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ABSTRACT
The contemporary view in marketing literature is that value is a subjective process created and defined by
consumers during use. This perspective of value is emphasised by high-quality interactions between the company
and the customer, enabling the co-creation of unique value. However, very little appears to be known about how
consumers combine resources. The aim of this research is to provide an in depth understanding of how customers
integrate their own and other resources in the context of value co-creation. The case study methodology, with indepth semi-structured interviews as the methodological tool was employed in this paper. 33 interviews were
conducted with first, second and third-year, business school undergraduate students. The paper provides evidence of
resource integration and value co-creation being context or activity-dependent. In addition, the findings illustrate
the pre-requisites and consequences of resource integration in the context of value co-creation.
Keywords: Resource Integration; Value Co-Creation; Customer Participation; Consumer Resources; Firm
Resources; University Resources
INTRODUCTION

M

arketing has been defined as “the activity, set of institutions, and processes for creating,
communicating, and delivering, and exchanging offerings that have value for customers, clients,
partners and society at large” (AMA, 2007). This new definition of marketing focuses on value
creation as the goal of marketing and takes marketing to a new level (Gronross 2008). Sheth and Uslay (2007) have
argued that gearing marketing towards value creation may indeed be the contemporary focus for marketing.

Traditionally, value was viewed in the literature as embedded in a product that is exchanged, the value-in-exchange
notion. Companies created value through activities inside the company walls, disconnected from the market
(Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2004). The contemporary view in marketing literature however is that value is a
subjective process created and defined by consumers during use (Vargo and Lusch 2004, 2008; Vargo et al. 2010,
Helkkula et al. 2012; Bettencourt 2014). This new perspective of value is emphasised by high-quality interactions
between the company and the customer, enabling the co-creation of unique value that might lead to alternative
sources of competitive advantage. However, very little appears to be known about how consumers combine
resources. Vargo and Lusch (2006: 284) state that the “resource integration concept needs refinement and
elaboration”. Arnould et al. (2006: 95) posit, that “much remains to be done to systematise our understanding of
customers’ operant resources .... we know relatively little about the interaction among the various types of consumer
operant resources”. Taking inspiration from this the main aim of this paper is to provide an in depth understanding
of how customers integrate their own and other resources in the context of value co-creation.
The paper is organized as follows. A review of the extant literature on value co-creation is presented. The role of the
service provider and the customer in value co-creation and the resources that customers integrate in the process of
value co-creation is discussed. Next, the research method and the approach to analysis are described. Finally, the
findings and implications are reported and the contribution and directions for future research are outlined.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Value Co-Creation
The traditional wisdom was that value is created by a ‘producer’ and purchased by a customer for ‘consumption’.
This artificial separation of production and consumption, which gets its support from contemporary economics and
marketing research, implies that the consumer is not considered a creative actor in the value creating process but
rather a passive responder (Firat and Venkatesh 1995). This misguided focus stems from a constrained view of
markets that stifles growth (Bettencourt et al. 2014). Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000) challenge this view and
emphasise the transformation of customers from “passive” audience to “active players” in the service experience.
The S-D logic, proposed by Vargo and Lusch (2004), also challenge the view of buyers as passive consumers, and
include buyers in the value creating process by asserting that the “customer is always a co-creator of value” (FP 6).
The active role of customers in the co-creation of value has been was recognised by many researchers (e.g.
Holbrook 1994, Wikström and Normann 1994). Ravald (2010:2) defines the customer’s value creating process “as a
complex whole where several actors and resources are involved and where the customer engages in a multitude of
different activities”. Although value co-creation has received a lot of attention in recent times, only a few
researchers have defined the concept. Table 1 provides a chronological review of the definitions of value cocreation.
Author
Grönroos (2000)

Table 1. Review of Value Co-Creation Definitions
Definition
Value created in the customer’s sphere emerges in customer’s everyday practices.

Storbacka and Lehtinen (2001)

... a process by which the customer fulfils his own objectives....

Payne et al. (2008: 86)

The customer’s value creation