hinders AR from becoming 

more widely adopted? 

Well, it is being used in different industries where you need to tell people how to handle a specific 

toolset or how to set up some specific assets in an environment. Yes, it is being implemented. But, 

it’s still not really implemented in the furniture and design industry. The most and the biggest 

hassle is that companies have not understood how this is working. On the one hand, the end user 

has not seen how it works and the reason that they have not seen how it works is that on the one 

side that the business ideas from the brands are very old school in the sense that they think they 

can do like IKEA and do it themselves. IKEA doesn’t really have to be successful with what they 

do with technology – they can just decide what they want to do. IKEA already had a big majority 

of their products produced in 3D. So they did not really have to consider taking a big step here or 

pay like extreme amount to have this done. It’s still not like, percentage wise, overwhelming for 

them. But that also means that what they have now is a merge of non-design with ugly looking 

models. So the biggest one in the market at the moment is IKEA. They have an app which is okay 

working. They have followed a lot of what we were doing. But the thing is, when you don’t know 

how to do those models, you can’t make them look fantastic. And when you don’t have fantastic 
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design, you have kind of a double down and that’s not coming far. And so people in design 

companies are like – “well, our stuff should definitely not look like this. That’s awful”. And on the 

other side, technology is still not widely adopted. The adoption is also limited to due to the limited 

amount of phones that can run it. It’s not so many, so if you see how gaming and streaming of 

video content has driven the technology development on the client side and the software internet 

speed, it’s driven by that on the one hand somebody who is producing something they can produce 

something that somebody else wants to buy but that is the digital product in a start of it. Of course 

not with the images on the Internet. But if you look at the games, they are created with hitting the 

wants of the end user. Doing something that has quality is something that requires that you have 

a direct idea of what is going on the client side so you can service that. And that’s kind of very 

difficult when you are doing something that is not fully integrated in the browser and in the phone 

set up. So you kind of have a situation right now that, for example, Apple they have very limited 

amount of devices on the market that you can provide feasible technology for most of them. But 

if you want to hit all the market with some AR technology through phones, you have a challenge 

which is rather big. So that’s also an answer on the question of why it is not widely adopted and 

understood. I had a meeting the other day with some investors and we would think that they all 

have the newest phones, right? But only one of them in the room had an iPhone 6S. The rest of 

them had a phone that could run the app. So thing is how can you adopt it if people don’t have 

the technology in their hands that actually can run it.  

 

Follow-up: So you think we will see wider adoption once the technology is more 

widespread?  

Yes, I think there could be a leap in a different direction but I think that is very much linked to 

quality. That is actually why we came up with the idea of Danish Design AR. The idea of Danish 

Design AR was saying that “Ok, we have a correlation between the group of people that are 

interested in design and buying furniture design and the group of people that have a newer 

iPhone.”. So, then we have that first stop out of the way. Then, second alley we would be able, 

because of the situation that we have having all these different brands at the same time, we could 

maybe convince them to join on one platform which is, seen from an end-user, the only way to 

go. We don’t want to have 20 different AR apps on our phone. That’s ridiculous nobody wants to 

do that – compare and choose and all that and put up different chairs beside the chair they already 
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have. So the possibility for me to convince these people that this is a much better – even though 

they are joining a platform with competitors, that’s what made it a potential bringing it to the rich 

masses if you will. That could have changed that. Another part of the paradigm is that is that when 

you meet parts that are not at a coherent quality level – “Like what is this, this is not serious?”. 

You need to have a consistent and high quality level before immersion will occur and that 

immersion is very essential if you want to tell anybody else about.  

 

Follow-up: It’s interesting that you say this because in my research I also found that the 

quality is extremely important and that any technological bugs can really impact the user 

experience.  

That’s just the concept that you need to hit the market where the market is and capable of handling 

it. I was just thinking that right now I am meeting with a big, big company that is doing a lot of 

visualization for their end product – much bigger than any of the others that we have in DDAR – 

I forced them to understand that as long as they do not take it into the pipeline of design validation, 

we will never get to a point where we can use it for the end customer for real. And that’s of course 

not completely correct but it’s also that if you think you can handle something in AR experience 

just to some end users and then put all that into marketing and have that channel without 

controlling it – you are just pouring money out of the window. You need to understand that it is 

a way of changing your behavior around design validation in presenting to user group what they 

should buy – all that. That’s linking back into the quality of the product. If the people that are 

behind the product do not believe in it, then it’s also not really usable.    

 

Q5: If you had to make a prognosis of how AR is going to develop in 5 years from now, 

what do you think how AR marketing will evolve?    

I would say, I am so crazy that I could say now, if we wouldn’t have had the corona virus, I think 

we would almost be the same place in five years as we are today. But due to corona, I think we will 

be somewhere very different. I think that will change it quite dramatically because the need of not 

leaving your house and still wanting to see something or maybe even more the need of showing 

something that you have designed or to put it into production or sell it to somebody that is growing 

quite dramatically right now. Of course it depends on how long this pandemic is going to roll. I 

understand that it might be quite crazy to say that but I am thinking that it could change it. We are 
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so conservative still with this going and touching it which is also one of your question – it is 

something that we and especially also the people that are selling products have a hard time cutting 

away. But I could also be wrong because who is saying that anybody would want to have this? 

They could just use pictures, right? Where the knot is that when you are designing something that 

you can prototype, that you want to get to somebody who upcycles it and makes it look better and 

makes decisions on it – now you need to produce virtual models to some extent. You need to get 

to that next level. You can’t just take a picture and put it on the internet. That adoption into design 

validation is the key to getting AR feasible or usable or appropriate for the end user. If we are 

looking at all the other industries that are using it for procedure tutorials, that will definitely evolve 

because that is so intuitive and intelligent. That will happen or sure. But in the sale and marketing 

of products that has some more design elements, that’s what we are talking about, if we are looking 

strictly on that, it’s a lot about bringing it to the end user in a quality that the brand owners believe 

in and getting to that point is needing somebody that is taking AR into their own design validation 

chain because that is the place where they can upcycle the quality output to a level that they would 

believe in. That’s a long explanation but that is saying that I think if corona is lasting a little bit 

more than the next 14 days, then this is something that a lot of people will not just be thinking 

about but will really take serious.  

 

As the last thing to add, I need to say this, if you get somewhere with it, just remember that the 

whole idea of doing these assets is that is something that is so far from what most people in the 

design industry or gaming industry are used to. So that’s the reason why IKEA’s product is looking 

so flat. They do not have experience in building up assets and that is also why they are pretty heavy. 

And you could also say that why Bang & Olufsen got away with it pretty nicely is because – when 

you are not going to the step where you have really beautiful wood and really beautiful textiles – 

it’s kind of easy to do it. So when you have no stone, no light – yeah, it’s not really a rocket science 

to make it work. But when you have a catalogue of stuff that you want to show, it is very hard to 

make it believable if you don’t hit all of it.  
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Appendix 6: Consumer Interview Guide  
 

Part I: Introduction 

Introducing participants to the purpose of the research, as well as informing them about data 

confidentiality and asking for consent for recording.  

 

Dimensions n° Question 

AR  Q1 What do you understand as AR?  

If the participant does not know the meaning of AR or has a wrong understanding of the 

term, a short description of AR with an example is given to clarify the concept.  

AR Q2 Have you ever used an AR application / an application with AR features?   

 

Part II: Participant Observation 

Respondent is given a smartphone with the respective AR application and asked to use the app with 

the intention of buying products. Participants are encouraged to explore different features on the app. 

No direct questions are asked during this part to encourage natural behavior and exploration.  

 
 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   
 

A: Process Dimensions  
 

Dimensions n° Question 

 Q3 Could you describe your experience with the application and what features you 
have tried?  
 

Interaction Q4 Would you describe your experience as interactive?  

• How was it interactive?  

• What/what parts felt interactive?  

• When did it feel interactive?  

Q5 How would you describe your flexibility in what content you wanted to see?  

• Would you have liked to app to give more feedback?  

• Where would you have liked the app to guide you more?   

Q6 Did you feel like the app was engaging you?  
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• How / in what way did it make you feel engaged?  

• When was it engaging?  

Information Q7 When shopping furniture/cosmetics, what information is important to you?  

• Where do you usually search for information about furniture / cosmetics? 

Q8 How does the information differ from sources of information you usually consult?  

• Was it the information itself that differ or the presentation of it?  

Q9 Could you explain how accessible information was to you?  

• What information was accessible? 

• When was information easily accessible?  

• Did you feel like it was easy enough to find all the information? 

Q10 How did you perceive your opportunity to communicate with IKEA/Sephora if 

you had specific questions about a product?  

• Did you make use of that? Did you want to make use of that?  

Equity Q11 Do you feel like you can trust the information provided to you using AR?   

Q12 Did you feel like you gained information you could not access using other media?    

Q13 Did interacting with the digital content make you engage with products you would 

not usually consider / beyond what you were looking for? 

Q14 How did you perceive your flexibility in seeing content that you wanted to see?   

  
 

B: Value Outcomes 
 

Dimensions n° Question 

 Q15 Did you gain any value from using the AR app?  

• How would you describe the kinds of values you gained?  

• Which one is the most important to you?  

Value-in-Use 

(Functional) 

Q16 Did it make your purchasing process more or less efficient? And if so, how? 

Value-in-Use 

(Functional) 

Q19 Did interacting with the app change your overall understanding of IKEA’s / 

Sephora’s products?  

• How did it change you understanding of the products? 
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Value-in-Use 

(Emotional) 

Q20 Do you feel like you gained enjoyment from using the AR app? 

 

Value-in-Use 

(Emotional) 

Q21 Did your interaction with the digital content help you understand how the products 

could be useful for you personally? 

• How did it help you understand what the value could be for you 

personally?   

Q22 How easy was it for you to imagine to value these products could have in your life?   

Value-in-Use 

(Emotional) 

Q24 How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with friend and family 

via the app?    

• Did you make use of that? / Did you want to make use of that?  

Q23 Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the brand?  

• How did it change your perception of the brand?  

• How will you engage with IKEA / Sephora in the future? Via the app or 

another channel/as before?  

Q25 How did your experience influence your intention to purchase products from 

Sephora/IKEA?   
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Appendix 7: IKEA Coding Table   
 
A. Value Creation Experience 
 

1.Interaction (green) 
 

Sub-Theme Name Sub-Theme Description Occurrences in Data 

Engagement Participant feels engaged and 

captivated in the service 

experience  

• Feeling engaged/immersed/ 

captivated in the experience  

Interaction with 

virtual objects / 

interface 

Participant is able to co-create 

value by interacting with virtual 

products/interface 

• Interaction with products  

• Interaction with interface 

Interaction with 

provider   

Participants perceives 

opportunity for dialogical 

interaction with the service 

provider 

• Interaction with service 

provider  

 

Absence of resources Participant experiences lack of 

informational cues during the 

service 

• Lack of guidance 

• Lack of feedback  

Unmet expectations Participant’s preconceptions 

remain unfulfilled during or 

after the service regardless of 

attempted co-creation 

• Interaction becomes less 

engaging over time     

 

2. Information (orange) 
 

Sub-Theme Name Sub-Theme Description Occurrences in Data 

Information 

processing  

Service facilitates the way the 

participant processes 

information  

• Visualization of product 

information  

• Supporting the participant’s 

mental efforts   

Information format   Enhanced presentation of 

information thanks to 

environmental embedding or 

personalization      

• Seeing products in one’s 

room 

• Seeing products in 

conjunction with other 

products   

Absence of resources Participant experiences lack of 

information before, during or 

after the service  

• Need for touch 

• Lack of product information  

• Missing content  
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Unmet expectations Participant’s preconceptions 

remain unfulfilled during or 

after the service regardless of 

attempted co-creation 

• Virtual artefacts are 

perceived as artificial  

• Lack of details in virtual 

artefacts  

 
3. Equity (yellow) 
 

Sub-Theme Name Sub-Theme Description Occurrences in Data 

Empowerment Participant experiences a feeling 

of empowerment during or after 

the service as he/she can reach 

goals thanks to additional 

information  

• Certainty about one’s 

choices   

• Independence from service 

provider  

Perceived control 

over the process 

Participant is able to co-create 

value during the service thanks 

to flexible interaction with 

virtual offerings  

• Flexibility in visualizing 

contents   

• Making requests  

Lack of 

transparency 

Participant cannot co-create 

value as he lacks trust in the 

information provided / what has 

contributed to it  

• Uncertainty 

Customer centralism Service creates a facilitative 

environment for the participant 

to co-create value thanks to 

content being accessible easily 

and immediately  

• User-friendliness  

• Intuitive layout  

• Realism of the experience 

Technical challenges 

and constraints 

Participant cannot co-create 

value during the service as 

resource integration is restrained 

due to technical failure or 

shortcoming in software or 

environment 

• Mobile device fails to 

function/collapses 

• Virtual artefacts move 

unintentionally  

• Too little light or too small 

room for using the app  
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B. Value-in-use perceptions 
 
Value-in-use of Emotional nature (blue) 
 

Sub-Theme Name  Sub-Theme Description Occurrences in Data 

Entertainment  Participant feels joy, amusement 

or playfulness due to intriguing 

and rich content  

• Fun game 

• Useless gimmick 

Inspiration Participant feels inspired, excited 

or eager to explore products due 

to stimulating experience 

• Inspiration from 

Exploration 

  

Social Interaction Participant experiences news 

ways of social interaction 

enabled by the service   

• Interaction with others  

Brand relation Participant’s relationship to the 

brand is altered beyond the 

service experience   

• Brand relationship 

 
 
Value-in-use of Functional nature (pink) 

 

Sub-Theme Name  Sub-Theme Description Occurrences in Data 

Performance-related 

value 

Participant is able to do 

something that would be 

difficult without the service   

• Efficiency 

• Convenience 

• Product learning 

Task-related value 

 

Participant’s sought value is 

fulfilled or remains unfulfilled   
• Sufficient perceived value 

• Insufficient perceived value  
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A. Value Creation Experience 
 

1.Interaction  
 

Code Data Occurrence Code 

Engagement 

 

• Yes. Definitely [engaging]. I think [the engagement]  is 

very product-focused – not particularly IKEA. (F1) 

• Yes. It is engaging. It’s sort of a balance because if it 

were more engaging – like suggesting things to you – 

you could start getting annoyed at it. (F2) 

• Yes, it was engaging. I think I would use it if I knew or 

considered buying a specific product (…) I would have 

found it more annoying if it came up with a lot of “you 

know, what do you think of this?” (F3)  

• Yes, definitely engaging, I would continue using it. 

(F4) 

• Yes .(F6)  

Feeling 

engaged 

• Definitely [engaging]. Participant says to his girlfriend: I 

didn’t look at you a single time in the last ten minutes, 

I was completely hooked. (F5) 

Feeling 

immersed 

Interaction 

with 

interface/ 

virtual 

objects  

 

 

• You can place [the virtual objects] around and place it 

different places around in the room. That makes it 

interactive. (F3) 

• Ah, sort of. I mean I didn’t – if I could do something 

with the things other than place them? I didn’t even try 

to place a lamp – but if I did I hope that I could turn it 

on and off. That would be great. I didn’t even try to 

make the gyngehest (rocking horse) like move, but if I 

could that would be sweet. (F5) 

• It has good physics, like it makes me want to move 

backwards so I can see it in a bigger picture. That 

actually works quite nicely. (F4) 

• So it depends on how you define interactive, but from 

my understanding, the thing that you can walk around 

makes it interactive in my understanding, and also that 

you can choose specific products that you like makes it 

interactive. F3) 

• It is a nice feature that I can move it. That feels really 

nice. (F4) 

Interaction 

with virtual 

objects 
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• It works really well. But you have to go a bit away to 

see it. (F5) 

• I think it as appropriately interactive. (F4) 

• Yes. Pretty much [interactive]. (F1) 

• Yes. I don’t know. It’s more interactive than just 

looking at the table and then imaging what it would 

look like in your home. (F6) 

 • So it is showing me an icon that I should tilt my 

iPhone forth and back. Now I see a circle. There it 

goes. (F4) 

• It takes you a minute or two to realize that it is 

important to find the marker and place that the correct 

place before placing the product. Else your product is 

going to turn out a completely wrong size than it’s 

supposed to. It needs to get from the room that this is 

where you want to place. So when you put the marker 

close to – close to the phone – it’s going to think that 

you are close to the product. Some settings you need 

to adjust. (F1) 

• It’s important to hold your phone still for it, because if 

you don’t, you have a completely wrong size of the 

product if it comes up. (F1) 

• If you place something in the room – you have to do it 

right. You could even have to remove stuff in the 

room to make it easier for the app. (F1) 

• I was just trying to re-calibrate and then it was possible 

to place it on the table. (F3) 

• I think it’s important to use that little marker for 

searching where you want to place your product. (F1) 

Interactivity 

of interface 

Interaction 

with provider  

 

• No, I didn’t see that [opportunity for immediate 

interaction]. But I also didn’t look for it either. I think 

my idea of the app was to try stuff. I did not see the 

need to reach out to IKEA personally. (F2)  

• So yeah. I also think I would have found a button a bit 

annoying because if I contact IKEA, I would just go to 

the website and get the number, so in the app it 

doesn’t have to. (F3) 

• I didn’t see [an opportunity for immediate interaction] 

and I didn’t miss it. (F5) 

Dialogical 

interaction 
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Lack of 

resources 

 

• I am kind of having a hard time. I am not sure if I 

wish my choice was more guided. (F4) 

• I think an arrow or something should point at the 

marker. (F1) 

• But you know – it could have some more arrows like 

“Press here – press this.” Here you can find 

something. (…) I think a nice thing would maybe be 

an introduction – instead of you having to go in and 

find things and sort of a simple introduction. “This is 

how you” etc. (F2) 

• They could give some instruction for that – like do it 

in bright daylight. (F4) 

• I would have liked to have a tip function or a like a – 

not a tutor – but a tutorial function? (F5) 

• I thought it was a bit too much – you just have the 

three buttons and the camera. It was like “Ehm. I try 

to press on this one and see what happens?”. (F2) 

• The first minute or two I thought – this app is not 

great because it wasn’t intuitive I thought. I didn’t 

exactly know how to use it. I didn’t even think “Oh, 

this is an app for placing products”. Ehm. And the 

icons at the bottom – except for the one that looked 

like a profile – I didn’t know what they were supposed 

to do and I didn’t find out during the ten minutes what 

was the difference between the home and the four-

squares symbol. (F5) 

Lack of 

guidance 

• I think it would have been more valuable and engaging 

for me if it came up with suggestions if what I have 

just chosen could be an option for me to choose next. 

(F3) 

• I think it as appropriately interactive but it did not 

come with feedback. (F4) 

• It doesn’t really suggest things to you. You sort of 

have to do it yourself. (F2) 

• On the other hand, it would not be so nice if it would 

pop-up with a lot of things that I would have to 

choose (F3) 

Lack of 

feedback 
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Unmet 

Expectations 

 

• The interactive part was “place a furniture” and then 

you can walk around it and that’s cool. But if you have 

done that with one or two furniture pieces then that’s 

it. (F3) 

• Hm. No, I am not sure it was interactive. It’s not like I 

am interacting with it. It’s more like, you know, putting 

stuff around (F2) 

Interaction 

becomes less 

engaging 

over time 

 

2.Information  
 

Code Data Occurrence  

Information 

processing 

 

• What else would I think about – the dimensions! But I 

think this one makes it more easy to take that decision 

about the dimensions because you can actually see if it 

fits in. I don’t really care if it is ten or twenty 

centimeters. If it fits, it fits. So, so, if this app did not 

exist, I would of course look into the dimensions and 

that would be an important detail about the product. 

(F3) 

• It gives you a different aspect. Yes, you can measure it 

from information online but it doesn’t give you the feel 

of the sofa. You could have all these numbers in your 

head – but would it matter if you can’t visualize it? 

Unless that you put up boxes that had the same size – 

how would you even visualize it? This is the way to do it. 

(F1) 

• It could be individual. I think some people are better at 

visualizing stuff. When you are told something is two 

meter long, what is your perception? What are you 

expecting? Some people are way better at visualizing that 

for themselves in their mind. (F1) 

• And especially for people that are not – that don’t have a 

– what’s the word? A visual sense – or what you want to 

call it. Like me! To imagine what things would look like 

in their home – next to other things, next to other things 

they have right now. It was great. (F5) 

• I like the idea if you are not so good at visualizing 

products. I don’t always know what furniture looks good 

with other furniture. (F6) 

Supporting the 

participant’s 

mental effort 
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• It is useful for people like me. I don’t always know what 

fits or what is nice together. I think sometimes I have 

been to IKEA and bought something and when we got 

home it doesn’t fit or it looks ugly. (F6) 

• Yes, I think visualize would look like in my room – 

better than without it. Yes, definitely. (F1) 

• I was like I had never had the idea of buying a gyngehest 

but it looks fun – let me put it in my living room – and 

oh – suddenly I can picture my son using it. (F5) 

• It definitely gives you a different idea of how a product 

looks like in a room. I can see a future for it though. (F1) 

• I think you get a concept of spatial parameters (…) it 

gives a more realistic idea of how much space things 

take. (F4) 

• Yes. Definitely. I mean, I see many products were it 

would not be worth having an augmented version. It has 

to be something that has to look good. Because I mean 

people wouldn’t buy a new knife and go and see that in 

an augmented reality. It works for tables, chairs, sofas. 

That’s where it matters. It seems like a smart idea there. 

(F1) 

• Size. Color. Stuff like that. Most of the time the size. It’s 

the most important factor to begin with – you have to 

sort that out. You buy a new bed – it has to be the size. 

Can it be there? Can it not be there? (F1) 

 

Visualization 

of products 
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Information 

format 

 

• Of course, it makes a difference. You can see the 

product within the setting of already existing products in 

your space. So yes, it’s different. (F1) 

• Well, it is a benefit the fact that you can place it in the 

room. (F2) 

• You needed to see it in your room. Not just measure. 

How long is it? How wide is it? Can it be there? (F1) 

• The thing about seeing the furniture in the room in 

relation to what you have yourself – not necessarily if it 

fits since there were no measurements, but you could 

still visualize how big it would be in the room – 

probably. (F2) 

• I think what I experienced is probably different from 

others due to that setting where you are scanning 

products. (F1) 

• Size. Color. Stuff like that. Most of the time the size. It’s 

the most important factor to begin with – you have to 

sort that out. You buy a new bed – it has to be the size. 

Can it be there? Can it not be there? (F1) 

• I wouldn’t say personalized but customized? (F5) 

Seeing 

products in 

one’s room 

• You can see the product within the setting of already 

existing products in your space. So yes, it’s different (F1) 

• See it in conjunction with your room (F2) 

• Yes, I think so [that it is more personalized] (…) in the 

sense that I could see the bed was double the size of my 

bed. (F4)  

• I think what makes it unique is the ability to put a lot of 

different furniture at the same time and get an overview 

of how it interacts with each other. (F4) 

• I scanned a table now – even with a lot of stuff on it. 

There is a lot of stuff – everything from a computer to 

food that is standing on it – and still I was given 

opportunities to other kinds of table – very similar 

wooden tables. (F1) 

• I scanned a chair and a chair comes up. And it’s not only 

a chair – there’s so many at IKEA – but it’s a chair that 

looks like something like the one I took a picture of. 

This one is very thin and I am getting other thin-legged 

versions. (F1) 

Seeing 

products in 

conjunction 

with other 

products 
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• I tried to scan one of the products we had here in the 

room – a sofa table and a chair. And it came out with 

similar products for it. And I was surprised it came up 

with something similar looking – that it got that picture. 

So you even got a chair with similar color and similar 

size of the leg. (F1) 

• I mean yeah, the fact that you can see it in your room 

with the other furniture. (F6) 

• And also the most useful feature of the app is that you 

can place different furniture around you can see how 

that works together. (F3) 

• Definitely the feature where you can see how different 

furniture fits together and also fits into your room. (F3) 

Lack of 

resources 

 

• Furniture - it’s a big thing in your home and you have to 

sit on it and lie on it so you can kind of have to see it 

before you buy it. But it’s actually kind of funny, it is 

quite realistic but you do not get the same feeling as if 

you went to the IKEA shop to sit on it, to actually see it 

and feel it. It’s close to it but it is not really there a 

hundred percent. (F3) 

• If I was going to buy a new sofa, I would try it first in 

store (…) when it comes to beds, sofas, pillows. There’s 

a certain factor there that needs to be touched (…) You 

still want to try out a sofa. That doesn’t work in the app 

still. You can’t see if it’s soft. (F1)  

• And again if it were a couch or something, I would need 

to touch. (F2) 

• I would go to a shop to try to feel it and yeah, but – yeah 

I don’t feel like it replaces that sort of thing to do (…) if 

I wanted to buy a new sofa tomorrow. I think I would 

use the app to try and see where I can place it and then I 

would go into IKEA and try it and see what it actually 

looks like and how does it feel. (F3) 

• I think I would like to see it in person. To get a feel for it 

(…) Like I would never buy a chair if I didn’t know how 

it feels. (F2)  

• [I would go to the store] if it is something that I care 

about. (F4) 

Need for 

touch 
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• Some chairs – or even a shelf or bookcase, a lamp – 

that’s not something you would need to see, feel, touch. 

That would be enough just online. (F1) 

• Yeah, smaller items I could consider buying by just 

pressing the buy button. (F3) 

• Unless it was something like a small item. Like a small 

bathroom accessory thing I knew would fit. If I was 

buying something like a more expensive couch or a bed 

or something I would definitely want to try it out. (F2) 

• It’s not superior to the store, but I guess it if I were 

buying online, I would use it. (F2) 

• [I go to the store] to feel it and try it. (F6) 

• In a store. I need to see it and feel it. (F5) 

• No, I still think the store would be better. But then 

again, it depends on what product we are talking about. I 

mean the sofa’s feel and touch of it. Where the shelf is a 

different matter. I would not necessarily need to go to a 

store. (F1) 

 • The information was not enough to make a purchase, 

because then I would need the measurements. (F2) 

• It feels too vague. I feel like there’s still a lot of things I 

don’t know about these products. (F4) 

• Next thing would be for me that the texture of the 

individual products in the app would be better. (F1) 

• Yeah (…) I don’t think I would buy something using the 

app alone. I would need something more – like 

measurements again. (F2) 

Lack of 

product 

information 

• Is there nothing for walls? There’s no pictures! (F2) Missing 

content 

Unmet 

expectations 

 

• I would say it gives you an idea. But of course you could 

just measure that and see that “this is too high, this 

would touch the ceiling”. (F1) 

• I think my imagination kind of gives me the same idea. 

(F4) 

• So you know the really valuable point would be to have 

suggestions to what could fit into your apartment. (F3) 

Insufficient 

perceived 

value 
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• Like this one now is massive – although I think maybe it 

is massive in real. (F1) 

• It doesn’t need to be in good quality but yes of course it 

does have to follow up with. If it’s 2D graphic from 

1988 put in the room here now – it does have to follow- 

It’s not because the phone can’t do better. It’s not like 

the technology of the phone level can’t do it better. (F1) 

• I definitely chose a product or two where the product 

came up as too big for the room. (F1) 

• It’s kind of standing on top of the plant. I don’t think I 

want my bed to stand like that. I think it is too big. (F4) 

• Maybe it’s just the one that I picked – it’s very orange 

and red – but it looks a bit artificial (laughs). (F2) 

Virtual 

artefacts look 

artificial 

• I think some of the artefacts or whatever you call it – the 

products you put in 3D, the graphic quality of some of 

them are very different. Some of them look like they put 

more effort into them into than others. This one 

definitely - this is some TV-table. Ah, it’s a cheaper 

version. So maybe that’s why it feels cheaper done than 

other products. (F1) 

• But really it’s too rough to decorate it. You can’t really 

create your home. It sort of gets weirdly looking. (F2) 

Lack of details 

in virtual 

artefacts 

 

 

3.Equity  
 

Code Data Occurrence  

Empowerment 

 

 

• I feel more certain with it. Mostly because of the size 

correction. This is why you do it – to see what it 

would look like. (F1) 

• It gave some idea and certainty. (F4) 

 

Certainty 

about one’s 

choices 

• Also back to the question you asked before, of course 

I would try new products that I wouldn’t have tried 

before because it’s easy – it’s just me who will look at 

the screen, not the people around me, I would 

disturb an IKEA employee if I want to try and then 

be like “oh, I didn’t want it that much”. (F3) 

Independence 

from service 

provider 
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Perceived 

control over 

process 

 

• On the other hand, it would not be so nice if it would 

pop-up with a lot of things that I would have to 

choose. (F3) 

• What I really like about the app or the whole idea 

about using an app is that you don’t depend on 

others. I mean, it’s just a piece of software and you 

can do or try whatever you want to try. (F3) 

• So you can try stuff and it’s really up to you and you 

don’t disturb other people. (F3) 

• The fact that when you place it you have to move the 

phone around, you can’t move the item around after. 

(F2) 

• In the occasion that you have a small room and you 

need to fit a bed in it, it would have been nice if I 

could zoom out or make it smaller so that I can see 

the product from several angles. But I was not able to 

do that. (F4) 

Flexibility in 

visualizing 

content 

• Definitely. But that’s because I asked it to find 

recommendations. And then I am asking it directly to 

give me something. So I was still controlling it. (F1) 

• I did definitely except for that I could not put 

anything up on the walls. That was like a control 

thing. And then also the feature where it puts entire 

room sets for you that is obviously also like a you are 

not in control anymore. But that’s where you can give 

it the control and move it around after. So I think 

that’s fine. (F2) 

• No, I liked that it was just up to me. But I would 

have liked to have an icon to press for easy help or 

for search. I think I missed that a lot. A search 

function. (F5) 

Making 

requests  

Customer 

centralism 

 

• Like more easy to interact with and more user-

friendly. (F5) 

• It is also quite easy to move them around to replace 

them. (F3) 

• For a person that is handy with a phone anyway – has 

an Android or Apple phone – it is pretty easy. But 

old people – no. They could not hold it still and get 

the system, I think. (F1) 

User-

friendliness 
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• No, it was not difficult. It didn’t seem difficult at all. 

(F1) 

• It was not difficult, I think. (F2) 

• I was also impressed of how much different furniture 

is available. (F3) 

• Oh! Then it saves the one you put in – so you can do 

your whole room. Ah, that’s nice. (F2) 

• I was quite impressed by how it remembered. You 

know when you are looking at a small screen, you 

have the sort of the expectation that of course it can 

place the sofa over there, but when I turn the camera 

around I don’t expect it to be still there. But it was! 

(F3) 

• That’s pretty cool that you can do an entire room. 

(F4) 

• Well I would say it was good. I was surprised how 

well it actually worked. I thought it would be more 

awkward – that more mistakes would happen in the 

app. (F1) 

• Mostly I am surprised that it is good with sizes. It’s 

not that too big to small. (F1) 

• I like it, it is a very simple app. (F6)  

• I think the IKEA app is very simple and I think my 

parents could use it. I think there are only four or 

three features to try, that’s it. It’s very simple. Well, 

you needed to help me a little bit but if you tried it’s 

easy.  

• It makes it easy for us to place furniture around (F3) 

• it was (…) straightforward and easy to understand 

what to do. (F4) 

• It was definitely intuitive. (F4) 

• I sort of missed the overview but if I really were to 

find a specific product, I had the feeling that I could 

have done it. (F3) 

• So it was nice that it was free but it was also 

confusing because it was difficult to find different 

products and have the overview of the different 

products. (F3) 

Intuitive layout 
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• Yes, for most of it. But not sort of having the 

overview as I talked about before. I think it was a bit 

difficult to feel that you are presented with all the 

products that you are looking for. (F3) 

• No, no. I think even if the quality isn’t spot on, I 

think as long as the sizes are correct. (F1) 

• I was quite surprised how realistic it looks. Especially 

the dimensions that when you are walking close to 

some of the objects it is keeping the same sort of 

dimensions. It feels real. (F3) 

• This is funny. I cannot see on the screen at these are 

not real furniture. (F5) 

• I thought it was fairly realistic. I mean – I was really 

surprised about how good it was at making the size 

of the furniture like fit the room. I don’t know how it 

did it but the height of the room or the width. But it 

was quite amazing. I put a sofa next to our sofa and it 

was exactly the same size. And I was like “huh, 

what?” – that was really good. (F5) 

• The quality was really good. I couldn’t tell the 

difference between like the virtual sofa and our sofa. 

That was crazy. (F5) 

Realism of the 

Experience 

Lack of 

transparency 

 

• I don’t think it adjusts to the room – like is it sunny? 

Or not sunny? I think the product you place is either 

dark or light – it’s not corresponding to perfectly to 

where you are in the room. I think that could be a 

next idea. (F1) 

• Then I have the classical – is it really displaying the 

item in the proper size. Like when I was placing the 

item and it was shifting it a bit – does it really display 

it properly? So I would probably get a ruler out and 

measure it anyway – then you can be sure (…) 

especially if it does like weird things. (F2) 

• You can see how it fits in the room but then again it 

would be nice to press a button and then have 

measurements shown with the furniture so you know 

“alright, it sort of fits”. Then it would also be more 

trustworthy. I would trust it more if it could show me 

that. Like “OK, It seems about right. (F2) 

Uncertainty 
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• So I didn’t trust the color totally because it was 

darker but also because there’s a lot of dimensions 

that you can adjust – there’s the camera, the lighting 

in here, the screen – so you get sort of an impression 

of does it fit with the colored wall over there but not 

directly. I don’t think I trust it a hundred percent. 

(F3) 

• I am still uncertain how this thing would actually look 

in here. (F4) 

Technical 

challenges and 

constraints 

 

• Now it closed down. It couldn’t handle the pressure 

(laughs). Wow. It’s slow loading. It’s not smart that it 

closes down. Like if you’re doing your whole room – 

you put two things and it can’t handle it. That’s not 

good. Now they are gone! Oh well (sighs in 

disappointment). (F2) 

• It obviously has some work to do. Because, well. Like 

the thing where it closes down, that’s annoying. 

Especially if you were to spend a lot of time on trying 

to decorate it. (F2) 

• This is an IKEA glass. This may be hard because it is 

see through. So when I take something that is hard to 

guess it may come up with pretty stupid suggestions 

which I guess people could make fun of it. (F4) 

• So I can scanned a lamp and it finds other lamps – is 

that the idea? It can’t find this one. They look a little 

bit like this one. That’s weird. (F6) 

Application or 

device fails to 

function / 

collapses 

• Suddenly after eight or nine items, also in different 

rooms, then it became a little bit confused. It couldn’t 

really distinguish this room from that room. (F3) 

• I think you get a concept of spatial parameters but in 

the case of this room it was just confusing. (F4) 

• (Confused look) Now it seems like I am scanning the 

whole floor. (F1) 

• Now it has moved the stuff I placed before. That’s 

weird. (F2) 

• I thought I put it on the table put it is on the ground 

(laughs). (F2) 

• It has some trouble with the furniture that is already 

there. If I put a thing here, then it glides with the 

Virtual 

artefacts move 

unintentionally 
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table. It seems that the problem is that it cannot 

figure it out. (F2) 

• The size I felt quite certain about, but the colors – I 

think as I talked about it’s a bit dark in here so the 

first thing I did when trying the app was to brighten 

the screen up but it didn’t really help because the 

room is dark. So what you actually see is the room 

that is dark. (F3) 

• Okay, I am going to try my first item. Okay, I am 

realizing that I should probably have more light. I will 

get another lamp. Usually I have a light system next 

to my bed but I have just bought a bed. (F4) 

• Okay. A frustration that my room seems to be too 

small and too dark for it to be optimal. (F4) 

• I felt like all the furniture were just too big. I think 

that’s due to my room being small. (F4) 

• I think it would be optimal for a big room. (F4) 

 

Too little light 

/ too small 

room 

 

 
B. Value-in-use perceptions 

 
1.Value-in-use of emotional nature 

 

Code Data Occurrence Description 

Entertainment 

Value 

 

• Yes. It was interesting how to see how it was 

measuring the floor. (F1) 

• Participant laughs at the armchair he is placing in the corner. 

(F3) 

• Participant walks around the products he has placed by now 

and laughs. (F3) 

• I am excited to try this. Alone the fact that it is a fun 

thing makes me want to try it. (F4) 

• It feels like it’s a fun thing. (F4) 

• I think there is an entertainment value. (F4) 

• I want to try this just for fun. (F5) 

• I immediately felt like this is like a game! An interior 

decorating game – what a wonderful idea. What a 

Fun Game 
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great way for people to look up what things would 

look like in their house. (F5)  

• It is super fun! I had a lot of fun with it. I think I am 

going to have to try and use it because it is really fun 

to go around decorating. (F5) 

• That’s very cool (laughs). (F6) 

• No. Well, I picked out some stuff I would not usually 

try… so I guess I tried something (laughs). Mostly 

because it’s fun. (F6) 

• Hm. Good, I think. It’s not great. It’s a funny 

concept. (F2) 

• Yeah, it’s really fun. It’s quite fun (…) I could use it 

again – but only if I were looking for something (F2) 

• I think it was fun to do it but you know the fun part 

became boring after five minutes because then you 

have tried it. (F3) 

• I thought it was a fun gimmick. (F4) 

Gimmick 

 

Inspiration 

 
• Absolutely. I think because it is attractive to try out 

things just to see how it looks. (F4) 

• Definitely. It made me consider things that I would 

never consider on my own. I mean when it shows 

you “oh you can buy  a gyngehest (rocking horse)!” – I 

was like I had never had the idea of buying a 

gyngehest but it looks fun – let me put it in my living 

room. (F5) 

• Buy the thing that fits but in my mind I would think 

“okay, for the next year, I should keep an eye out for 

that sort of spacious thing I want to buy” – so I 

could use it as a general interior tool. (F5) 

• When we are going to buy a house in a couple of 

years a tool like that is super nice for like figuring out 

how could we decorate our home. (F5) 

• It might inspire me to check out furniture. (F4) 

Inspiration 

• When I understood what is going on and how to 

interact with it – I immediately felt joy! (F5) 

Joy/Self-

Efficacy 

Social 

Interaction 

 

• I was only using the app for myself here but I could 

imagine taking a screenshot though if I found 

something somebody else could need and be like 

Interaction 

with others 
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“hey, look – this is what it could look like!” – or my 

girlfriend. (F1) 

• Participant shows his roommate that he has put a sofa in the 

hallway and laughs. Then proceeds to show all the products he 

has placed in the living room. “You have to see the sofa I 

have placed here”. Roommate laughs. “You also have to 

see the other things. I can’t keep track of it. Do you 

want to see it? This is the sofa”. (F3) 

• If you have been around and your roommate comes 

home you can show him what you thought about 

buying. That would be a nice feature (…). I can’t 

really imagine who I would share it with other than 

the person I am living it. I don’t need to send it in 

that sense. (F2) 

• I think a sharing feature could be quite valuable (…) 

maybe send it to my girlfriend and then she doesn’t 

have to go in the app and find all the products and 

place them around but she could just click on load 

and then she would have the same and then we could 

try it together tomorrow or next week when we have 

time for doing it. (F3) 

• My brother has a house that he is renovating now 

and I think I could see myself using it in his living 

room together with him. (F4) 

• I think it’s more likely that I would use this again if I 

sit in the situation with someone I know and I am 

like “hey, check this out! This is interesting is fun”. 

(F4) 

• Participant places a shelf in the corner. Asks his girlfriend: 

Skal der ikke stå en reol derover? (“Should there not 

be a shelf over there”?). (F5) 

• Yes, I would send it to Trine (wife) all the time. Like 

what if we put the closet over here (…) more like a 

friend. Individual sharing. (F5) 

• Yes. If like… I used it, and I would have to ask 

Christina, my girlfriend, if it’s okay, if it looks good. 

Can you do it with the app? Can you save it? That 

would a good feature. (F6) 
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Brand relation 

 
• [Brand relationship] No, nothing. Nothing changed 

of that. It’s just an app. (F1) 

• No, but because IKEA, for me, is already forward-

thinking and pushing some boundaries, like, seems to 

have at least some focus on environmental stuff. So, 

it’s not really a surprise that they are doing that. (F2) 

• For me I think, my normal impression of the IKEA 

brand is that it is low-budget products mostly. So, 

they have many, many different products but most of 

them are low budget. But what I found a little bit 

interesting about the app is that it felt sort of more 

quality? I had a more quality feeling – I don’t know 

how to describe it but it feels quite good. Sometimes 

you know, you download an app and then you also 

get the perception that this app is low-budget 

produced – I did not get that impression here. It 

responded when I pressed the buttons and it was 

quite nice. So in terms of when only focusing on the 

app I had a nice quality experience which is a little bit 

different of – yeah – my normal experience with the 

IKEA brand which for me is more like a low-budget 

company. (F3) 

• Yes, I think it makes me think differently. For me, it’s 

a positive thing that IKEA embraces digitalization a 

bit. I have smart lights in my room and I think it’s a 

cool thing that IKEA works with smart solutions. I 

think this is moving in the same direction as well. 

(F4) 

• Yes, positively. Way more modern. And that is weird 

because I never thought of them as not modern? But 

you know, you go to IKEA – it’s a store, you walk 

through it, you pick up stuff you want, and you 

probably even spotted it on their website beforehand. 

But this game – the idea that they are really like – 

how should I put it – up to beat with the 

technological advancements – that is kind of like 

reassuring that they are doing that. I think I like them 

more now (F5) 

• Well, I guess, it’s a positive thing. I think it’s a way to 

help the customer. I’m not surprised (F6) 

Brand 

relationship 
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a) Value-in-use of functional nature 

 

Code Data Occurrence  

Functional 

Value 

 

• But I could imagine that there is a scenario where you 

had a full room and a lot of different things – then it 

could help you because the combination of objects is 

a nice feature. (F4) 

• So you don’t even need to measure that. (F1) 

• But you have a better perception of what you want to 

go look at when you first look online. You already 

sorted some things out. (F1) 

• It is in some way a game also but it is also very useful. 

(F2) 

• Because this app exists that would make it easier and 

you do not have to have this sort of information. 

What you really want to know is “does it fit into my 

room or does it not?”. (F3) 

• But the thing that you can actually see which 

products are actually fitting into my room is really 

nice because that option I don’t really have that 

anywhere today. Now I would have to use the meter 

and measure it. (F3) 

• Also when you are buying new stuff. Would I actually 

fit in if I bought a new sofa? Here I get a quite instant 

answer to that question and I like that. (F3) 

• I think it is a very valuable thing. (F5) 

• I don’t think I have ever regretted buying a big piece 

of furniture except for the rocking chair we have an 

our hallway right now. But next time I am going to 

try it out virtually before. (F5) 

• But again, I would have an idea of what I am missing 

and look for that. (F2) 

• It could make it easier, I think. Maybe. Yes, it would 

make it easier. (F6) 

Efficiency 

• It gets height and width and all angles at the same 

time. (F1) 

• It’s just an app. It’s simple. It takes a matter of 

seconds to open it. (F1) 

Convenience 
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• So yeah, in total, I think the experience was quite 

good. Especially sort of the thing that you can have 

an impression of “is it actually possible to place a 

sofa over there? Or how about placing it around?”. 

For instance when I was at my brother’s place, it 

would have been easier just to put up the phone and 

try out where to place the sofa. From my experience, 

you usually look up the dimensions on IKEA’s web 

page, for instance, and then you try with the meter. 

Try to go around if it actually fits in the apartment. 

But here you can get it instantly, that’s pretty cool. 

(F3) 

• For me, I think, especially the measurement part. 

Normally, as I said before, I would, with furniture, 

pay attention to the sort of the details about the size, 

but that you do not have to do that because you can 

see if it fits or fits not. (F3) 

• It makes it easy for us to place furniture around. (F3) 

• For now it would be re-decorating our home. If I 

wanted to see if what it would look like if we put our 

bedroom on the other end of the apartment and I 

would try to fit the furniture somewhere else in the 

apartment – see what that looks like before I tried it 

out manually. (F5) 

• It could make it easier I think. Maybe. Yes, it would 

make it easier. Like I said before you can see it in 

your room. So it makes it easier this way. (F6) 

• I get the benefit from seeing the size. That is the clear 

benefit. (F1) 

• Yes, as I said earlier, if I was going to buy a big sofa, 

a big investment, I think it would be idea to do this 

first. Or anything big in your room. (F1) 

• For me it gives a feeling of how much something 

would fill up. That is nice. (F2) 

Product 

Learning 

Task 

 
• I think the purpose of the app is to give sizes and an 

idea of how it would fit in here – in physical matters. 

(F1) 

• That’s why you use the app in the first place – to see 

if it is physically too intense in a room. (F1) 

Value 

proposition  
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• For me it’s more about how big is it, how would it 

function and look in the room. (F2) 

• The thing about seeing the furniture in the room in 

relation to what you have yourself – not necessarily if 

it fits since there were no measurements, but you 

could still visualize how big it would be in the room – 

probably. That I don’t think I could get that 

anywhere else. (F2) 

• The most useful feature of the app is that you can 

place different furniture around you can see how that 

works together. (F3) 

• I think what makes it unique is the ability to put a lot 

of different furniture at the same time and get an 

overview of how it interacts with each other. (F4) 

• I think if I was looking for something, then I think it 

could be nice. There it works really good. (F6) 

• If I was going to buy a sofa for six or seven thousand 

kroner, I would do that (use the app). No doubt. (F1) 

• That would mean I would go there anyway – to the 

physical store. With a sure idea or choice of what to 

buy. (F1) 

• I am going to use this app before buying big furniture 

because it helps me visualize it. (F5) 

• Because it is always difficult to imagine: “does my 

sofa actually fit here into that corner or not? Or is it 

better over here?”. If I were in that situation again I 

definitely think I would consider downloading and 

using the app. (F3) 

• You get an impression – does it fit into my room. 

And I think that is the most important thing the app 

should do. And it did that really well. (F3) 

• But I definitely feel like I would use the app 

everywhere in our apartment to see what kind of 

furniture should I be looking for. Then not 

necessarily go to IKEA. (F5) 

Sufficient 

perceived value 

• No, I didn’t think so. I still went for products that I 

actually would buy. I don’t think the app can change 

that for me. At least that wasn’t something I 

experienced. (F1) 

Insufficient 

perceived value  
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• That’s a difficult question. I wasn’t really trying to 

buy something this time. But I don’t think it would 

make me look around for different things too much. 

(F2) 

• So I don’t think it’s a complete replacement of my 

normal way to do shopping but I think it’s an 

additional sort of service – or whatever you would 

call it. (F3) 

• I don’t think it would change the way I consume 

furniture because at the end of the day it does not 

change the way I buy on its own. (F4) 

• If I am seriously considering buying a piece of 

furniture, I might use it, but probably it would still be 

a minor part of my search for furniture. (F4) 
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Appendix 8: IKEA Interview Transcripts 
 

Interview F1 (IKEA)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: What do you understand as Augmented Reality?  

You take some part of reality and you take something augmented in it. You 

put something fake in a reality. So something is real and something is not.  

 

Can you give an example?  

I think the biggest example I know of is – also the most popular one – is 

Pokémon GO. 

 

I: Have you ever used an Augmented Reality App? Or an App with AR 

features?  

Yes, I have. First of all I have tried Pokémon GO. Besides that, I have also 

tried another game. It’s called AR Paper Bin. Basically you throw fake paper 

in a fake bin that is placed on the floor in your room.  

 

Have you ever used an AR app for shopping-oriented purposes?  

I have tried the B&O app. And an Apple app where you can put up some of 

their screens and computers.  

 

PART II: Participant Observation    

0:05 Seems a bit confused about how to get started. Then smiles.    

 

0:18: I am trying here to put in a sofa in this room that I am currently in. I 

found a sofa in a similar size to the sofa already standing there. It feels a bit 

bigger maybe – or no? I think it looks okay. It does not look too artificial. 

You can relate.  

 

 

1:14: And now obviously a little table for it – the sofa. It seems like that table 

wasn’t that small after all. It looks really small on the first picture – and then 
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suddenly it was not small anymore (laughs). This is not working as a sofa table 

– that’s for sure.  

 

1:50 Now a TV-table instead.  

 

 

2:40: I think some of the artefacts or whatever you call it – the products you 

put in 3D, the graphic quality of some of them are very different. Some of 

them look like they put more effort into them into than others. This one 

definitely - this is some TV-table.  

 

Unmet 

expectations 

 

3:26: Ah, it’s a cheaper version. So maybe that’s why it feels cheaper done 

than other products. Let’s see what happens if we find an expensive sofa or 

something – or book case. We are going for this one. A big one.  

 

 

4:02: I think it’s important to use that little marker for searching where you 

want to place your product. It’s important to hold your phone still for it, 

because if you don’t, you have a completely wrong size of the product if it 

comes up. Like this one now is massive – although I think maybe it is massive 

in real.  

 

Interaction with 

interface 

Unmet 

expectations 

 

4:50 And now a lamp for the table obviously. This is one of these speaker 

lamps. Ah, so now we have many products at the same time – I did not know 

you could do that.  

 

5:06: Gives explanation. This is called multi-placement. There are also 

other features beside this one you discovered.  

 

 

5:28: Let’s see what else is there. Ok – entire rooms. Ah and I can scan a sofa 

and get a sofa. And it takes similar size for it?  
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6:47: (Surprised face) I scanned a chair and a chair comes up. And it’s not only a 

chair – there’s so many at IKEA – but it’s a chair that looks like something 

like the one I took a picture of. This one is very thin and I am getting other 

thin-legged versions.  

 

 

7:36: I scanned a table now – even with a lot of stuff on it. There is a lot of 

stuff – everything from a computer to food that is standing on it – and still I 

was given opportunities to other kinds of table – very similar wooden tables.  

 

Information 

format 

 

9:15. (Confused look) Now it seems like I am scanning the whole floor. Now I 

got the smallest thing I could probably find. A little skammel (stool). And then 

a bigger one. This is a skammel for children – and a table for them. I just 

wanted to see if it gets that it’s a different size than the table we already put in. 

It shouldn’t be.  

 

Technical issue 

 

 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   

I: How would you describe your experience?  

Well I would say it was good. I was surprised how well it actually worked. I 

thought it would be more awkward – that more mistakes would happen in the 

app. Back then when I used the Pokémon GO app, I remember thinking that 

sometimes the Pokémon was just way too big or way too small – it was not 

necessarily that it was close to you but because the app could not figure it out. 

Here it seems like it does get it.  

 

Follow-up: How does the quality of augmentation affect your 

perception of the products?  

It definitely gives you a different idea of how a product looks like in a room. I 

can see a future for it though. I think the purpose of the app is to give sizes 

and an idea of how it would fit in here – in physical matters. It doesn’t need 

to be in good quality but yes of course it does have to follow up with. If it’s 

2D graphic from 1988 put in the room here now – it does have to follow- It’s 

 

Customer 

centralism 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Information 

processing 

(Visualization) 
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not because the phone can’t do better. It’s not like the technology of the 

phone level can’t do it better.  

 

Unmet 

expectation 

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive?   

Yes. Pretty much.  

 

What about it was interactive or how did you feel like it was interactive?  

I definitely chose a product or two where the product came up as too big for 

the room. I would say it gives you an idea. But of course you could just 

measure that and see that “this is too high, this would touch the ceiling” – so 

you don’t even need to measure that. It gets height and width and all angles at 

the same time.  

 

Did you feel like you were able to interact with the products in a way 

that is different from when you usually shop online?  

Yes. Definitely. I mean, I see many products were it would not be worth it –  

having an augmented version. It has to be something that has to look good. 

Because I mean people wouldn’t buy a new knife and go and see that in an 

augmented reality. It works for tables, chairs, sofas. That’s where it matters. It 

seems like a smart idea there.  

 

Interaction with 

virtual objects 

 

 

Unmet 

expectations 

 

Functional value 

 

 

 

 

Information 

processing 

(Visualization)  

I: How would you describe your role in interacting with the app?  

It takes you a minute or two to realize that it is important to find the marker 

and place that the correct place before placing the product. Else your product 

is going to turn out a completely wrong size than it’s supposed to. It needs to 

get from the room that this is where you want to place. So when you put the 

marker close to – close to the phone – it’s going to think that you are close to 

the product. Some settings you need to adjust.  

 

 

 

Interaction with 

interface 
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Where there moments you would have wanted the app to be more 

guiding?  

I think an arrow or something should point at the marker. It could be that 

something came up and I just clicked too quickly and didn’t see it. For a 

person that is handy with a phone anyway – has an Android or Apple phone 

– it is pretty easy. But old people – no. They could not hold it still and get the 

system I think.   

 

 

 

Lack of 

guidance 

Customer 

centralism 

I: Could you describe whether the app succeeded in making you feel 

engaged in the experience?  

Yes. Definitely.  

 

In what way did it do that? Or how did it do that?  

If I was going to buy a sofa for six or seven thousand kroner, I would do that. 

No doubt. You needed to see it in a room. Not just measure how long is it, 

how wide is it, can it be there? Of course you can try it in the app.  

 

Was your engagement limited to the products or did you feel engaged 

with IKEA as a brand?  

I think it’s very product-focused. It’s not IKEA especially. Of course I could 

recognize some of the products as typically IKEA stuff. But beside that, no. It 

could be anything.  

 

 

 

Engagement 

 

 

Sufficient value 

Information 

format 

 

 

 

Engagement 

I: When shopping furniture, what information is important to you?  

Size. Color. Stuff like that. Most of the time the size. It’s the most important 

factor to begin with – you have to sort that out. You buy a new bed – it has to 

be the size. Can it be there? Can it not be there?  

 

 

 

 

 

Information 

processing 

(Visualization)  
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Where do you search for that information?  

If you go online and you find a product and see the price there. Price is 

important too. Even more. Underneath it usually says technical specifications 

or whatever it is. Sizes and weight and everything there.  

 

So you look for information online but would you also buy online?  

I think when it comes to sofa and chairs you do want to see it in store. At 

least me. But you have a better perception of what you want to go look at 

when you first look online. You already sorted some things out. However, 

you still want to try out a sofa. That doesn’t work in the app still. You can’t 

see if it’s soft. Is it hard? is it what?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Functional value 

I: Did you feel like you were able to trigger relevant information when 

interacting with the app?  

If I was going to buy a new sofa, I would try it first in store. Some chairs – or 

even a shelf or bookcase, a lamp – that’s not something you would need to 

see, feel, touch. That would be enough just online. But when it comes to bed, 

sofas, pillows. There’s a certain factor there that needs to be touched.  

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 

I: How does the information differ from sources of information you 

usually consult?  

Of course, it makes a difference. You can see the product within the setting – 

of already existing products in your space. So yes, it’s different.  

 

 

 

Information 

format 

I: Could you explain how accessible information was to you?   

It was not difficult. It didn’t seem difficult at all.  

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to communicate with IKEA if 

you had specific questions about a product?  

I would probably just call them or go out there. IKEA is a big place – and you 

can get something to eat and drink there even. I would still feel everything 
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that you can sit on I would have to ask about. That would mean I would go 

there anyway – to the physical store. With a sure idea or choice of what to buy 

– so probably I would go there with a trailer ready to buy.  

 

So you did not find somewhere in the app an opportunity to directly 

contact IKEA or speak with a personnel?  

No, I didn’t see that. But I also didn’t look for it either.  

 

You didn’t look for it. Why?  

I think my idea in the app was only to try stuff out. So no, I did not see the 

need to reach out to IKEA personally.   

 

Insufficient 

value 

 

 

 

 

Interaction with 

provider 

 

Interaction with 

provider 

I: Did you feel like you were able to control what content you wanted to 

see when interacting with the app?  

I tried to scan one of the products we had here in the room – a sofa table and 

a chair. And it came out with similar products for it. And I was surprised it 

came up with something similar looking – that it got that picture. So you even 

got a chair with similar color and similar size of the leg.  

 

So there were moments where you got recommendations?  

Definitely. But that’s because I asked it to find recommendations. And then I 

am asking it directly to give me something. So I was still controlling it.  

 

 

Information 

format 

 

 

 

 

 

Control 

 

I: Were you able to evaluate the benefits and risks associated with the 

products when interacting with the app?  

No, I don’t think I could see any risk. Next thing would be for me that the 

texture of the individual products in the app would be better. As I said before 

the sofa did not look real enough. It seems that the sizes are starting to be 

spot on – also important still that you place it correctly. The app cannot do 

that for you. If you place something in the room – you have to do it right. 

 

 

Lack of 

resource 

(information) 

 

Interaction with 

interface 
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You could even have to remove stuff in the room to make it easier for the 

app.  

 

I: Do you feel like you can trust the information provided to you using 

AR? 

No, no. I think even if the quality isn’t spot on, I think as long as the sizes are 

correct, /  that’s why you use the app in the first place – to see if it is 

physically too intense in a room. How does it look only comes second for me. 

But something that is missing is the texture of the product itself. I don’t think 

it adjusts to the room – like is it sunny? Or not sunny? I think the product 

you place is either dark or light – it’s not corresponding to perfectly to where 

you are in the room. I think that could be a next idea.  

 

Would you say that compared to when you usually shop online, you feel 

more certain with AR?  

I feel more certain with it. Mostly because of the size correction. This is why 

you do it – to see what it would look like.  

   

 

 

Realism of the 

experience / 

Task / 

 

Transparency 

 

 

 

 

 

Empowerment 

I: Were you able to discover information about the products that you 

could not access using other media? 

It gives you a different aspect. Yes, you can measure it from information 

online, but it doesn’t give you the feel of the sofa. You could have all these 

numbers in your head – but would it matter if you can’t visualize it? Unless 

that you put up boxes that had the same size – how would you even visualize 

it? This is the way to do it.  

 

 

 

Information 

processing 

(Mental effort) 

I: Did interacting with the digital content make you engage with 

products you would not usually consider / beyond what you were 

looking for?  

No, I didn’t think so. I still went for products that I actually would buy. I 
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don’t think the app can change that for me. At least that wasn’t something I 

experienced.  

 

Follow-up: So you didn’t choose products that you would never 

consider buying?  

No, no it was all things I would buy. I think though I chose that lamp 

(speaker lamp) with a speaker in it. I don’t think that is that pretty. I would 

never buy that one. But I wanted something to be placed on my sofa table. 

That was what came up.  

 

I: What benefits or values did you gain from the app?  

I get the benefit from seeing the size. That is the clear benefit.  

 

Anything else?  

No, I don’t think so.  

 

 

Functional value 

I: To what extend do you think the benefit/value gained from the 

experience depends on the individual user?   

It could be individual. I think some people are better at visualizing stuff. 

When you are told something is two meter long, what is your perception? 

What are you expecting? Some people are way better at visualizing that for 

themselves in their mind. Definitely – if people are way worse than me at that, 

I think they could gain more value. I could imagine some people would 

benefit a lot from that.  

 

Did you feel like the experience was then personalized to you? What 

you experienced with the app was individual?  

I think what I experienced is probably different from others due to that 

setting where you are scanning products.   

 

 

 

 

Information 

processing 

(Mental effort) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Information 

format 
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I: Do you feel like you gained enjoyment from using the AR app? 

Yes. It was interesting how to see how it was measuring the floor. Mostly I 

am surprised that it is good with sizes. It’s not that too big to small – if you 

use it correctly.  

 

 

Entertainment 

I: Did your interaction with the digital content help you understand 

how the products could be useful for you personally? 

I didn’t think that much about that.  

 

 

I: How easy was it for you to imagine to value these products could 

have in your life?  

Yes, I think visualize would look like in my room – better than without it. 

Yes, definitely.  

 

Follow-up: Even compared to going to a store?  

No, I still think the store would be better. But then again it depends on what 

product we are talking about. I mean the sofa’s feel and touch of it. Where the 

shelf is a different matter. I would not necessarily need to go to a store.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friend and family via the app?    

No I did not see that.  

 

Would you have used it if it was there?  

No, I was only using the app for myself here. I could imagine taking a 

screenshot though if I found something somebody else could need and be like 

“hey, look – this is what it could look like!”. Or my girlfriend.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Social 

interaction 

I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand IKEA?   

No, nothing. Nothing changed of that. It’s just an app.  

 

 

Brand relation 
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I: How did your experience influence your intention to purchase 

products from IKEA?  Would you be more convinced now?  

Yes, as I said earlier, if I was going to buy a big sofa, a big investment, I think 

it would be idea to do this first. Or anything big in your room. A big shelf – 

or a table for that matter. A small thing like a lamp – I don’t think that is 

necessary. But something major that should go up on the wall or so.  

 

 

 

Functional value 

I: Thinking about next time you are going to buy at IKEA, would you 

use the app or go back to using the website or going to the store?  

I think I could do both.  

 

For what reason?  

It’s just an app. It’s simple. It takes a matter of seconds to open it.  

 

 

 

 

 

Functional value 
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Interview F2 (IKEA)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: What do you understand as Augmented Reality? 

Yeah. Well, it’s when you – how do you say – when you can digitally put 

something into reality.  

 

 

I: Have you ever used AR or an app with AR features?  

Yes, I have tried the Pokémon Go app.  

 

 

PART II: Participant Observation    

1:37: I am looking for something to put on the walls.  

 

 

2:27: (Looks confused) So it’s supposed to scan the wall and then put something 

on it?  

 

 

3:00: You can turn it as well?  

 

 

3:30: Maybe it’s just the one that I picked – it’s very orange and red – but it 

looks a bit artificial (laughs)  

 

 

3:46: Oh, then it saves the one you put in – so you can do your whole room. 

Ah, that’s nice.  

 

 

4:31: Is there like an introduction when you open it for the first time? Or do 

you just figure it out the first time? 

 

 

6:08: Now it has moved the stuff I placed before. That’s weird.  

 

Technical issue 

6:29: Hm. Now it closed down. It couldn’t handle the pressure (laughs). Wow. 

It’s slow loading. It’s not smart that it closes down. Like if you’re doing your 

Technical issue 
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whole room – you put two things and it can’t handle it. That’s not good. Now 

they are gone! Oh well (sighs in disappointment). New things. Is there nothing for 

walls? There’s no pictures! The categories are also a bit broad. Maybe for 

children… maybe there is something to hang there.  

 

 

Lack of 

resource 

(content)  

7:55 I thought I put it on the table put it on the ground (laughs). Can I delete 

stuff again? (Answer is provided here: Yes.) 

 

Technical issue 

9:52. It has some trouble with the furniture that is already there. If I put a 

thing here, then it glides with the table. It seems that the problem is that it 

cannot figure it out. / Also the fact that when you place it you have to move 

the phone around, you can’t move the item around after.  

 

Technical issue 

 

Control 

11:13 “Clean lines”, I will try that! Ah so you can put in different things. Nice, 

then you don’t have to think about what to choose. Hm, yeah.  

 

Customer 

centralism 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   

I: How would you describe your experience overall?  

Hm. Good, I think. It’s not great. It’s a funny concept but it obviously has 

some work to do. Because, well. Like the thing where it closes down, that’s 

annoying. Especially if you were to spend a lot of time on trying to decorate 

it. So if you had a saving feature where you could save different kinds of 

things, that could be nice, I think. Because then it could really get into 

something. You could just save it before it closes down. Then it would not be 

a problem that it closes down. If you have been around and your roommate 

comes home you can show him what you thought about buying. That would 

be a nice feature.  

 

 

Entertainment / 

Technical issue 

 

 

 

 

Social 

interaction 

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive?   

Hm. No, I am not sure it was interactive. It’s not like I am interacting with it. 

It’s more like, you know, putting stuff around. For me it gives a feeling of 

 

Unmet 

expectations 
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how much something would fill up. That is nice. But really it’s too rough to 

decorate it. You can’t really create your home. It sort of gets weirdly looking.  

 

Is it more interactive compared to when you shop online?  

I am not really sure I would use the feature. Then I have the classical – is it 

really displaying the item in the proper size. Like when I was placing the item 

and it was shifting it a bit – does it really display it properly? So I would 

probably get a ruler out and measure it anyway – then you can be sure.  

 

So you do not feel like you can really trust the information?  

Yes. Especially if it does like weird things.  

 

Unmet 

expectations 

 

 

 

Transparency / 

Registration  

I: Could you describe whether the app succeeded in making you feel 

engaged?   

Yes. It’s sort of a balance because if it were more engaging – like suggesting 

things to you – you could start getting annoyed at it. It doesn’t really suggest 

things to you. You sort of have to do it yourself. But I think a nice thing 

would maybe be an introduction – instead of you having to go in and find 

things and sort of a simple introduction. This is how you etc. For example I 

am not sure if you can put anything up on the walls. But like if there were – 

and there will probably be in the future – it would be nice to know like how 

do you change a color or something.  

 

So you would have liked to app to be more proactive in guiding you?  

Yes. Definitely. I thought it was a bit too much – you just have the three 

buttons and the camera. It was like “Ehm. I try to press on this one and see 

what happens?”. But you know – it could have some more arrows like “Press 

here – press this. Here you can find something. Chairs or something”.   

 

 

 

Engagement 

Lack of 

feedback 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

guidance 

I: When shopping furniture, what information is important to you? 

Measurements. I think that’s really it. Because, well, I don’t have an IKEA 

 

 



 150 

home, I don’t care so much about if things match perfectly. So I would never 

use the app to compare things, or to see if it fits within my style – my style is 

not really IKEA – it’s everything else than that, but you know. But since my 

room is a mix of things, I can imagine if it fits within what I think is alright. 

So I would not necessarily consider it for that. For me it’s more about how 

big is it, how would it function and look in the room.  

 

Where do you usually buy furniture?  

I think I would go to the store actually. Because it’s convenient for me since 

everything is close. I think if I lived further away from IKEA, I think would 

prefer to order it. I think I would like to see it in person. To get a feel for it.  

 

So touching it would still be important to you?  

Yes, definitely. Like I would never buy a chair if I didn’t know how it feels. 

Yeah.  

 

 

 

 

 

Task 

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 

I: Did you feel like you were able to trigger relevant information when 

interacting with the app?  

I don’t think I would buy something using the app alone. I would need 

something more – like the measurements again. You can see how it fits in the 

room but then again it would be nice to press a button and then have 

measurements shown with the furniture so you know “alright, it sort of fits”. 

Then it would also be more trustworthy. I would trust it more if it could show 

me that. Like “OK, It seems about right”. 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource 

(information) / 

Transparency 

I: Could you explain how accessible information was to you?   

It was not difficult I think. I did not really look for measurements. I more 

tried the function of it. But there was like a sofa and a chair on the screen and 

it described what it is and stuff. And I think that’s fine and there is probably 

also measurements and stuff there. But like the measurements could be fine 

to get in play view. Like something you could turn on and off. Otherwise if 

 

Customer 

centralism 

 

 

 



 151 

you had measurements on everything – like if you design a home – it could be 

a disaster with numbers and stuff.  

 

Like a control check if it is indeed the right size?  

Yes, exactly.  

 

 

 

 

 

Transparency 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to communicate with IKEA if 

you had specific questions about a product?  

I did not see anything. There was the person button. I don’t know what that 

was for – was it for that?  

 

Yes. Would you have used it if you had found it?  

Yeah, well, I don’t think I would buy based on the app alone, so no, I would 

probably go to the store. Unless it was something like a small item. Like a 

small bathroom accessory thing I knew would fit. If I was buying something 

like a more expensive couch or a bed or something I would definitely want to 

try it out.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch 

/ information) 

I: Did you feel like you were able to control what content you wanted to 

see when interacting with the app?  

I did definitely except for that I could not put anything up on the walls. That 

was like a control thing. And then also the feature where it puts entire room 

sets for you that is obviously also like a you are not in control anymore. But 

that’s where you can give it the control and move it around after. So I think 

that’s fine.  

 

 

 

Control 

I: Were you able to discover information about the products that you 

could not access using other media? 

The thing about seeing the furniture in the room in relation to what you have 

yourself – not necessarily if it fits since there were no measurements, but you 

could still visualize how big it would be in the room – probably. That I don’t 

think I could get that anywhere else.   

 

 

Information 

format / Task 
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I: Did interacting with the digital content make you engage with 

products you would not usually consider / beyond what you were 

looking for?  

That’s a difficult question. I wasn’t really trying to buy something this time. 

But I don’t think it would make me look around for different things too 

much. But I guess it depends on the position you are in – if you were renting 

a whole new apartment – then I might find it nice to see if [IKEA] have any 

furniture that would be nice to place here and try out different things. But 

again, I would have an idea of what I am missing and look for that.  

 

 

 

 

Insufficient 

value 

 

 

Functional value 

I: To what extend do you think the benefit/value gained from the 

experience depends on the individual user?   

Well, it is a benefit the fact that you can place it in the room. And see it in 

conjunction with your room. But other than that, I don’t think it gave me 

much more.  

 

 

 

Information 

format 

I: Do you feel like you gained enjoyment from using the AR app? 

Yeah, it’s really fun. It’s quite fun.  

 

In a way that it would want to make you use it again?  

I could use it again – but only if I were looking for something. It is in some 

way a game also but it is also very useful.  

 

 

Entertainment 

 

 

Entertainment 

Functional value 

 

I: Did your interaction with the digital content help you understand 

how the products could be useful for you personally?  

Yes. But the information was not enough to make a purchase, because then I 

would need the measurements. / And again if it were a couch or something, I 

would need to touch it.  

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch 

/ information) 
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I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friend and family via the app?    

I did not see anything, but I would have liked to take a screenshot – that 

could also be a way of saving it, I guess. There were not any obvious share 

buttons. I can’t really imagine who I would share it with other than the person 

I am living it. I don’t need to send it in that sense.  

 

I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand IKEA?   

No, but because IKEA, for me, is already forward-thinking and pushing some 

boundaries, like, seems to have at least some focus on environmental stuff. 

So, it’s not really a surprise that they are doing that.  

 

Would you use it again if you were to buy from IKEA in the future?  

It’s not superior to the store, but I guess it if I were buying online I would use 

it.  

 

 

Brand relation 

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 
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Interview F3 (IKEA)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: What do you understand as Augmented Reality? 

So how to define that? The first thing that pops up into my mind is where you 

put your phone or whatever device you have on in front of your eyes (acts out 

motion) like glasses and then you can play a videogame together. Maybe with 

one man or woman standing beside you, so like online.  

 

 

I: Have you ever used AR or an app with AR features?  

Yes, I have used Snapchat.  

 

 

PART II: Participant Observation   
 

2:44 min: Participant places his first item. 

 

 

3:23 min: Participant laughs in surprise and walks around the products and bends down 

to see the details.  

 

 

4:29 min: It works fine but I think I am only able to place furniture on the 

floor and not on the table, right?  

 

 

5:15 min: Participant laughs at the armchair he is placing in the corner.  

 

Entertainment 

5:56 min: Participant walks around the products he has placed by now and laughs: “Jeg 

kan ikke huske, at jeg havde placeret noget der” (I forgot I placed something 

there).  

 

Entertainment 

6:14 min: Participant walks to another room to try the products in a different 

space.  
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9:51 min: Participant shows his roommate that he has put a sofa in the 

hallway and laughs. Then proceeds to show all the products he has placed in 

the living room. “Du skal se sofaen jeg har placeret her” (You have to see the 

sofa I have placed here). Roommate laughs. “Du skal også se de andre ting. Jeg 

kan ikke holde styr på det. Vil du se? Det her er sofaen” (You also have to see 

the other things. I can’t keep track of it. Do you want to see it? This is the 

sofa”).  

 

Social 

interaction 

10:28 min: I have filled the room now – no more empty spaces! (laughs) 

 

 

10:55 min: This is actually the first time that I have used the IKEA app. I 

knew it existed but I hadn’t tried it.  

 

Why haven’t you tried it?  

Yeah, I don’t know. I don’t know when they published it. Or when it became 

available?  

 

Answer: It was published back in 2013 and relaunched in 2017.  

 

Yeah, I guess I haven’t had the option to use it. But yeah.  

 

 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   

I: How would you describe your experience overall?  

I was quite surprised how realistic it looks. Especially the dimensions that 

when you are walking close to some of the objects it is keeping the same sort 

of dimensions. It feels real. And also the most useful feature of the app is that 

you can place different furniture around you can see how that works together. 

And it is also quite easy to move them around to replace them. So I tried just 

to discover all the different features. Firstly, I tried just to place a sofa over 

there. And a chair here (points to the window) and then I was trying to place a 

lamp on the table – but it wasn’t possible! Then I tried again later on by just 

 

Realism of 

Experience /  

Information 

format / Task 

Interaction with 

virtual objects 
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trying to re-calibrate and then it was possible to place it on the table and 

actually I was quite impressed by how it remembered. You know when you 

are looking at a small screen you have the sort of the expectation that of 

course it can place the sofa over there but when I turn the camera around I 

don’t expect it to be still there. But it was! / And I placed a lot of furniture 

around – maybe ten different things. And it remembered all of them. Then 

suddenly after eight or nine items, also in different rooms, then it became a 

little bit confused. It couldn’t really distinguish this room from that room. / 

So yeah, in total I think the experience was quite good. Especially sort of the 

thing that you can have an impression of “is it actually possible to place a sofa 

over there? Or how about placing it around?”. For instance when I was at my 

brother’s place, it would have been easier just to put up the phone and try out 

where to place the sofa. From my experience, you usually look up the 

dimensions on IKEA’s web page for instance and then you try with the 

meter. Try to go around if it actually fits in the apartment. But here you can 

get it instantly, that’s pretty cool. / And I was also impressed of how much 

different furniture is available. And also the last feature I discovered was that 

I took a picture of one of the pillows and it discovered that they also have a 

yellow pillow in their assortment, but unfortunately that pillow was not 

available in the AR. But you know I could take a picture and then instantly get 

it.  

 

Interaction with 

interface /  

Customer 

centralism 

 

Technical issue 

 

 

 

Functional value 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive?   

So it depends on how you define interactive but from my understanding the 

thing that you can walk around makes it interactive in my understanding. And 

also that you can choose specific products that you like makes it interactive. It 

also makes it interactive that you can re-scale it of course. So it had the real 

dimension but that you can place it around and place it different places 

around in the room. That makes it interactive.  

 

 

 

Interaction with 

objects  
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Compared to shopping online did you find it more interactive?  

Yeah, definitely.  

 

I: Could you describe whether the app succeeded in making you feel 

engaged?   

I think I would use it if I knew or considered buying a specific product. But 

what I found a little bit confusing was that it’s not easy to get an overview of 

all the different products that they offer at IKEA. It was you know sorted 

into sort of different themes of whatever they call it. So you don’t, you know, 

get all the pillows and all the tables. For me, at least, It was a little bit 

confusing to find the exact product you would like. I think it would have been 

more valuable and engaging, for me, if it came up with suggestions if what I 

have just chosen could be an option for me to choose next. I think it was fun 

to do it but you know the fun part became boring after five minutes because 

then you have tried it. So you know the really valuable point would be to have 

suggestions to what could fit into your apartment.  

 

So you wished more interaction?  

Yes, exactly. Because the interactive part was “place a furniture” and then you 

can walk around it and that’s cool. But if you have done that with one or two 

furniture pieces then that’s it. Maybe more interactive.  

 

Would you then have liked the app to be more proactive in guiding 

you? Did you feel like it was too proactive from your side?  

That’s a good question actually because on the one side I would have found it 

more annoying if it came up with a lot of “you know, what do you think of 

this?”. So it was nice that it was free but it was also confusing because it was 

difficult to find different products and have the overview of the different 

products. On the other hand, it would not be so nice if it would pop-up with 

a lot of things that I would have to choose.  

 

 

 

Engagement / 

Customer 

centralism 

(Layout) 

 

Lack of 

feedback 

Entertainment 

 

Unmet 

expectations 

 

 

 

Unmet 

expectations 

 

 

 

 

Engagement 

 

Lack of 
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I: When shopping furniture, what information is important to you?  

The price obviously. The materials I think when you are talking about 

furniture – is it plastic, is it leather. What else would I think about? The 

dimensions! But I think this one makes it more easy to take that decision 

about the dimensions because you can actually see if it fits in. I don’t really 

care if it is ten or twenty centimeters. If it fits, it fits. So, so, if this app did not 

exist, I would of course look into the dimensions and that would be an 

important detail about the product. / But because this app exists that would 

make it easier and you do not have to have this sort of information. What you 

really want to know is “does it fit into my room or does it not?”. What else is 

important? The colors, the design yeah.  

 

Where do you usually buy furniture?  

I think when you talk about furniture, I would think I would go to a shop to 

try to feel it and yeah, but – yeah I don’t feel like it replaces that sort of thing 

to do. / But the thing that you can actually see which products are actually 

fitting into my room is really nice because that option I don’t really have 

anywhere today. Now I would have to use the meter and measure it. But am 

for me – if I wanted to buy a new sofa tomorrow. / I think I would use the 

app to try and see where I can place it and then I would go into IKEA and try 

it and see what it actually looks like and how does it feel. / So I don’t think 

it’s a complete replacement of my normal way to do shopping but I think it’s 

an additional sort of service – or whatever you would call it.  

 

 

 

Information 

processing 

(Mental effort) 

 

 

Functional value 

 

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 

 

Functional value 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 

 

Insufficient 

value 

I: Did you feel like you were able to trigger relevant information when 

interacting with the app?  

Well I think I will go to the store or to the shop before I buy it because you 

know when you are talking about furniture it’s a big thing in your home and 

you have to sit on it and lie on it so you can kind of have to see it before you 

buy it. But it’s actually kind of funny, it (AR) is quite realistic but you do not 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 
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get the same feeling as if you went to the IKEA shop to sit on it, to actually 

see it and feel it. It’s close to it but it is not really there 100%.  

 

Is it different for different items?  

I think it depends. Some sort of items I could have bought if it was not a 

chair or a sofa. Yeah, smaller items I could consider buying by just pressing 

the buy button.  

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 

I: Did you find that the information was accessible to you?    

Yes, for most of it. But not sort of having the overview as I talked about 

before. I think it was a bit difficult to feel that you are presented with all the 

products that you are looking for. Mostly also because it’s based on crazy 

Swedish names – you know the IKEA concept. So it’s like “was it the product 

I saw before? Or is it close to it?” So yeah, I sort of missed the overview but 

if I really were to find a specific product, I had the feeling that I could have 

done it. 

 

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

(Layout) 

Customer 

centralism 

(Layout) 

I: Do you feel like you can trust the information provided to you using 

AR? 

The size I felt quite certain about, but the colors – I think as I talked about it’s 

a bit dark in here so the first thing I did when trying the app was to brighten 

the screen up but it didn’t really help because the room is dark. So what you 

actually see is the room that is dark. / So I didn’t trust the color totally 

because it was darker but also because there’s a lot of dimensions that you can 

adjust – there’s the camera, the lighting in here, the screen – so you get sort of 

an impression of does it fit with the colored wall over there but not directly. I 

don’t think I trust it 100% but you get an impression – does it fit into my 

room. And I think that is the most important thing the app should do. And it 

did that really well.  

 

 

 

Technical issue 

 

 

Transparency 

 

 

 

Task / 

Sufficient value 
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I: How did you perceive your opportunity to communicate with IKEA if 

you had specific questions about a product? Would you have used it If 

it was there?  

I didn’t really see anything but no, actually not (would not use it) because 

what I really like about the app or the whole idea about using an app is that 

you don’t depend on others. I mean, it’s just a piece of software and you can 

do or try whatever you want to try. Also back to the question you asked 

before, of course I would try new products that I wouldn’t have tried before 

because it’s easy – it’s just me who will look at the screen, not the people 

around me, I would disturb an IKEA employee if I want to try and then be 

like “oh, I didn’t want it that much”, so I think for me that is what the app 

really can and what it offers – what it really does well. So you can try stuff and 

it’s really up to you and you don’t disturb other people. So yeah. I also think I 

would have found a button a bit annoying because if I contact IKEA, I would 

just go to the website and get the number, so in the app it doesn’t have to. It’s 

not the purpose of the app. As I said before, be inspired to buy and if you like 

it then reach out later on.  

  

 

 

 

Control 

 

 

Empowerment 

 

 

 

 

 

Interaction with 

provider 

I: Were you able to discover information about the products that you 

could not access using other media? 

For me, I think, especially the measurement part. Normally, as I said before, I 

would, with furniture, pay attention to the sort of the details about the size, 

but that you do not have to do that because you can see if it fits or fits not.  

 

 

 

Functional value 

I: Did interacting with the digital content make you engage with 

products you would not usually consider / beyond what you were 

looking for?  

I think I tried a lot of furniture that I would never consider buying but that is 

mostly because I was trying the features. But I could imagine myself trying 

different products that I would never tried out in the store or maybe would 

have looked at if it was just a normal brochure. So definitely it’s easier for me 
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to consider new products this way because you just have to touch the screen 

and then you can see “oh, that’s terrible!” or “oh, that could be an option?”.  

 

I: What benefit benefit/value did you gain from the experience?    

Definitely the feature where you can see how different furniture fits together 

and also fits into your room. That’s always difficult when you are moving into 

a new place: do these things fit together? Also when you are buying new stuff. 

Would I tactually fit in if I bought a new sofa? Here I get a quite instant 

answer to that question and I like that. Also I think I would consider, even if I 

was not using or buying IKEA products, I would maybe consider to take a 

sofa from IKEA that has the same dimensions as another sofa could have and 

see “oh, maybe we can try to place the sofa over there?”.  It makes it easy for 

us to place furniture around.  

 

 

 

Information 

format 

Functional value 

 

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

(Layout) 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friend and family via the app?    

On this app I think a sharing feature could be quite valuable. Or at least the 

possibility to save – don’t know if that’s possible – to save the set-up of where 

you placed the furniture and then maybe send it to my girlfriend and then she 

doesn’t have to go in the app and find all the products and place them around 

but she could just click on load and then she would have the same and then 

we could try it together tomorrow or next week when we have time for doing 

it rather than having to start over finding the products from the bottom every 

time you open the app.  

 

 

 

Social 

interaction 

I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand?  

For me I think, my normal impression of the IKEA brand is that it is low-

budget products mostly. So they have many, many different products but 

most of them are low budget. But what I found a little bit interesting about 

the app is that it felt sort of more quality. I had a more quality feeling – I 

 

 

Brand relation 
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don’t know how to describe it but it feels quite good. Sometimes you know, 

you download an app and then you also get the perception that this app is 

low-budget produced – I did not get that impression here. I responded when 

I pressed the buttons and it was quite nice. So in terms of when only focusing 

on the app I had a nice quality experience which is a little bit different of – 

yeah – my normal experience with the IKEA brand which for me is more like 

a low-budget company.      

 

Next time you consider buying products from IKEA, would you use 

this app again or go back to your normal way of interacting with IKEA?  

I think, definitely if I had to buy a new furniture or maybe move to a new 

place and consider how to place the new furniture, I would definitely consider 

downloading the app and trying to place different furniture around. When 

Frederikke [girlfriend] and I moved together I tried to look up different 

solutions where you can type in different sizes of sofas and table sand stuff 

and then you can put it into a three-dimensional online software, so I think 

this would have been more easy for us to place it around instead of that. 

Because it is always difficult to imagine: “does my sofa actually fit here into 

that corner or not? Or is it better over here?”. If I were in that situation again 

I definitely think I would consider downloading and using the app.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sufficient value 
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Interview F4 (IKEA)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: What do you understand as Augmented Reality? 

To me, augmented reality is a combination of reality and a level of 

augmentation that you have implied upon reality. So there is an additional 

layer.  

 

 

I: Have you ever used AR or an app with AR features?  

Yes, I have used Pokémon GO.  

 

 

PART II: Participant Observation   
 

1:36 min.: I am excited to try this. Alone the fact that it is a fun thing makes 

me want to try it. Okay. “How much do you want to know about privacy?” – 

nothing really. Because I am already an IKEA family member so I know all 

my family.  

 

Entertainment 

 2:01 min.: Okay, I am going to try my first item. Okay, I am realizing that I 

should probably have more light. I will get another lamp. Usually I have a 

light system next to my bed but I have just bought a bed.  

 

Technical issue 

 2:54 min: Okay it is realizing that I have a plant. It is not really doing 

anything else. I will try somewhere else. So it is showing me an icon that I 

should tilt my iPhone forth and back. Now I see a circle. There it goes! It’s a 

little bit big. It takes up pretty much my entire screen but /it has good 

physics, like it makes me want to move backwards so I can see it in a bigger 

picture. That actually works quite nicely.  

 

 

Interaction with 

interface 

Interaction with 

virtual objects 

3:56 min.: I want to see if I can find a bed. Sofa-beds. Maybe there’s beds in 

there. I will try something. It looks like I might sleep on it. It’s kind of 

standing on top of the plant. I don’t think I want my bed to stand like that. I 

Unmet  

Expectation / 
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think it is too big. I would really like a function where I could re-size the 

products which might not be possible, but it is a nice feature that I can move 

it. That feels really nice.  

 

Control / 

Interaction with 

virtual objects 

4:54 min: Looks very concentrated at the application to figure out what to do next.  

 

 

5:50 min: Now it is standing kind of like my old bed. Except for on top of the 

plant. It can’t have anything in front of that. But that makes sense. But other 

than that I think it looks kind of ok. I am kind of having a hard time. I am not 

sure if I wish my choice was more guided. It feels like it’s a fun thing but I am 

still uncertain how this thing would actually look in here. I will try with 

something smaller.  

 

 

 

Lack of 

guidance /  

Entertainment / 

Transparency 

6:35 min.: I will try a TV-table. There you go. Oh, there is the bed from 

before? I need to get rid of the bed. That’s pretty cool that you can do an 

entire room. So yeah.  

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

7:40 min.: Now it circles in and out and I am not sure if this is supposed to.  

 

 

7:58 min:. Okay this [TV-table] works a bit nicer. I want to see what happens 

when I look at it form over here. That works. That one I like. I would like a 

TV table over there. 

 

 

8:30 min.: Ok I can scan an item. I did not see that before. Visual search. 

Okay this plant is from IKEA, so maybe it can find that? But that is also a 

hard one. It can’t find it. But this one is also something that you could use if 

you were somewhere else seeing an item. Okay so it does find plants but it 

these are other plants. Maybe this laundry basket? Yes. It finds other baskets 

of similar structure. I want to see what happens if I take something from 

IKEA. This is an IKEA glass. This may be hard because it is see-through. So 

when I take something that is hard to guess it may come up with pretty stupid 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Technical issue 
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suggestions which I guess people could make fun of. But no! In this angle it 

has actually found it! It’s the exact same glass!  

 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   

I: How would you describe your experience overall?  

Okay. A frustration that my room seems to be too small and too dark for it to 

be optimal. / But I realize that this is of course not due to the app but 

probably a lot of people shopping IKEA face, so they could give some 

instruction for that – like do it in bright daylight. / And I thought it was a fun 

gimmick /but I felt like all the furniture were just too big. / I think that’s due 

to my room being small but in the occasion that you have a small room and 

you need to fit a bed in it, / it would have been nice if I could zoom out or 

make it smaller so that I can see the product from several angles. But I was 

not able to do that.  

 

So you felt like it was too proactive from your side and you would have 

liked more guidance?  

Yes, definitely. It was definitely intuitive though.  

 

 

Technical issue/ 

Lack of 

guidance / 

Entertainment / 

Technical issue/ 

 

Control 

 

 

 

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

(Layout) 

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive?   

I think it as appropriately interactive but it did not come with feedback. / But 

it was nevertheless straightforward and easy to understand what to do.  

 

Did you feel like you were able to interact with the products in a way 

that as different from when you buy online?  

That is a good question. I think my imagination kind of gives me the same 

idea. / But I could imagine that there is a scenario where you had a full room 

and a lot of different things – then it could help you because the combination 

of objects that is a nice feature.  

 

Lack of 

feedback / 

Customer 

centralism 

 

Unmet 

expectations 

Functional value 
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I: Could you describe whether the app succeeded in making you feel 

engaged?   

Yes, definitely, I would continue using it. / My brother has a house that he is 

renovating now and I think I could see myself using it in his living room 

together with him. / I think it would be optimal for a big room like that.  

 

 

 

Engagement 

Social 

interaction 

Technical issue 

I: When shopping furniture, what information is important to you?  

Reviews from other users. That definitely means a lot to me.  

 

Where do you usually buy furniture?  

I usually browse online and then I go to a store.  

 

Why do you browse online first?  

Just to get an idea about what they have, what are they selling. For example 

when it comes to desks knowing that on, for example DBA (“Den Blå Avis”) 

they have 1500 desks on sale, and IKEA pretty much the same, I will get the 

same at DBA for less money.  

 

But you would still want to go to a store to see it?  

Yes, if it is something that I care about.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 

I: Did you feel like you were able to trigger all the relevant information 

when interacting with the app?  

I don’t remember if there were any prices. It was not what I was looking for 

but that would have been meaningful. I think if you did it with a bigger room 

it would be nice to have an accumulated price for all the products in the room 

to see how much that room would then cost.  

 

I: How does the information differ from sources of information you 

usually consult?  
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I think you get a concept of spatial parameters but in the case of this room it 

was just confusing. But I gives a more realistic idea of how much space things 

take.  

 

Information 

processing 

(Visualization)  

I: Could you explain how accessible information was to you?   

I was surprised I could not click on the item and get more, but other than that 

it gave me everything I needed.  

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to communicate with IKEA if 

you had specific questions about a product?  

Well when I was more interested in an item I found that I could press the 

heart which I guess means that it is in a list somewhere but that is the closest 

thing I found to taking this process and moving it to actually buying 

something from IKEA. So no immediate interaction with IKEA.  

 

Would you have liked more immediate interaction?  

For making an actual purchase, I would have done more or maybe even 

reached out.  

 

What would you have done before?  

I think I would have found the price. It’s a good question because usually this 

is just one thing of many things I do before choosing to actually buy some 

furniture. It feels too vague. I feel like there’s still a lot of things I don’t know 

about these products.  

 

 

 

Provider 

interaction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource 

(information) 

I: Did you feel like the information given to you was trustful or gave 

you more certainty?  

It gave some idea and certainty.  

 

 

 

Empowerment 

I: What about the information? How is that different for you from other 

media and how does that make it special?  
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I think what makes it unique is the ability to put a lot of different furniture at 

the same time and get an overview of how it interacts with each other.  

 

Information 

format / Task 

I: Did interacting with the digital content make you engage with 

products you would not usually consider? 

Absolutely. I think because it is attractive to try out things just to see how it 

looks.  

 

 

 

Inspiration 

I: What value did you gain from using the application?   

I think there is an entertainment value. / I don’t think it would change the 

way I consume furniture because at the end of the day it does not change the 

way I buy on its own. But it might inspire me to check out furniture.  

 

So it did not give you enough information about products to actually 

make a purchase?  

No, not to make a purchase.  

 

But was it more personalized than shopping online?  

Yes, I think so.  

 

Did it help you understand what would be the use of the products in 

your life?  

Yes, in the sense that I could see that the bed was apparently the size of a 

double bed.  

 

 

Entertainment / 

Insufficient 

value / 

Inspiration 

 

 

 

 

 

Information 

format 

 

 

Information 

format 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friend and family via the app?    

I didn’t see anything but maybe I would share it. Not on social media but 

maybe send a photo to someone and be like “hey, do you think this is okay?”.  

 

I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand?  
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Yes, I think it makes me think differently. For me, it’s a positive thing that 

IKEA embraces digitalization a bit. I have smart lights in my room and I 

think it’s a cool thing that IKEA works with smart solution. I think this is 

moving in the same direction as well.  

 

Next time you consider buying products form IKEA, would you use 

this app again or go back to your normal way of interacting with IKEA? 

I think it’s more likely that I would use this again if I sit in the situation with 

someone I know and I am like “hey, check this out!” – this is interesting is 

fun. If I am seriously considering buying a piece of furniture, I might use it, 

but probably it would still be a minor part of my search for furniture.  

 

Brand relation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Social 

interaction / 

Insufficient 

value 
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Interview F5 (IKEA)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: What do you understand as Augmented Reality? 

I have heard of it. It’s like Pokémon GO. 

 

Full definition is provided here: AR is the placement of digital 

information into the real world. Example: Snapchat, Pokémon Go.  

 

 

I: Have you ever used AR or an app with AR features?  

Yes, Pokémon GO..  

 

 

PART II: Participant Observation   
 

2:05 min.: Participant laughs as he manages to put down his first item – a rocking horse.  

 

 

2:28 min.: I didn’t even know IKEA had this. I didn’t know they had this app. 

That’s crazy. I want to try this just for fun.  

 

 

Entertainment 

3:50 min.: Participant walks around the room to try the products in all different corners.  

 

 

4:51 min: Participant places a sofa next to the window.  

 

 

5:15 min.: Det er sjovt. Jeg kan faktisk ikke se på skærmen at det er ikke egte 

møbel („This is funny. I cannot see on the screen at these are not real 

furniture”). Are these live? Are these apps accessible for everybody right now? 

Answer: Yes.  

 

Realism of 

Experience 

6:50 min.: Participant places a shelf in the corner. Asks his girlfriend: Skal der ikke 

stå en reol derover? (“Should there not be a shelf over there?”)   

 

Social 

interaction 
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7:40 min.: Det funger meget godt. Men man skal lidt væk til at se. (“It works 

really well. But you have to go a bit away to see it”). Hvor mange tid er gået? 

(“How much time has passed?”)     

 

Interaction with 

virtual objects 

8:09 min.: Have you tried this? (Participant shows “room sets” functions).   

 

 

10:53 min.: Participant says to his girlfriend: “Jeg kiggede ikke på dig en eneste 

gang de sidste 10 minutter. Jeg var helt imponeret” (“I didn’t look at you a 

single time in the last ten minutes, I was completely hooked”)   

 

 

Engagement 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   

I: How would you describe your experience overall?  

The first minute or two I thought – this app is not great because it wasn’t 

intuitive I thought. I didn’t exactly know how to use it. I didn’t even think 

“Oh, this is an app for placing products”. Ehm. And the icons at the bottom 

– except for the one that looked like a profile – I didn’t know what they were 

supposed to do and I didn’t find out during the ten minutes what was the 

difference between the home and the four-squares symbol. It was like “what 

is the difference between those two?”. But when I got there – when I 

understood what is going on and how to interact with it – I immediately felt 

joy! I immediately felt like this is like a game! An interior decorating game – 

what a wonderful idea. What a great way for people to look up what things 

would look like in their house. / And especially for people that are not – that 

don’t have a – what’s the word? A visual sense – or what you want to call it. 

Like me! To imagine what things would look like in their home – next to 

other things, next to other things they have right now. It was great. I think it 

is a very valuable thing.  

 

So you think it is both useful but also entertaining?  

Yes, and it is super fun! I had a lot of fun with it.   

 

 

Lack of 

guidance  

 

 

 

 

 

Entertainment 

 

 

Information 

processing 

(Mental effort) 

Functional value 

 

 

 

Entertainment 



 172 

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive?   

Ah, sort of. I mean I didn’t – if I could do something with the things other 

than place them? I didn’t even try to place a lamp – but if I did I hope that I 

could turn it on and off. That would be great. I didn’t even try to make the 

gyngehest (rocking horse) like move, but if I could that would be sweet.  

 

Compared to shopping online did you find it more interactive? Did it 

make you feel engaged?  

Definitely!  

 

Interaction with 

virtual objects 

 

 

 

 

 

Engagement 

I:Where do you usually buy furniture?  

In a store. I need to see it and feel it. / But I definitely feel like I would use 

the app everywhere in our apartment to see what kind of furniture should I be 

looking for./ Then not necessarily go to IKEA and buy the thing that fits but 

in my mind I would think “okay, for the next year, I should keep an eye out 

for that sort of spacious thing I want to buy” – so I could use it as a general 

interior tool.  

 

So more as an inspiration?  

Yes, exactly.  

 

So it would change your way of shopping but rather be a new part in it?  

I think so. But probably it would also steer me in the direction of IKEA, of 

course. Because if I see it and it fits and I’m like “well, this looks great!” and I 

can’t find it anywhere else – I would probably first go to DBA (“Den Blå 

Avis”) and see if anybody is selling this product and if not – and I can’t find it 

cheaper anywhere else – and I really want it I would go to IKEA of course.  

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 

Sufficient value 

Inspiration 

I: Did you feel like you were able to trigger all the relevant information 

when interacting with the app?  

I didn’t see any prices. So, there would be several steps for me. I would see 

the price of the product and then I would have to look for similar products to 
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see if they are cheaper and then I would have to go online and see if I can 

find something similar. So no, I would not buy it just off the “oh, I like it” 

and then order it. So no, not for me.  

 

I: What information do you usually consult when buying furniture?  

Price. Delivery, if it is being delivered or not.  

 

I: Could you explain how accessible information was to you?   

I would have liked to have a tip function or a like a – not a tutor – but a 

tutorial function? Maybe there is that when you install the app.  

 

Would you have liked the app to interact more with you?  

No, I liked that it was just up to me. But I would have liked to have an icon to 

press for easy help or for search. I think I missed that a lot. A search function.  

 

So something you control but not immediate feedback?  

Yes.  

 

Lack of 

guidance 

 

 

 

Control 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to communicate with IKEA if 

you had specific questions about a product?  

I didn’t see it and I didn’t miss it. But I think I would like maybe if I had gone 

a step further, but I would like to see if it was available in my nearest IKEA. 

If they had it in store.  

 

 

 

Interaction with 

provider 

I: Did you feel like you could trust the information, like it provided you 

with certainty?  

I thought it was fairly realistic. I mean – I was really surprised about how 

good it was at making the size of the furniture like fit the room. I don’t know 

how it did it but the height of the room or the width. But it was quite 

amazing. I put a sofa next to our sofa and it was exactly the same size. And I 

was like “huh, what?” – that was really good. The quality was really good. I 

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

(Realism) 
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couldn’t tell the difference between like the virtual sofa and our sofa. That 

was crazy.  

 

I: Did interacting with the digital content make you engage with 

products you would not usually consider? 

Definitely. It made me consider things that I would never consider on my 

own. I mean when it shows you “oh you can buy  a gyngehest [rocking horse]– I 

was like I had never had the idea of buying a gyngehest but it looks fun – let me 

put it in my living room – and oh – suddenly I can picture my son using it.   

 

So it was easy for you to imagine the use of the product in your life?  

Oh definitely. I think I will install the app! I think I am going to have to try 

and use it because it is really fun to go around decorating and especially when 

we are going to buy a house in a couple of years a tool like that is super nice 

for like figuring out how could we decorate our home.  

 

 

 

Inspiration 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Inspiration 

I: What values did you gain from using the app?    

For now it would be re-decorating our home. If I wanted to see if what it 

would look like if we put our bedroom on the other end of the apartment and 

I would try to fit the furniture somewhere else in the apartment – see what 

that looks like before I tried it out manually.  

 

 

 

Functional value 

I: Did you feel like this experience is more personal than regular online 

shopping?  

I wouldn’t say personalized but customized? Like more easy to interact with 

and more user-friendly.  

 

Information 

format / 

Customer 

centralism 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friend and family via the app?    

Yes, I would send it to Trine (wife) all the time. Like what if we put the closet 

over here?  

 

 

Social 

interaction 
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But not on a social media?  

No, no. More like a friend. Individual sharing.  

 

I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand?  

Yes, positively. Way more modern. And that is weird because I never thought 

of them as not modern but you know you go to IKEA, it’s a store, you walk 

through it, you pick up stuff you want, and you probably even spotted it on 

their website beforehand. But this game – the idea that they are really like – 

how should I put it – up to beat with the technological advancements – that is 

kind of like reassuring that they are doing that. I think I like them more now.  

 

Next time you consider buying products form IKEA, would you use 

this app again or go back to your normal way of interacting with IKEA? 

I am going to use this app before buying big furniture because it helps me 

visualize it. I don’t think I have ever regretted buying a big piece of furniture 

except for the rocking chair we have an our hallway right now. But next time 

I am going to try it out virtually before.   

 

 

 

Brand relation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Functional value 

/ Sufficient 

value 
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Interview F6 (IKEA)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: What do you understand as Augmented Reality? 

No, I don’t know what it is.  

 

Answer is provided here: AR is the placement of digital information 

into the real world. Example: Snapchat, Pokémon Go.  

 

 

I: Have you ever used AR or an app with AR features?  

I haven’t used Pokémon GO, but Snapchat and what else? Instagram and 

other apps with filters. 

 

 

PART II: Participant Observation   
 

2:50 min.: That’s very cool! (laughs) Entertainment 

 

3:06 min.: Is this a free app? Answer is provided. Okay.    

 

3:44 min.: Participant places a chair. It’s cool!   

 

3:55 min.: I like the idea if you are not so good at visualizing products. I don’t 

always know what furniture looks good with other furniture.  

 

Information 

processing 

(Mental effort)  

6:21 min.: Does this app do anything else than place furniture? (Answer is 

provided to stir the participant to use the match function). Okay, that’s 

nice!  

 

 

 

7:38 min.: So I can scanned a lamp and it finds other lamps – is that the idea? 

It can’t find this one. They look a little bit like this one. That’s weird.  

 

Technical issue 
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8:04 min.: It works really good. It could see what that was (Participant points at 

the speaker). Ah okay, almost but it also found a speaker.  

  

 

 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   

I: How would you describe your experience overall?  

I liked the app. It is useful for people like me. I don’t always know what fits 

or what is nice together. I think sometimes I have been to IKEA and bought 

something and when we got home it doesn’t fit or it looks ugly.  

 

So it helps with finding the style rather than the right size?  

Yes. More the style.  

 

 

Information 

processing 

(Mental effort) 

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive?  

Yes. I don’t know. It’s more interactive than just looking at the table and then 

imaging what it would look like in your home.  

 

 

Engagement / 

Interaction with 

interface 

I: What in terms of feedback? Did you like that it was so proactive or 

would you have liked the app to react more to your choices?  

I liked it. It is a very simple app. You mean in terms of guiding? I think that 

would be cool if it could do that.  

 

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

 I: Where do you usually shop furniture then?  

Both. Online more like for pictures. Not the big furniture.  

 

Why do you go to the store?  

To feel it and try it.  

 

Also to see it together with other products?  

Yes.  

 

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 
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What is information you would usually consult then when buying 

furniture? 

The price, and maybe reviews.    

 

I: Do you feel like this app gives you information that you cannot get 

when you usually buy online?  

I mean, yeah, the fact that you can see it in your room with the other 

furniture.  

 

Could you see yourself using this app for that reason?  

I think I would use the app next time we would need a big thing – like a table 

or a sofa – something.  

 

 

 

 

Information 

format 

 

 

 

Functional value 

I: Did you feel like the information was easily accessible to you?  

I think the IKEA app is very simple and I think my parents could use it. I 

think there are only four or three features to try, that’s it. It’s very simple. 

Well, you needed to help me a little bit but if you tried it’s easy.  

   

 

Customer 

centralism 

I: Would you have liked to directly reach out to IKEA via the app to ask 

more questions?   

No, that would be a bit weird I think.  

 

 

I: Did you feel like you could trust the information from the 

augmentation?  

Not sure about the size of the furniture. I am not sure if it is correct. But if it 

works, I would use it again.  

 

So you would need to try it once?  

I think so. I mean I just took some random furniture, but I think if I was 

looking for something, then I think it could be nice. There it works really 

good.  

 

 

Transparency 

 

 

 

Task 
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I: Did the app make you explore and experiment with new products 

you would not usually consider?  

No. Well, I picked out some stuff I would not usually try… so I guess I tried 

something (laughs). Mostly because it’s fun.  

 

 

 

Entertainment 

Do you feel like this app could improve your buying process?  

It could make it easier I think. Maybe. Yes, it would make it easier. Like I said 

before you can see it in your room. So it makes it easier this way.  

 

 

Functional value 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friend and family via the app or is it more of a one-on-one experience 

with the app?  

Yes. If like.. I used it, and I would have to ask Christina, my girlfriend, if it’s 

okay, if it looks good. Can you do it with the app? Can you save it? That 

would a good feature.  

 

 

 

 

Social 

interaction  

I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand?  

Well, I guess, it’s a positive thing. I think it’s a way to help the customer. I’m 

not surprised.  

 

 

Brand relation 
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Appendix 9: Sephora Coding Table   
 

A. Value Creation Experience 

 

1.Interaction (green) 

 

Sub-Theme Name Sub-Theme Description Occurrences in Data 

Engagement Participant feels engaged and 

captivated in the service 

experience 

• Feeling immersed in the 

experience  

Interaction with 

virtual objects / 

interface 

Participant is able to co-create 

value by interacting with virtual 

products/interface 

• Interaction with products  

• Interaction with interface 

Interaction with 

provider   

Participants perceives 

opportunity for dialogical 

interaction with the service 

provider 

• Interaction with service 

provider  

 

Absence of resources Participant experiences lack of 

informational cues during the 

service 

• Lack of guidance 

• Lack of feedback  

Unmet expectations Participant’s preconceptions 

remain unfulfilled during or 

after the service regardless of 

attempted co-creation 

• Interaction becomes less 

engaging over time     

 

2. Information (orange) 

 

Sub-Theme Name Sub-Theme Description Occurrences in Data 

Information 

processing  

Service facilitates the way the 

participant processes 

information  

• Visualization of product 

information  

• Supporting the participant’s 

mental efforts   

Information format   Participant perceived enhanced 

presentation of information 

thanks to self augmentation or 

personalization      

• Seeing products on one’s 

face 

• Seeing products in 

conjunction with other 

products   

• Personalization 
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Absence of resources Participant experiences lack of 

information before, during or 

after the service  

• Need for touch 

  

Unmet expectations Participant’s preconceptions 

remain unfulfilled during or 

after the service regardless of 

attempted co-creation 

• Virtual make-up is perceived 

as artificial  

 

 

 

3. Equity (yellow) 

 

Sub-Theme Name Sub-Theme Description Occurrences in Data 

Empowerment Participant experiences a feeling 

of empowerment during or after 

the service as he/she can reach 

goals thanks to novel 

information  

• Certainty about one’s 

choices   

• Independence from 

employees and other 

customers  

Perceived control 

over the process 

Participant is able to co-create 

value during the service thanks 

to flexible interaction with virtual 

offerings 

• Flexibility in visualizing 

contents   

 

Lack of 

transparency 

Participant cannot co-create 

value as he lacks trust in the 

information provided / who has 

contributed to it 

• Uncertainty 

• Lack of technological 

understanding 

Customer centralism Service creates a facilitative 

environment for the participant 

to co-create value thanks to 

content being accessible easily 

and immediately 

• User-friendliness  

• Intuitive layout  

• Realism of the experience 

Technical challenges 

and constraints 

Participant cannot co-create 

value during the service as 

resource integration is restrained 

due to technical failure or 

shortcoming in 

software/hardware or 

environment 

• Virtual objects move 

unintentionally (Registration 

Errors) 
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B. Value-in-use perceptions 

 

Value-in-use of Emotional nature (blue) 

 

Sub-Theme Name  Sub-Theme Description Occurrences in Data 

Entertainment  Participant feels joy, amusement 

or playfulness due to intriguing 

and rich content  

• Fun game 

• Useless gimmick 

Inspiration Participant feels inspired, excited 

or eager to explore products due 

to stimulating experience  

• Inspiration from 

Exploration 

  

Social Interaction Participant experiences news 

ways of social interaction 

enabled by the service   

• Interaction with others  

Brand relation Participant’s relationship to the 

brand is altered beyond the 

service experience   

• Brand relationship 

 

 

Value-in-use of Functional nature (pink) 

 

Sub-Theme Name  Sub-Theme Description Occurrences in Data 

Performance-related 

value 

Participant is able to do 

something that would be 

difficult without the service   

• Efficiency 

• Convenience 

• Product learning 

Task-related value 

 

Participant’s sought value is 

fulfilled or remains unfulfilled   

• Sufficient perceived value 

• Insufficient perceived value  
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A. Value Co-Creation Experience 

 

1.Interaction  

 

Code Data Occurrence Code 

Engagement  

 

 

• Participant Laughs in a positive manner. That’s nice! (F7) 

• Participant tries the arm swatch function. That’s cool. (F7) 

• Participant laughs in surprise while she is taking the quiz on the 

app. (F7) 

• Yes, I think I would spend time with it if I had to buy 

make-up online, rather than just quit it like usually. (F7) 

• Definitely because it was fun to just play around and 

then use green lipstick which I would never buy. (F9) 

• Yes (it is engaging) (…) because you can try it on your 

face. (F10) 

• It was fun to play around. It’s more interactive. I am 

not sure still that it would make me buy something. I 

would rather go to a physical store and see what it 

looks like in real life. But I found it to be more 

interactive at least. (F12) 

 

Feeling 

engaged 

• Yes, I do. It caught me. (F8) Feeling 

immersed 

Interaction 

with virtual 

artefacts / 

interface 

• I think it was, yeah, exactly. Especially the part with 

recognizing my face and putting on make-up on my 

face. I think that was quite interactive. (F7)  

• It’s like fun to use it because you can interact with the 

products. (F8) 

• I think it is because rather than just looking at the 

product on the page, like if I was just looking for a 

price and stuff like that. It is more interactive this way 

because you can try it on your face. (F10) 

Interaction 

with 

products 

• Definitely (interactive). Like it is fun – I am looking at 

products that I would never buy – like purple eyeliner 

(…) It’s like when you were little and used this make-

up heads and you sit there putting make-up on or like 

computer games with dress-up. So it’s like that just with 

your face. (F11)  

• Like if it comes with suggestions for me. (F11)  

Interaction 

with interface 
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Interaction 

with provider 
• I would never contact them, I don’t think I would. It’s 

just make-up, it’s not that risky again. I think it also 

would have been annoying, it’s not really the purpose 

of the app, it’s more for trying things out. (F7) 

• I don’t think I would have written to anybody but 

that’s just me. I think I am a bit old-fashioned in that 

way, I like to talk to people. I am pretty sure if Jesper 

was a girl and you asked him he would written to a 

person. (F8) 

• No, I didn’t see anything. But I didn’t miss it either. 

(F9) 

• I think it’s a very one-on-one thing with the phone. I 

think if like a chat came into a picture, I think it would 

be too much on one screen. (F10) 

• I think it’s good like this, I wouldn’t use a chat or 

something (…) I am not sure because If I were really 

into the products then I would look it up somewhere. I 

think I would look it up before going to a store. (F12) 

Dialogical 

interaction 

Absence of 

resources 

• Can I remove this? Because it is way too much. (F9) 

• And I think some of the things you could do, I did not 

really understand like the “Swatch me” – I didn’t even 

know what that meant or what I was supposed to or 

use that for. (F9) 

• No. It was a bit messy – the app. (F9) 

• But I think it was like messy – there was so much 

information all the time, maybe, I had a feeling that it 

should remove some of the stuff. It was confusing to 

use it. (F9) 

• I mainly think it’s overwhelming. It took me a minute 

to find out what does each of these things do. (F10) 

• But for example this “find your foundation shade” – 

and then it says you can enter your foundation color IQ 

and I don’t know what that is. I don’t use so much 

foundation so I can’t really match it with anything else 

that I have? (…) But overall, I thought it was a little bit 

chaotic at first. I think you just have to get used to the 

app- (F10) 

• It wasn’t easy to understand at first. Like there was a lot 

of things all the time and then there’s all these different 

Lack of 

guidance 
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things (points to the options on the app) but it is all the 

same. You can pick between them in here as well (goes 

into the option and points at the bottom). (F11) 

• Ehm, maybe they could when you started the app be 

like “what are you looking for?” – if it is supposed to 

be for the purpose of me buying something. Usually 

you look because you know you are missing something 

or you are interested in looking at something. So it 

could be “Are you looking for a party make-up or a fun 

make-up?”. (F11) 

• Maybe you could have – when you have like a profile 

(…) then it could suggest things to you. (F11)  

• Yes, that could have been nice – but it could make it 

sell more. Like “okay, you like these products and you 

have this skin tone and hair – this will look good on 

you. This entire look would look great on you” – and 

then you can try it. (F11)  

Lack of 

feedback 

Unmet 

expectations 

• Participant stars concentrated at the phone and appears less 

enthusiastic as in the beginning (F7) 

Interaction 

becomes less 

engaging 

 
 

2.Information 
 

Code Data Occurrence Code 

Information 

processing 

 

• Yeah. Maybe it’s not that precise but maybe it could 

lead you to “is it a number seven or twenty I need?”. 

(F8) 

• Well, like I said, I like that you can try out the 

products before you go and buy them. Of course you 

can go down to the store and try it on but you might 

not want to do that because then you have to remove 

it and it’s kind of awkward if you have to walk 

through town with it. (F10) 

 

Visualization 

of product 

information 

• And then I especially liked the part where you can 

choose what preferences you have and take the 

quizzes and then it will figure a small assortment 

instead of the whole list for you to try out. (F7) 

Supporting the 

participant’s 

mental efforts 
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• I think I get at least the same information with the app 

[as with traditional online shopping](F7)  

• I think I get the same information as I would if I get if 

I looked it up in a normal shop. (F7)  

• Well, basically, I like that you can try out the looks 

before you buy anything from Sephora. (F10) 

• I am not sure – I didn’t notice the specific products 

that much – more the looks. Like I didn’t realize that 

the specific products. If you asked me now what type 

of products or brands I tried on I wouldn’t be able to 

answer you because you swap through them really 

quickly. So, yeah. (F12) 

Information 

format  
• But then I took a look at it and I found that it was 

more realistic if you choose some of the more natural 

parts (items). And I especially liked the part where you 

could hold the camera over your skin and finds a color 

for you for the right foundation. (F7) 

• It’s fun, but for it me it was just a bit like Snapchat – 

except for the feature where you scan your skin and it 

recommends a foundation (arm swatch). (F7) 

• [It was more personal as] I get to try it on my face. I 

take a picture of my dress. So yes, definitely. (F9) 

• It is more interactive this way because you can try it 

on your face. (F10) 

• I think so, I think with the augmentation, you can see 

it fits your face, the colors and the different styles of 

make-up, in that way it would make it easier. (F10)  

Seeing 

product’s on 

one’s face 

• I think the things that worked best were – what is it 

called? – the lineup of the person with different make-

up looks, because in that feature you get a whole look 

instead of only lipstick or only eyebrows. (F8) 

• I think it’s funny to see yourself with a whole look. 

(F8) 

• I can see the appeal of putting colors together and 

products together and very easily compare one shade 

or red to another shade of red if you buy it. (F11) 

Seeing 

products in 

conjunction 

• It allows you to take a quiz before trying the products 

and in which price group you would like the products 

to be in – you can even choose that you have no 

Personalization  

Of 

information   
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preferences for that. So I think it’s quite nice. You can 

answer your preferences and then it comes up with 

the products based on your preferences. (F7) 

• That’s a positive thing with this app. Because you can 

save “I already have these products” and then, as I 

saw it, it would come up with new products 

suggestions based on what you have already bought 

before. (F7) 

• So, I think, it could give you some new ideas and 

inspiration more than watching make-up tutorials on 

YouTube, because it knows me. My color and face. 

(F11)  

• Maybe a little bit more customized. Because when you 

went into the lipsticks there were like 2000 options 

and you are just like “oh” (makes scared face) – that’s a 

lot! So it would be nice to have that function, 

something more customized. (F12) 

Absence of 

resources 

• I always buy in store. I think I have to feel it. I mean if 

– maybe if I had some specific mascara I always use – 

sure I could just buy it online. But if it’s something 

new, I needed some help to find and I would want to 

try it on. I would have to try it on. (F8) 

• I would need to try it to see if it fits my skin tone. I 

would not really order it online. (F10) 

Need for 

touch 

• The color was really important to me because it 

shouldn’t be too pink but not too little and it should 

match the nail polish and the flowers in the bouquet. 

(…) Yes, I think. I am not sure the app would have 

helped me enough in that project or process. (F8) 

• I need to see it and feel it. Well, if I know it is 

something I use, I would buy it online. Like if I know 

the – what is it called - the label? Then I would buy it 

online. I want to touch it, I want to feel it in my 

hands. (F9) 

Lack of 

product 

information  

Unmet 

expectations 

• In the beginning my experience was that it was a bit 

unrealistic because it was, you know, the face part and 

you could put on mascara and all the make-up. And 

for me it seemed a bit unrealistic. (F7) 

Virtual 

artefacts are 

perceived as 

artificial 
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• But I think the face part is maybe a bit unrealistic. 

Especially the with the biggest make-up, the night 

make-ups – and put on mascara. (F7) 

• It’s fun, but for it me it was just a bit like Snapchat. 

(F7) 

• I look like a clown! (Participant laughs). (F9) 

• Well, maybe it’s because we talked about Snapchat, 

but it feels a lot like Snapchat, a fun game. (F9) 

• I think it was a bit unrealistic. (F9) 

• I would not say that, no. It’s more like a Snapchat 

filter. I think maybe the colors were too vibrant. (F11) 

• I think maybe if it got a little bit better with some of 

the features I could use it in the future. I think, yes. 

(F12) 

• There is a lot of things going on here (…) the lashes 

are a lot! (F12) 

 
 

3.Equity 
 

Code Data Occurrence Code 

Empowerment 

 

• Because it is based on my preferences and that’s why I 

would trust it. (F7)  

• Then I think it could have some value. Maybe also for 

younger girls trying things out and then only buying the 

things that they know look good instead of spending 

their pocket money on shitty make-up – then they can 

be like “okay, I will buy this one pencil or this one”. 

Certainty 

about one’s 

product 

choice 

• I think for example to part about finding a certain color 

of your shirt and then see what color would fit. I know 

a person down the shop could tell me that too but if 

you are socially-awkward or something, then you can 

use the app and the app tells you this looks good with 

this color – or whatever. In that way it gives something. 

(F10) 

Independence 

from provider 

Perceived 

control over 

the process 

• It was not just everybody would get the same, but it 

was my answers that I get. (F7)  

• I think it was quite cool that it was almost free for me 

to choose. I could choose a product and if I find out 

Flexibility in 

visualizing 

content 
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that it is not for me then I go back and try another 

thing. If it is only lipstick then it is quite easy to choose 

the part with lipsticks and try it out. So It was nice that 

it was free from my side to choose. (F7)  

• Yes, it was nice (that it was so free). (F9) 

• No, I think it was good for me to just do it myself. (F9) 

• One thing I find a bit annoying is that If I just want to 

see a style of eyeliner, I also have to wear lipstick and 

the lashes as well. But if I just want to see “What would 

a winged eyeliner look like on me?” I wouldn’t really be 

able to see it because the lashes are in the way. So I 

would have to remove that one by one. (F10) 

• I think so. I liked it that it was open. But it’s hard to 

decide whether I would have wanted it to be more 

decisive for me. I liked it the way it was. (F10)  

• It was hard to wipe the face and then it would put 

make-up on again. (F11) 

• Also the thing that I have personally made it to answer 

a quiz. I especially liked that part as it makes it find 

solutions specifically for my skin. So it was personal. 

(F7) 

Making 

requests  

Lack of 

transparency 

• I think it’s also that I’m not sure I can trust my camera 

to be good enough – is it actually the skin color that I 

have or is it just the light? So if it was a new foundation, 

I would look it up in this app and then go to the shop 

(…) I don’t think I (trust it). Mostly because I use the 

camera of my own phone and the light. (F7) 

• If I had to buy a foundation I am not sure I would trust 

it but for other products like lotion or eye shadow I 

would definitely use it. (F7)  

• About the color – that might be one of your questions 

– but it depends on the light, and it depends on your 

skin color, on the day, is it summer, is it winter. (F8) 

• It depends on if you trust it. If you really want to go for 

a specific color, it’s kind of hard to find it online 

compared to in store (…) maybe you buy a “name” 

thinking it’s the same color – but it’s not. (F8)  

• I think you can’t always trust filters completely. So I 

wouldn’t only use the app before I buy a product. (F10) 

Uncertainty 
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• I think if it was a brand I was familiar with I would buy 

it. I think I would only buy it without trying if I knew I 

couldn’t try it in my local store. (F11).  

• I don’t trust it. Maybe in a few years? But that’s also – 

everything is a bit scary I guess when it’s new (…) 

Maybe it is because you open it and the first picture I 

see is “I have a full face of make-up” and then it 

reminds me of the Snapchat filter, you know. And you 

don’t trust that one – you know that is not how you 

look like! So maybe you can’t see how – you just see 

everything at once instead of putting on the lipstick and 

being like “okay, it’s really just the lipstick” – putting on 

the eyelines and seeing “okay, it’s just the eyelines, it is 

not changing the shape of my eye”. So like, more 

simple. (F11)  

• I am not sure that…, well you can see that…, I am not 

sure how accurate it is? It was fun to like play around 

with but I am not sure that it accurately looks like that 

because you can see like the lips are weird and 

smushed. (F12) 

Customer 

centralism 

• I think I had a good overview all the time. (F7) 

• On top of your own picture all the products with 

pictures – just only names and a picture of what it is. 

(F8) 

• I think it was enough for me. I think it was a good idea 

that you first see a picture of a person with the look 

instead of just the name and something written. It’s 

nice – I am very visual so I like to see things. (F8) 

• That’s just me. But it is also cool that they categorize it 

into day time and night time and trends. (F10) 

Intuitive 

layout 

• I think this is more easy to use. (F7) 

• Also sometimes it asked me if I want to save the picture 

that was also a good idea to go back and be like “hey I 

don’t remember the product” – that was a good feature. 

(F8) 

• As soon as I tried it out for a bit it was easy enough 

(…) for me, I think it is pretty simple. (F10) 

• Ah… then you can just buy – easy! (F11) 

User-

friendliness 
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• But the natural parts is actually quite realistic I think. 

(F7)  

Realism of the 

experience 

Technical 

challenges and 

constraints 

• It had a little bit of problems with my eyes not being 

the same size or shape. (F11) 

• It was like using Snapchat and the lip wasn’t – it was off 

my lips, so it looked a bit weird. And as I said when I 

used it I did look a bit like a clown. (F9) 

• Yes, definitely. For me it looked a lot of like Snapchat 

filter kind of with the heavy lashes and lipstick that is a 

bit smushed around your lip. It looks more… some of 

it looks a little more cliché to me than actually 

something that you would use. Also you couldn’t 

change the way  it looked. (F12) 

Registration 

Issues 

• But you could not close your eyes or turn your head to 

the side – it would just fall off. (F11) 

Virtual 

artefacts move 

unintentionally 

• Like it was easy when you get started. I needed like a 

big button that said remove everything! And like it put 

lashes on from the beginning which was maybe too 

much? So maybe if it just always started with nothing – 

then you could do it yourself. I think it could be maybe 

a bit overwhelming. (F11)  

• Yes, maybe with the application. There were a lot of 

colors – but that could be limited. But the application 

style – the ones were you could choose between 

contour and brush and highlight – that was nice to be 

able to say – make it more like that. (F12) 

• There is a lot of things going on here. (F12) 

Lack of 

control  

 • Ehm. I think maybe it needed some more ways to 

change like the same lip gloss and have different kinds 

of styles with – like put more or less on – put a gloss on 

top of it. Again with the eyeshadow – different ways of 

putting it on – maybe for different shapes of eyes. (F11)  

• I could also see it working with earrings or hairclips or 

something? (F11)  

• It could also be funny to see it with different hairstyles 

too to get the whole idea (F8) 

Lack of 

options  
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B. Value-in-use perception 
 

1.Value-in-use of emotional nature 
 

Code Data Occurrence Code 

Entertainment 

 
• Yes (I gained enjoyment), mostly that actually. (F7) 

• So, yeah. So definitely it is funny to use the AR part and 

then afterwards I would use it for more serious things. 

(F7) 

• It’s on my face, I can see, oh my god, that is funny. 

Wow (…) This is really funny. (F8) 

• Now I am with the eyebrow thing. That is funny. (F8) 

• I don’t hope you can see what I am doing because I look 

absolutely hilarious. Red lips and grey eyebrows. (F8) 

• But it was also really fun to try out colors that I would 

never buy like maybe the pearl color – like the inside of 

musslinger -  you could have that on your lips. That was 

absolutely not a color for me. But I would never buy 

that but it was still funny to see. (F8) 

• For me, it was funny because I don’t really use make-up, 

so it was a bit much when I looked at myself with all 

that make-up on. (F9) 

• I think I spent most of the time with the lipstick. 

Because every time I did this (Participant makes duck face) 

it changes the lipstick and that was funny. So I just 

kissed a lot. (F9) 

• It’s also just a fun thing to do at home when you are 

bored. (F10) 

• Participant chuckles as the raises eyebrows to change make-up 

look. 

• It’s like when you were little and used this make-up 

heads and you sit there putting make-up on or like 

computer games with dress-up. So it’s like that just with 

your face. That was fun. (F11) 

• It’s more like a fun game. (F12) 

Fun game 

• I think the face part – putting on make-up and stuff was 

mostly just for fun. I don’t think I would use the feature 

as much I would use the app mostly for findings 

products and finding product information. (F7) 

Useless 

gimmick 
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• I think I would actually because for me, it reminds me 

about Snapchat, with funny filters and then I would 

send it to people but it would only be just for fun. (F7) 

• It feels a lot like Snapchat, a fun game (…) I don’t use a 

lot of make-up, so I didn’t even like realize that I had to 

buy these things. So it was really just a game for me. (F9) 

• For me, it’s more a fun gimmick (…) it was just like 

playing a game. (F9)  

• I think I kind of liked it actually. I don’t know, I get the, 

I like also like the whole Snapchat filter kind of thing. 

(F12) 

• Participant laughs “oh my god!” (F12) 

Inspiration • I think I would also buy new products because you 

usually I am just buying the same over and over again, 

but here I would try new things because I could try it 

before and answer questions about my skin. (F7) 

• And also maybe try something new, so if it’s winter time 

and I need a new color, I could use it. I would look it up 

here instead of going to the shop to Matas because it has 

a too big assortment. Otherwise I would just get the 

same as always. (F7) 

• Oh yeah. Definitely. Example, the eyebrow thing. I 

think there were four different ways to put colors on 

your eyebrows – gel and powder and pencil – and I 

don’t know. I have only tried pencil – so that was funny 

to see that there are different ways to do it and what 

would that look? So maybe that opened up my eyes for 

new products. (F8) 

• I think if maybe I was going to some casual party or 

something where I want a specific look I might use this 

one. Also it could be funny to see with different 

hairstyles too to get a whole idea. (F8) 

• Maybe for several years I have been using the same 

number for my eyebrows and now I have to use 

something else. There it could be a good idea to explore. 

(F8) 

• I tried so many different colors and because I saw 

myself with lipstick on and I was like “okay, this is not 

too bad. (F9)  

Inspiration 
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• Yeah, maybe I did find a beautiful color but I wouldn’t 

necessarily buy that lipstick but I could take a picture 

and find something similar. (F9) 

• I could imagine using it if I wanted to try out a new look 

or something. (F10) 

• Yes, I don’t usually use lipsticks and so it was very 

experimenting to try it on with lipstick. (F10) 

• It was fun but I don’t use a lot of make-up, so it was fun 

to try different eyeshadows and eyeliners and stuff that 

normally you would not swap them in or try them in the 

store. So that was fun. (F11) 

• I think, it could give you some new ideas and inspiration 

more than watching make-up tutorials on YouTube 

because it knows me. It knows my color and face. (F11)  

• Especially if you are really into make-up. I think you 

would like to experiment with stuff like that. (F2) 

• Like the eyeliner was different colors to try around your 

eyes if you go for like such a bold look (…) I think it 

could be a tool to maybe try something different from 

what you usually would do. (F12) 

• Participant pulls faces to see it works and turns head to see make-

up from different angles (F12) 

Social 

Interaction 

• But I am not sure I would use a button saying “Send this 

to a friend”. I think I would just take a screenshot and 

send it to a friend saying “hey look at this app, it’s quite 

funny”. And that’s it. (F7) 

• Actually if I got this app I would tell all my friends about 

this and be like “hey, this is funny!” and I think people 

would actually download the app because it is funny to 

use the filter. (F7) 

• That would be nice. I think I would have used it. Just 

like “hey, try it!” (F8) 

• Maybe? I don’t know [if I would share it ] (…) not as a 

new Facebook profile picture (laughs) (F9)  

• I would recommend it to a friend who is more into 

make-up but I know a lot of people who are so I would 

definitely recommend it. (F10) 

• Like if I was looking for a lipstick and I wanted to ask a 

friend “how does that look on me?” I think, yes, but I 

Interaction 

with others 
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don’t know. I am not sure it would be that useful for 

this one. Again, it seems like a one-on-one thing with 

the app. (F10) 

• Personally, I think I would only interact with the app. 

(F12) 

Brand 

Relation 

• So for me it is a good branding because they put some 

funny features that actually makes me use it in the first 

place (…) then afterwards I would use it for more 

serious things. It’s actually nice because otherwise I 

would have never looked at their make-up. (F7)  

• Maybe a bit negative? Because I didn’t really like the app 

and I think it’s just another way of selling products. (F9) 

• I think it’s definitely positive, it shows that they care 

about their customers (…) It’s positive. I think they 

have to follow with the times. I think that’s also a 

positive thing. They do not just settle in the old way of 

doing things but they try to modernize their stores. 

(F10) 

• I don’t know if it changes how I see the brand. I think it 

comes down to the product that they are selling and if 

this is how they are trying out to sell things – that’s fine 

(…)– so I don’t think anything less or more. (F11)  

• No, I don’t think so because when I have been to 

Sephora stores they have like these interactive things so 

it makes a lot of sense for the brand to actually have an 

app like this; a function like this. (F12) 

Brand 

relationship 

 
 

2.Value-in-use of functional nature 
 

Code Data Occurrence Code 

Functional 

Value 
• I think [AR] where you try [make-up] is a good 

beginning. (F7)  

• But I think it just makes it a lot more easy because I can 

try it from at home. (F7) 

• I think for me it’s mostly that it makes a big assortment 

into a smaller assortment, basically, I got five or six 

products to choose between and that’s a lot more easy 

than comparing to online shopping because there you 

maybe have to look up more than twenty products 

Efficiency 
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because it’s too much and then I buy the one I have 

always bought. So this is more simple and easy for me to 

use. (F7) 

• I think it’s a good way to try colors compared to when 

you go to a store you only have two eyebrows, right? So 

when you try one color there and one color there that’s 

pretty much that. And also the thing with the arm (arm 

swatch) often you do that in stores as well to find out 

how does that match my color without thinking of 

byproducts – the bad things in the product. There is no 

byproducts in this one. So to find the right color for 

your skin, I think it is a good way. (F8) 

• The function where you can take a picture of your dress 

or whatever and match the color, that was kind of 

useful. (F9) 

• I think it is a really good app for people who are really 

into make-up. I think it might be pretty useful. (F10) 

• I think so, I think with the augmentation, you can see it 

fits your face, the colors and the different styles of 

make-up, in that way it would make it easier. (F10)  

• It’s easier than going to the shop and because I get all 

the information I need in this app I could even click on 

the product if this is for me and go into the product and 

then figure out what is actually in it and for what skin 

type and so on. (F7) 

• Well, like I said, I like that you can try out the products 

before you go and buy them. Of course you can go 

down to the store and try it on but you might not want 

to do that because then you have to remove it and it’s 

kind of awkward if you have to walk through town with 

it. (F10) 

• But I think it was really nice – it was really nice that you 

could just go in and buy the product. It did not really 

matter what it was or if you cannot buy it in the store 

close by. You can just buy it directly. That was cool. 

(F11) 

Convenience 

Value 

Proposition 
• Yes, definitely. I would definitely buy something with 

the app. It’s easier than going to the shop and because I 

get all the information I need in this app I could even 

Sufficient 

perceived 

value 
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click on the product if this is for me and go into the 

product and then figure out what is actually in it and for 

what skin type and so on. So, I would definitely use it 

like normal shopping online. (F7) 

• I would definitely consider trying new products also 

because it’s make-up and it doesn’t cost that much 

money so it’s not that risky to buy stuff. (F7) 

• I think If I had the app I would use it for buying, for 

example, eye makeup. And skincare. (F7) 

• Actually I am thinking now that it did want to make me 

buy stuff because I was thinking “maybe I should buy a 

lipstick?” because I tried so many different colors and 

because I saw myself with lipstick on and I was like 

“okay, this is not too bad”. (F9) 

• I think there was like an eyeliner and I thought that as 

fun. So maybe? Yes [I would have bought something]. 

(F11)  

• No, I don’t think actually. I think it was funny to try but 

it is more like a Snapchat feature for me. It’s fun to 

explore looks and make-up but it’s not enough to make 

the actual purchase. (F7) 

• I still think I would use the stores but no, I think, if the 

store is easy to go to, maybe it’s more useful if the store 

is not easy to get to – something less reachable. (F8) 

• Yeah, but I have tried the app now and that’s it. For me, 

it’s more a fun gimmick (…) I don’t think I would use it 

again (…) I would just buy in the store or online without 

the app. (F9) 

• I don’t think the app would be enough for me to go buy 

a product. (F10) 

• It’s not so useful for me. It’s not really a thing that I am 

passionate about. I think it could be for someone that is 

interested in make-up. (F11)  

• I think it’s not fun enough to send it to someone. (F11)  

• I don’t think it’s funny enough. (F12) 

Insufficient 

perceived 

value  

• it’s not really the purpose of the app, it’s more for trying 

things out (F7) 

• For me it’s just a fun gimmick. (F9) 

Value 

proposition 
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• Well, like I said, I like that you can try out the products 

before you go and buy them. (F10) 
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Appendix 10: Sephora Interview Transcripts    
 

Interview F7 (Sephora)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: What do you understand as Augmented Reality? 

I’m not sure, if I have heard of it. No, to be real I haven’t heard about it 

before.  

 

Answer is provided here: AR is the placement of digital information 

into the real world. Example: Snapchat, Pokémon Go.  

 

 

I: Have you ever used AR or an app with AR features?  

Yes, I have used Instagram and Snapchat but I didn’t know it was AR. 

 

 

PART II: Participant Observation   
 

2:23 min: Participant Laughs in a positive manner. That’s nice! 

 

Entertainment 

4:02 min: Participant tries the arm swatch function. That’s cool.  

 

Entertainment 

5:15 min: Participant laughs in surprise while she is taking the quiz on the app.  

 

Entertainment 

7:58 min: Participant stars concentrated at the phone and appears less enthusiastic as in 

the beginning 

 

Unmet 

expectations 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   

I: How would you describe your experience overall?  

In the beginning my experience was that it was a bit unrealistic because it was, 

you know, the face part and you could put on mascara and all the make-up. 

And for me it seemed a bit unrealistic. / But then I took a look at it and I 

found that it was more realistic if you choose some of the more natural parts. 

 

Unmet 

expectations 
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And I especially liked the part where you could hold the camera over your 

skin and finds a color for you for the right foundation. I think that is some of 

the very hard things when going into a shop and be like “find something for 

me” because normally they don’t really know much about it because yeah, 

they are not into all of the products. And then I especially liked the part where 

you can choose what preferences you have and take the quizzes, and then it 

will figure a small assortment instead of the whole list for you to try out. I 

think that is actually quite nice. But I think the face part is maybe a bit 

unrealistic. Especially the with the biggest make-up, the night make-ups – and 

put on mascara. / But the natural parts is actually quite realistic I think.  

 

How would you compare it to online shopping now that you have 

talked about going to a shop?  

I think if I had to look up make-up on the Internet, I probably wouldn’t even 

start looking it up on the internet because it is too much – too many choices 

on the Internet. You just get a whole list of products that they have in the 

shop and I don’t even know where to start. So I think this where you try it is a 

good beginning.   

 

Information 

format 

 

 

 

Unmet 

expectations 

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

 

 

 

 

 

Functional value 

 

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive?   

I think it was, yeah, exactly. Especially the part with recognizing my face and 

putting on make-up on my face. I think that was quite interactive. / Also the 

thing that I have personally made it to answer a quiz. I especially liked that 

part as it makes it find solutions specifically for my skin. So it was personal, it 

was not just everybody would get the same, but it was my answers that I get 

it.  

 

So you felt the information was personalized to you?  

Yes, I had that experience.   

 

Compared to shopping online did you find it more interactive?  

 

Interaction with 

virtual objects / 

Personalization 

/ Control 

 

 

 

 

Control 
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Yeah, for sure because you get to put it on your face.   Interaction with 

virtual products 

I: Could you describe whether the app succeeded in making you feel 

engaged?   

Yes, I think I would spend time with it if I had to buy make-up online, rather 

than just quit it like usually. / I think this is more easy to use.   

 

Would you then have liked the app to be more proactive in guiding 

you? Did you feel like it was too proactive from your side?  

I think it was quite cool that it was almost free for me to choose. I could 

choose a product and if I find out that it is not for me, then I go back and try 

another thing. If it is only lipstick then it is quite easy to choose the part with 

lipsticks and try it out. So It was nice that it was free from my side to choose.   

 

 

 

Engagement / 

Customer 

centralism  

 

 

Control  

I: When shopping cosmetics, what information is important to you?  

I think for me what is important is the ingredients and of course the price. 

And I like that about this app because it allows you to take a quiz before 

trying the products and in which price group you would like the products to 

be in – you can even choose that you have no preferences for that. So I think 

it’s quite nice. You can answer your preferences and then it comes up with the 

products based on your preferences. But of course I would choose the 

product because of the price and which kinds of ingredients is in it. And of 

course how it looks!   

 

Where do you usually buy cosmetics?  

I would always do it in a shop, mostly because it is too much on the internet. 

I normally choose one product and then I buy it again and again. Because it is 

working. That’s a positive thing with this app. Because you can save “I already 

have these products” and then, as I saw it, it would come up with new 

products suggestions based on what you have already bought before.  

 

 

 

Personalization  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Personalization  
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I: Did you feel like you were able to trigger all the relevant information 

when interacting with the app?  

Yes, definitely. I would definitely buy something with the app. It’s easier than 

going to the shop and because I get all the information I need in this app. I 

could even click on the product if this is for me and go into the product and 

then figure out what is actually in it and for what skin type and so on. So, I 

would definitely use it like normal shopping online.  

 

I: Can you describe how the information differs from sources of 

information you usually consult?  

I think I get at least the same information with the app.  

 

 

 

 

Sufficient value 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Information 

processing 

I: Could you explain how accessible information was to you?   

I think I had a good overview all the time. / I think the face part – putting on 

make-up and stuff was mostly just for fun. I don’t think I would use the 

feature as much I would use the app mostly for findings products and finding 

product information./ It’s fun, but for it me it was just a bit like Snapchat – 

except for the feature where you scan your skin and it recommends a 

foundation (arm swatch). / I think it’s also that I’m not sure I can trust my 

camera to be good enough – is it actually the skin color that I have or is it just 

the light? So if it was a new foundation, I would look it up in this app and 

then go to the shop and see if it is actually the same. Is it fitting my color? 

Then if it is, I would either buy it in the shop or in the app afterwards.  

 

So you did not feel like you could trust the information?  

I don’t think I do actually. Mostly because I use the camera of my own phone 

and the light.  

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

(Layout)  

Unmet 

expectations 

 

Transparency 

 

 

 

 

 

Transparency 
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I: How did you perceive your opportunity to communicate with 

Sephora if you had specific questions about a product?  

I would never contact them, I don’t think I would. It’s just make-up, it’s not 

that risky again. I think it also would have been annoying,/ it’s not really the 

purpose of the app, it’s more for trying things out.  

 

 

Interaction with 

provider / 

Task 

I: Were you able to discover information about the products that you 

could not access using other media? 

I think I get the same information as I would if I looked it up in a normal 

shop./ But I think it just makes it a lot more easy because I can try it from at 

home.  

 

 

 

Information 

Format / 

Functional value 

I: Did interacting with the digital content make you engage with 

products you would not usually consider? 

I would definitely consider trying new products also because it’s make-up and 

it doesn’t cost that much money so it’s not that risky to buy stuff. / Because it 

is based on my preferences and that’s why I would trust it. For example, I 

don’t think I would use it for buying make-up otherwise than a mascara – 

because that is just dark. If I had to buy a foundation I am not as sure I would 

trust it but for other products like lotion or eye shadow I would definitely use 

it. I think I would also buy new products because usually I am just buying the 

same over and over again, but here I would try new things because I could try 

it before and answer questions about my skin.   

 

 

 

Sufficient value 

/Empowerment 

 

 

Transparency 

 

Inspiration 

I: What benefit/value did you gain from the experience?   

I think for me it’s mostly that it makes a big assortment into a smaller 

assortment, basically, I got five or six products to choose between and that’s a 

lot more easy than comparing to online shopping because there you maybe 

have to look up more than twenty products because it’s too much and then I 

buy the one I have always bought. So this is more simple and easy for me to 

use.  

 

 

Functional value 
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So it’s not the part about visualizing it on your face?  

No, I don’t think actually. I think it was funny to try but it is more like a 

Snapchat feature for me. It’s fun to explore looks and make-up but it’s not 

enough to make the actual purchase. Normally, I also only buy natural make-

up, so for me it would never work no matter how you try to sell it to me. I 

would not buy the crazy make-up. I think somebody who uses a lot of make-

up, I think it could be different for them.  

 

 

Insufficient 

value 

I: Do you feel like you gained enjoyment from using the AR app? 

Yes definitely, mostly that actually.  

 

 

Entertainment 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friends and family via the app?    

I think I would actually because for me, it reminds me about Snapchat, with 

funny filters and then I would send it to people but it would only be just for 

fun. But maybe, I would actually download the app, and maybe use it for real 

afterwards. But I am not sure I would use a button saying “Send this to a 

friend”. I think I would just take a screenshot and send it to a friend saying 

“hey look at this app, it’s quite funny”. And that’s it.   

 

 

 

Entertainment 

 

 

Social 

interaction 

I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand?  

For me it was definitely a positive experience. Yeah, I have only heard a bit 

about them before and I haven’t even been in a shop before, and haven’t 

looked it up on the internet or anything, but actually if I got this app I would 

tell all my friends about this and be like “hey, this is funny!” and I think 

people would actually download the app because it is funny to use the filter. 

For me it is kind of a filter – and then I would say for me it’s actually quite 

positive. Because when you get the app you would also look up the other 

features that the app has. So, yeah. So definitely it is funny to use the AR part 

and then afterwards I would use it for more serious things. But it’s actually 

 

 

 

 

 

Social 

interaction 

 

 

Entertainment / 
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nice because otherwise, I would have never looked at their make-up./ So for 

me, it is a good branding because they put some funny features that actually 

makes me use it in the first place.  

 

Next time you consider buying products from Sephora, would you use 

this app again or go back to your normal way of interacting with 

Sephora? 

I think If I had the app I would use it for buying, for example, eye makeup. 

And skincare. / And also maybe try something new, so if it’s winter time and 

I need a new color, I could use it. I would look it up here instead of going to 

the shop to Matas because it has a too big assortment. Otherwise I would just 

get the same as always.  

 

Functional value 

 

Brand relation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Task / 

Inspiration 
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Interview F8 (Sephora)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: What do you understand as Augmented Reality? 

I think I have heard of it, but I am not sure what it is exactly or how to 

describe it.  

 

Answer is provided here: AR is the placement of digital information 

into the real world. Example: Snapchat, Pokémon Go.  

 

 

I: Have you ever used AR or an app with AR features?  

Yes, I have used Snapchat.  

 

 

PART II: Participant Observation   
 

1:00 min.: Alright. So I take a picture? Oh no, I see, it’s my own face. I can 

see, oh my god, that is funny. Wow.  

 

Entertainment 

1:12 min.: Okay, let’s try something. This is really funny. And I don’t have to 

do anything specific? Just try a lot of things?  

 

Entertainment 

2:07 min.: Participant smiles in delight.  

 

 

2:31 min.: Participant tries different looks and makes faces. 

 

 

2:45 min: Oh god, I would never buy that color of lipstick. About the color – 

that might be one of your questions – but it depends on the light, and it 

depends on your skin color, on the day, is it summer, is it winter? / But it’s 

fun.  

Transparency 

 

Entertainment 

3:59 min.: Participant turns head to see the make-up looks from different angles. 

 

 

4:36 min.: Now I am with the eyebrow thing. That is funny. Entertainment 
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5:41 min.: Have you tried any of these products in real life? (Answer is 

provided here: Yes)  

 

 7:54 min.: I don’t hope you can see what I am doing because I look 

absolutely hilarious. Red lips and grey eyebrows.   

 

Entertainment 

8:30 min.: Oh god, very bad color for me.  

 

 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   

I: How would you describe your experience overall?  

I think the things that worked best were – what is it called? – the lineup of the 

person with different make-up looks because in that feature you get a whole 

look instead of only lipstick or only eyebrows./  I think that was kind of 

funny /and then on top of your own picture all the products with pictures – 

just only names and a picture of what it is. That is what worked best. But it 

was also really fun to try out colors that I would never buy, like maybe the 

pearl color – like the inside of musslinger -  you could have that on your lips. 

That was absolutely not a color for me. But I would never buy that but it was 

still funny to see.  

 

Would you use it more as a game then or could it make you buy 

something?  

Yeah (sighs). I think it’s a good way to try colors compared to when you go to 

a store you only have two eyebrows, right? So when you try one color there 

and one color there that’s pretty much that. And also the thing with the arm 

(arm swatch) often you do that in stores as well to find out how does that 

match my color without thinking of byproducts – the bad things in the 

product. There is no byproducts in this one. So to find the right color for 

your skin, I think it is a good way.  

 

 

 

 

Information 

format / 

Entertainment/ 

Intuitive layout 

 

Entertainment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Functional value 
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Did you feel like you could trust the information?  

Yeah. Maybe it’s not that precise, but maybe it could lead you to “is it a 

number seven or twenty I need?”. I don’t know how it works exactly but do 

you then buy something online? And you get it in a box? And you can return 

it?  

 

Information 

processing 

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive? Also compared to 

online shopping?  

Yes, I do. It caught me. It’s like fun to use it because you interact with the 

products.  

 

 

Engagement / 

Interaction with 

products 

Where do you usually buy cosmetics?  

I always buy in store. I think I have to feel it. I mean if – maybe if I had some 

specific mascara I always use – sure, I could just buy it online. But if it’s 

something new, I needed some help to find it and I would want to try it on. I 

would have to try it on.  

 

So It is important for you to try it on?  

Yes, for new things – like for something new, I would go to the store.  

 

I: When shopping cosmetics, what information is important to you?  

It depends a little. When I was pregnant, it was really important to me that it 

was without any bad things. Now that I am not– it’s not that important for 

me anymore. But I still use the same mascara from that time, because it is a 

good mascara and I know it’s healthy. So of course, I found out that it’s good 

for me. That’s an important thing for me. Maybe also color, but that’s – mhm 

– do I go for specific color? I think it depends. Sometimes, for example when 

I got married, I ended up getting the make-up done with my hairdresser but I 

bought the nail polish and the lipstick myself. Because the lipstick you have to 

redo all day long. And there the color was really important to me because it 

shouldn’t be too pink but not too little and it should match the nail polish and 

 

Need to touch 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource 
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the flowers in the bouquet. And there it was a very important thing to find the 

right color. So there I had to go to the store and try it – try all the stuff and 

compare it.  

 

So the visual part is very important?  

Yes, I think. I am not sure the app would have helped me enough in that 

project or process.    

 

(information) 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource 

(information) 

I: Did you feel like you were able to trigger all the relevant information 

when interacting with the app?  

It depends on if you trust it. If you really want to go for a specific color, it’s 

kind of hard to find it online compared to in store. Again – our wedding. My 

dress wasn’t white – it was an off-white – “champagne” it was called. But the 

color called “champagne” is not the same in every dress. Again, it’s different. 

Somewhere they call it “ivory”, somewhere they call it “off-white” – and it’s 

so difficult to find it among different brands. Maybe you buy a “name” 

thinking it’s the same color – but it’s not. And then Jesper [husband] had to 

find a shirt that was a similar color – but it was really difficult – because what 

is “champagne” as a color?  

 

Would you have liked there to be the possibility to reach out to 

Sephora?  

I don’t think I would have written to anybody, but that’s just me. I think I am 

a bit old-fashioned in that way, I like to talk to people. I am pretty sure if 

Jesper was a girl and you asked him, he would written to a person.  

 

 

 

Transparency 

 

 

 

 

Transparency 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interaction with 

Provider 

I: Did it make you explore or experiment with new products?  

Oh yeah. Definitely. Example, the eyebrow thing. I think there were four 

different ways to put colors on your eyebrows – gel and powder and pencil – 

and I don’t know. I have only tried pencil – so that was funny to see that 

 

 

Inspiration 
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there are different ways to do it and what would that look like? So maybe that 

opened up my eyes for new products.  

 

I: What values did you gain from this app? What was important to you?    

I think if maybe I was going to some casual party or something where I want 

a specific look, I might use this one. Also it could be funny to see with 

different hairstyles too, to get a whole idea. But for daily – no – I am not 

really using much daily make-up. It’s like only a little mascara and eyebrows 

(laughs). I am a nurse, so I don’t use make-up that much! So for me, make-up 

is more something for special occasions. I think it’s funny to see yourself with 

a whole look.  

 

 

 

Inspiration 

 

 

 

Information 

format 

Did you feel like you got enough information about the products to 

imagine what their use would be in your life?  

I think it was easy enough for me. I think it was a good idea that you first see 

a picture of a person with the look instead of just the name and something 

written. It’s nice – I am very visual so I like to see things.   

 

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

(Layout)   

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friend and family via the app?    

That would be nice. I think I would have used it. Just like “hey, try it!”. /Also 

sometimes, it asked me if I want to save the picture that was also a good idea 

to go back and be like “hey I don’t remember the product” – that was a good 

feature.  

 

 

 

Social 

interaction / 

Customer 

centralism 

 

I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand?  

I still think I would use the stores but no, I think, if the store is easy to go to, 

maybe it’s more useful if the store is not easy to get to – something less 

reachable.  

 

 

Insufficient 

value  
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Next time you consider buying products form Sephora, would you use 

this app again or go back to your normal way of interacting with 

Sephora? 

I think it would be more like – if I need something new – or if my hair color 

would change and I need something new – maybe for several years I have 

been using the same number for my eyebrows and now I have to use 

something else. There it could be a good idea to explore.  

 

 

 

 

Inspiration 
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Interview F9 (Sephora)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: What do you understand as Augmented Reality? 

I don’t know what it is.  

 

Answer is provided here: AR is the placement of digital information 

into the real world. Example: Snapchat, Pokémon Go.  

 

 

I: Have you ever used AR or an app with AR features?  

Well, then I think I have used it. I have used Snapchat.  

 

 

PART II: Participant Observation   
 

1:41 min.: What? (Participant laughs). 

 

 

3:34 min.: Participant gets comfortable on the floor to watch products. 

 

 

4:07 min.: I look like a clown! (Participant laughs). 

 

Lack of realism 

5:01 min: Participant tries out different lipsticks and makes faces.  

 

 

5:44 min.: I see that I can buy things in the app. But it is really expensive.  

 

 

6:24 min.: Participant tries the arm swatch function. 

 

 

9:14 min.: Can I remove this? Because it is just way too much. (Participant 

asks whether she can remove all the make-up on herself).  

 

Lack of guidance 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   

I: How would you describe your experience overall?  

For me, it was funny because I don’t really use make-up, so it was a bit 

 

Entertainment 
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much when I looked at myself with all that make-up on. / And I think some 

of the things you could do, I did not really understand like the “Swatch me” 

– I didn’t even know what that meant or what I was supposed to or use that 

for.  

 

So it wasn’t so good at explaining the functions?  

No. It was a bit messy – the app. / I think I spent most of the time with the 

lipstick. Because every time I did this (Participant makes duck face), it changes 

the lipstick and that was funny. So I just kissed a lot.  

 

Lack of guidance 

/ 

 

 

 

 

Customer 

centralism  / 

Entertainment  

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive?   

Well, maybe it’s because we talked about Snapchat, but it feels a lot like 

Snapchat, a fun game. / And maybe it’s because I don’t use a lot of make-

up, so I didn’t even like realize that I had to buy these things. So it was really 

just a game for me.  

 

So you felt like there wasn’t a lot of focus on making you buy 

something?  

Well, it did somewhat focus on that but it wasn’t on my mind that I have to 

buy it.  

 

But did you like that it was free for you to just play with it?  

Yes, it was nice.  

 

 

Unmet 

expectations / 

Entertainment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Control 

I: Could you describe whether the app succeeded in making you feel 

engaged?   

Yeah, but I have tried the app now and that’s it. / For me it’s more a fun 

gimmick.  

 

 

 

 

Insufficient value 

/ 

Entertainment  
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I: Where do you usually buy make-up?  

In a store. I need to see it and feel it. Well, if I know it is something I use, I 

would buy it online. Like if I know the – what is it called - the label? Then I 

would buy it online. I want to touch it, I want to feel it in my hands. / 

Actually, I am thinking now that it did want to make me buy stuff, because I 

was thinking “maybe I should buy a lipstick?”, because I tried so many 

different colors and because I saw myself with lipstick on and I was like 

“okay, this is not too bad?”.  

 

 

Lack of resource 

(touch) 

 

Sufficient value / 

Inspiration 

I: Did you feel like you were able to trigger all the relevant information 

when interacting with the app?  

Yeah, maybe I did find a beautiful color, but I wouldn’t necessarily buy that 

lipstick but I could take a picture and find something similar.   

 

I: What is information you would usually consult then when buying 

cosmetics?   

Price…When I am buying cosmetics, for example skincare, if it is like – 

what is the word – like I go for vegan products, organic products, not 

animal-tested.  

 

 

 

Inspiration 

I: Would you have liked the app to give more feedback?  

No, I think it was good for me to just do it myself. But I think it was like 

messy – there was so much information all the time, maybe, I had a feeling 

that it should remove some of the stuff. It was confusing to use it.    

 

 

Perceived control 

Lack of guidance 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to communicate with 

Sephora if you had specific questions about a product?  

No, I didn’t see anything. But I didn’t miss it either.  

 

 

Interaction with 

provider 

I: Did you feel like you could trust the information, like it provided 

you with certainty?  
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I think it was a bit unrealistic. It was like using Snapchat and the lip wasn’t – 

it was off my lips, so it looked a bit weird. And as I said, when I used it, I 

did look a bit like a clown. That I probably didn’t want to go buy. For me, it 

was just like playing a game.  

 

Technical 

challenges 

Useless gimmick 

(Entertainment) 

I: Did interacting with the digital content make you engage with 

products you would not usually consider? 

Definitely, because it was fun to just play around and then use green lipstick 

which I would never buy.  

 

 

 

Engagement 

I: What would value did you gain from using the app?  

I don’t know, because I don’t think I would use it again. But the function 

where you can take a picture of your dress or whatever and match the color, 

that was kind of useful.  

 

So if at all, just as entertainment?  

Yes.  

 

 

Insufficient value 

Efficiency 

 

 

 

Entertainment 

I: Did you feel like this experience is more personal than regular 

online shopping?  

Yes because I get to try it on my face. I take a picture of my dress. So yes, 

definitely.  

 

 

Information 

format 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friend and family via the app? Would you share the “output”? 

Maybe? I don’t know.  

 

But not on social media?  

No, not as a new Facebook profile picture (laughs)  

 

 

Social interaction 

 

 

Social interaction 

I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand?  
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Maybe a bit negative? Because I think I didn’t really like the app and I think 

it’s just another way of selling products.  

 

Next time you consider buying products form Sephora, would you use 

this app again or go back to your normal way of interacting with 

Sephora? 

I would just buy in the store or online without the app. 

Brand relation 

 

 

 

 

 

Insufficient value 
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Interview F10 (Sephora)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: What do you understand as Augmented Reality? Do you know what 

it is?  

No, I haven’t heard of it.  

 

Answer is provided here: AR is the placement of digital information 

into the real world. Example: Snapchat, Pokémon Go.  

 

 

I: Have you ever used AR or an app with AR features?  

Instagram, yeah!  

 

 

PART II: Participant Observation   
 

2:41 min.: Participant smiles as she tries the first look.  

 

4:44 min.: Well, basically, I like that you can try out the looks before you buy 

anything from Sephora / but mainly I think it’s very overwhelming. It took 

me a minute to find out what does each of these things do. And what – I 

think when you have tried it a couple of times, you get used to it pretty fast. 

But for example this “find your foundation shade” – and then it says you can 

enter your foundation color IQ and I don’t know what that is. I don’t use so 

much foundation, so I can’t really match it with anything else that I have? / 

That’s just me. But it is also cool that they categorize it into day time and 

night time and trends. This color picker, I am not really sure that that is? 

(Answer is provided)  

 

Information 

processing / 

Lack of 

guidance 

 

 

Customer 

centralism 

(Layout) 

 

8:04 min.: Participant pulls faces and turns head to see how the app reacts.   

 

9:12 min.: One thing I find a bit annoying is that If I just want to see a style of 

eyeliner, I also have to wear lipstick and the lashes as well. But if I just want to 

Control 
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see “What would a winged eyeliner look like on me?” I wouldn’t really be able 

to see it, because the lashes are in the way. So I would have to remove that 

one by one. But other than that, I think it is a really good app for people who 

are really into make-up. I think it might be pretty useful.  

 

 

 

Functional value 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   

I: How would you describe your experience overall?  

Well, like I said, I like that you can try out the products before you go and buy 

them. Of course you can go down to the store and try it on, but you might 

not want to do that, because then you have to remove it and it’s kind of 

awkward if you have to walk through town with it. /But overall, I thought it 

was a little bit chaotic at first. I think you just have to get used to the app.  

 

 

Information 

processing /  

Lack of 

guidance 

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive? Like it was 

engaging you?  

I think it is because rather than just looking at the product on the page, like if 

I was just looking for a price and stuff like that. It is more interactive this way 

because you can try it on your face.  

 

 

 

Interaction with 

products  

I: What in terms of feedback? Did you like that it was so proactive or 

would you have liked the app to react more to your choices?  

I think so. I liked it that it was open. But it’s hard to decide whether I would 

have wanted it to be more decisive for me. I liked it the way it was.  

 

 

 

Control  

 I: Where do you usually shop cosmetics?  

If it was make-up, I would go down to the shop and try it out. I wouldn’t – at 

least not if it’s something I use regularly – I wouldn’t be able to order it 

online. But if I don’t really wear a certain foundation, I would need to try it to 

see if it fits my skin tone. I would not really order it online.  

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

resource (touch) 
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What is information you would usually consult then when buying 

cosmetics?   

The price. Reviews. So I would probably go online and check the reviews and 

then maybe go down to the store and buy it. That’s very important.   

 

I: Do you feel like this app gives you information that you cannot get 

when you usually buy online?  

I think for example to part about finding a certain color of your shirt and then 

see what color would fit. I know a person down the shop could tell me that 

too but if you are socially-awkward or something, then you can use the app 

and the app tells you this looks good with this color – or whatever. In that 

way it gives something.    

 

Is that a value for you that would make you use it again?  

I could imagine using it if I wanted to try out a new look or something. I 

would use it – otherwise maybe I would recommend it to a friend who is 

more into make-up but I know a lot of people who are so I would definitely 

recommend it. So they can look for something and see something before they 

decide to buy it.  

 

 

 

 

Empowerment 

 

 

 

 

 

Inspiration  

 

 

I: Did you feel like it was easy to use?  

Yes, as soon as I tried it out for a bit it was easy enough. / But also, I think it 

would be a little bit overwhelming for people who are not used to apps – like 

my parents or something. I definitely think my mom would not get it. I think 

it would be too overwhelming and confusing for her. / For me, I think it is 

pretty simple.  

 

 

Customer 

centralism / 

Lack of 

guidance 

I: Would you have liked to directly reach out to Sephora via the app to 

ask more questions?   

I don’t think so. I think it’s a very one-on-one thing with the phone. I think if 

 

 

Provider 

interaction 
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like a chat came into a picture, I think it would be too much on one screen. It 

would not fit into the app.  

 

I: Did you feel like you could trust the information from the 

augmentation?  

I think you can’t always trust filters completely. So I wouldn’t only use the 

app before I buy a product. Maybe read reviews or even go down to the store 

and swap it on my hand before I just buy it. I don’t think the app would be 

enough for me to go buy a product.  

 

So it is more a fun thing rather than something that provides you with 

information?  

It’s also just a fun thing to do at home when you are bored. Yeah, maybe if I 

knew more about make-up, I would know better if it actually looks like that.  

 

 

 

Transparency 

 

Insufficient 

value 

 

 

 

Entertainment 

I: Did the app make you explore and experiment with new products 

you would not usually consider?  

Yes, I don’t usually use lipsticks and so it was very experimenting to try it on 

with lipstick. So…  

 

 

 

Inspiration 

Do you feel like this app could improve your buying process?  

I think so, I think with the augmentation, you can see it fits your face, the 

colors and the different styles of make-up, in that way it would make it easier.  

 

 

Information 

processing  

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friend and family via the app?  

Like if I was looking for a lipstick and I wanted to ask a friend “how does that 

look on me?” I think, yes, but I don’t know. I am not sure it would be that 

useful for this one. Again, it seems like a one-on-one thing with the app.  

 

 

 

Social 

interaction 
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I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand?  

I think it’s definitely positive, it shows that they care about their customers. 

So actually – it’s not social media but – well it’s a customer app. Yeah. I don’t 

know. It’s positive. I think they have to follow with the times. I think that’s 

also a positive thing. They do not just settle in the old way of doing things but 

they try to modernize their stores.  

 

 

Brand relation 
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Interview F11(Sephora)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: What do you understand as Augmented Reality? 

It’s like… it’s not like Virtual Reality but mixed with reality, so like Pokémon 

GO. 

 

 

I: Have you ever used AR or an app with AR features?  

Yes, Pokémon GO. Briefly. It didn’t really stuck with me. I guess it was 

because it came out when I had a phone that could not play it.  

 

 

PART II: Participant Observation   
 

1:59 min.: “Uh that’s not my color”  

 

2:07 min.: “Oh… that mascara is a bit much” Lack of 

guidance  

 

2:10 min.: Participant pulls faces   

 

2:14 min.: Participant tries the arm swatch function  

 

3:41 min.: Participant laughs “Ah… and then you can just buy – easy!”  Customer 

centralism 

4:26 min.: Participant turns head to see it from all angles  

 

7:25 min.: Participant chuckles as she raises eyebrows to change make-up look  Entertainment 

 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   

I: How would you describe your experience overall?  

It wasn’t easy to understand at first. Like there was a lot of things all the time 

and then there’s all these different things (points to the options on the app) but it is 

 

Lack of 

guidance 
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all the same. You can pick between them in here as well (goes into the option and 

points at the bottom). / So yeah. It was hard to wipe the face and then it would 

put make-up on again. /  It was fun but I don’t use a lot of make-up, so it was 

fun to try different eyeshadows and eyelines and stuff that normally you 

would not swap them in or try them in the store. So that was fun. / But you 

could not close your eyes or turn your head to the side – it would just fall off.  

 

So did you think that it was realistic?  

I would not say that, no. It’s more like a Snapchat filter. I think maybe the 

colors were too vibrant. Ehm. I think maybe it needed some more ways to 

change like the same lip gloss and have different kinds of styles with – like put 

more or less on – put a gloss on top of it. Again with the eyeshadow – 

different ways of putting it on – maybe for different shapes of eyes? /It had a 

little bit of problems with my eyes not being the same size or shape. /But I 

think it was really nice – it was really nice that you could just go in and buy 

the product. It did not really matter what it was or if you cannot buy it in the 

store close by. You can just buy it directly. That was cool. / I think I could 

also see it working with earrings or hairclips or something?  

 

 

Control / 

Entertainment / 

Inspiration  

 

Technical issue 

 

 

 

Unmet 

expectation / 

Lack of 

resources / 

Technical Issue  

/Functional 

value  / 

Lack of 

resources 

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive? Like it was 

engaging you?  

Definitely. Like it is fun – I am looking at products that I would never buy – 

like purple eyeliner. I would never buy it but it is fun to try it. It’s like when 

you were little and used this make-up heads and you sit there putting make-up 

on or like computer games with dress-up. So it’s like that just with your face. 

That was fun. 

 

Did you find then that it is more like a game or more useful?  

It’s not so useful for me. It’s not really a thing that I am passionate about. I 

think it could be for someone that is interested in make-up and then/ I can 

 

 

Interaction with 

interface / 

Entertainment  

 

 

 

 

Insufficient 

value 
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see the appeal of putting colors together and products together and very easily 

compare one shade or red to another shade of red if you buy it.    

 

Information 

format 

I: What in terms of feedback? Did you like that it was so proactive or 

would you have liked the app to react more to your choices?  

Ehm, maybe they could when you started the app be like “what are you 

looking for?” – if it is supposed to be for the purpose of me buying 

something. Usually you look because you know you are missing something or 

you are interested in looking at something. So it could be “Are you looking 

for a party make-up or a fun make-up?”. So it could guide you more towards 

that. Maybe it could have a – when you have like a profile – and you put in 

your own information – chose your skin color, your hair colors, the length of 

your hair and style and what make-up you like and then it could suggest things 

to you.  

 

So you would have liked it to be more personalized?  

Yes, that could have been nice – but it could also make it sell more. Like 

“okay, you like these products and you have this skin tone and hair – this will 

look good on you. This entire look would look great on you” – and then you 

can try it.  

 

 

 

Lack of 

feedback 

 

 

 

 

 

Lack of 

feedback 

 

 

Lack of 

feedback  

 I: What is information you would usually consult then when buying 

cosmetics?   

I feel like with perfume especially – animal-cruelty or awareness. Like it has 

like a tiny symbols next to the product that could make it more easy to see 

and also you could sort out the things that you did not like. And maybe if you 

did it with all of the make-up products in the entire world – maybe someone 

will find and discover a product that they had not used before because they 

did not know that it was cruelty free or without animal testing.  
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But just from using the app, did you feel like you had enough 

information to make a purchase? 

I think there was like an eyeliner that I thought was fun. So maybe? Yes. I 

couldn’t figure out the whole app – I didn’t use so much time on the whole 

buying the product. I spent more time trying on products. But if it is directly 

from that shop – I am not sure if it takes you to another website?  

 

Here you just click on the app and buy it.  

Okay.  

 

Did you feel like you would still need to go to a store and try it or is the 

augmentation sufficient to you?  

I think if it was a brand I was familiar with, I would buy it. I think I would 

only buy it without trying if I knew I couldn’t try it in my local store.  

 

Where do you usually shop cosmetics then?  

I would just go to the store and usually I buy the same thing or switch 

between the same two – and mostly the same brand.  

 

 

 

Sufficient value  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Transparency 

I: How accessible was this information to you? Was it easy to use?  

Like it was easy when you get started. I needed like a big button that said 

remove everything! And like it put lashes on from the beginning which was 

maybe too much? So maybe if it just always started with nothing – then you 

could do it yourself. I think it could be maybe a bit overwhelming?  

 

 

Control  

I: Did you feel like you could trust the information provided by the 

augmentation?  

I don’t trust it. Maybe in a few years? But that’s also – everything is a bit scary 

I guess when it’s new?  

 

 

 

Transparency 
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Is your lack of trust due to the fact that the quality of the augmentation 

was not good enough or because of the novelty of the technology?  

Maybe it is because you open it and the first picture I see is “I have a full face 

of make-up” and then it reminds me of the Snapchat filter, you know. And 

you don’t trust that one – you know that is not how you look like! So maybe 

you can’t see how – you just see everything at once instead of putting on the 

lipstick and being like “okay, it’s really just the lipstick” – putting on the 

eyelines and seeing “okay, it’s just the eyelines, it is not changing the shape of 

my eye”. So like, more simple.  

 

 

 

Transparency 

I: What would value did you gain from using the app?  

I think if you work with make-up, or you are a make-up artist or you just 

really like make-up, then it makes it easier for you to buy things that, for 

example, you cannot buy in Denmark. Then I think it could have some value. 

Maybe also for younger girls trying things out and then only buying the things 

that they know look good, instead of spending their pocket money on shitty 

make-up – then they can be like “okay, I will buy this one pencil or this one”.  

 

Would it though also make you discover new products you would not 

usually consider?  

Definitely. Like if it comes with suggestions for me, then probably. Because 

when you go to a store you have been to a million times then go and buy the 

same products like all the time. Like groceries – you buy the same brands. 

You buy the same things. So I think, it could give you some new ideas and 

inspiration  /more than watching make-up tutorials on YouTube because it 

knows me. My color and my face.  

 

 

 

 

Transparency 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interaction with 

interface 

 

Inspiration / 

Personalization  

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friend and family via the app or is it more of a one-on-one experience 

with the app  

I think it’s not fun enough to send to someone.  

 

 

Insufficient 

value  
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I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand?  

I don’t know if it changes how I see the brand. I think it comes down to the 

product that they are selling and if this is how they are trying out to sell things 

– that’s fine. It’s the same like – twenty years ago you looked at a magazine 

and called them “hey I would like this” and then suddenly you could just go 

online and now you can try it on before you buy it – so I don’t think anything 

less or more. But I think it’s a cool idea for storytelling. You could do it if you 

had like a giant department store or something – you could have a 

competition where you walk around the store and have to find something – 

and then you get off ten percent or something if you find things.  

 

 

Brand relation  
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Interview F12 (Sephora)  Code 

PART I: Introduction   

I: Can you explain what you understand as Augmented Reality? 

Not at all.  

 

Answer is provided here: AR is the placement of digital information 

into the real world. Example: Snapchat, Pokémon Go.  

 

 

I: Have you ever used AR or an app with AR features?  

Yes. I have tried Instagram and Snapchat 

 

 

PART II: Participant Observation   
 

1:10 min.: Participant laughs: “Oh my god!”  

 

Entertainment 

2:10 min.: Participant shows picture she has taken on the phone “Some of it… that is 

a lot” (laughs) 

Lack of realism 

 

 3:09 min.: Participant pulls faces to see if it works and turns head to see make-up from 

different angles.  

Inspiration 

3:59 min.: “There is a lot of things going on here” Information 

format 

5:16 min.: Participant sighs “hm”.   

 

5:57 min.: “The lashes are a lot” 

 

Lack of realism 

7:02 min.: Participant tries out the arm swatch function.   

 

7:26 min.: “Oh now I went into something… maybe you have a strange 

picture of me now with a lot of make-up” 

 

 

Part III: Semi-Structured Interview   
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I: How would you describe your experience overall?  

I think I kind of liked it actually. I don’t know, I get the, I like also like the 

whole Snapchat filter kind of thing. So, yeah, I liked it a lot actually. Well, I 

don’t know… well, I tried all the different kinds of make-up and then you 

could go into all the different kinds of shaping or format and everything. I 

think it as kind of fun. I am not sure that…, well you can see that…, I am not 

sure how accurate it is? It was fun to like play around with, but I am not sure 

that it accurately looks like that because you can see like the lips are weird and 

smushed. Yeah, but I get the concept and some of it was actually okay, like 

the eyeliner was different colors to try around your eyes if you go for like 

such a bold look.  

 

So you think it wasn’t accurate but it could still be an inspiration?  

Yeah, I think so. I think it could be a tool to maybe try something different 

from what you usually would do.  

 

 

Entertainment 

 

 

Entertainment 

Transparency 

/Lack of realism 

 

Inspiration 

 

 

 

 

Inspiration 

I: Would you describe your experience as interactive? Like it was 

engaging you?  

Yes, I would say so because it was fun to play around. It’s more interactive. I 

am not sure still that it would make me buy something. I would rather go to a 

physical store and see what it looks like in real life. But I found it to be more 

interactive at least.   

 

 

 

Interaction with 

interface 

I: Where do you usually shop cosmetics then?  

I would usually go to a store.  

 

To feel it or to see it?  

To feel it. I think that normally when I buy cosmetics I would – well, I use a 

lot of the same products, so I buy the same as before or I buy something my 

friend has.   
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What is information you would usually consult then when buying 

cosmetics?   

I think maybe because I am a student and I don’t have so much money, I do a 

bit of research. Like I do need to see it – like I usually read a lot of tests. 

Yeah. And price is the factor, obviously.  

 

With the app, did you feel like you gained all that information?  

I am not sure – I didn’t notice the specific products that much – more the 

looks. Like I didn’t realize that the specific products. If you asked me now 

what type of products or brands I tried on I wouldn’t be able to answer you 

because you swap through them really quickly. So, yeah.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Information 

format  

I: What in terms of feedback? Did you like that it was so proactive or 

would you have liked the app to react more to your choices?  

Maybe a little bit more customized. Because when you went into the lipsticks 

there were like 2000 options and you are just like “oh” (makes scared face) – 

that’s a lot! So it would be nice to have that function, something more 

customized. And then you can always like pick between the two – like have an 

open forum where you can do whatever you want and something more 

customized.  

 

 

 

Information 

format 

(Personalization) 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to reach out to Sephora? 

Would you have liked to have an immediate interaction with a service 

employee?  

I think it’s good like this. I wouldn’t use a chat or something.  

 

So you would rather go to a store if you had questions?  

Yeah, I am not sure because if I were really into the products, then I would 

look it up somewhere. I think I would look it up online before going to a 

store.  

 

 

 

 

Interaction with 

provider 

 

Interaction with 

provider 
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I: Do you feel like the app provided you with more certainty about your 

product choices?  

It’s more like a fun game, yeah.  

 

 

 

Entertainment 

I: Did it make you explore products you would not usually buy?  

Yeah, I think so, speaking of the different types of eyeliners and colors, I 

would normally, like also being a Scandinavian person, I would normally go 

for really clean looks – like we don’t really play around with so much color. 

But it was fun to see what for example a red eyeliner around my eye – which I 

would never normally go for – would look like. So yeah, It think so.  

 

 

Inspiration 

I: How did you perceive your opportunity to share your results with 

friend and family via the app or is it more of a one-on-one experience 

with the app  

Personally, I think I would only interact with the app.  

 

Why that?  

I don’t think it’s funny enough. But I also don’t share a lot in general.  

 

 

 

 

Social 

interaction 

 

Insufficient 

value 

I: What would value did you gain from using the app?  

I don’t know – maybe it’s also because I am not very girly. But I think it could 

be useful for some people. Yeah, I don’t know. I have an idea that some 

people would like this a lot. Especially if you are really into make-up. I think 

you would like to experiment with stuff like that.  

 

 

 

 

Inspiration 

I: Did the interaction with the app change your relationship with the 

brand?  

No, I don’t think so because when I have been to Sephora stores and they 

have like these interactive things so it makes a lot of sense for the brand to 

actually have an app like this. A function like this.  

 

 

 

Brand relation 
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I: Going forward would you use an app like this again or not when 

shopping cosmetics?  

I think maybe if it got a little bit better with some of the features, I could use 

it in the future. I think, yes.  

 

So the quality really impacted your experience?  

Yes, definitely. For me it looked a lot of like Snapchat filter kind of with the 

heavy lashes and lipstick that is a bit smushed around your lip. It looks 

more… some of it looks a little more cliché to me than actually something 

that you would use. Also you couldn’t change the way  it looked.  

 

So there should have been more options?  

Yes, maybe with the application. There were a lot of colors – but that could 

be limited. But the application style – the ones were you could choose 

between contour and brush and highlight – that was nice to be able to say – 

make it more like that.  

 

 

Unmet 

expectations 

 

 

Lack of Realism 

 

 

 

 

 

Control  
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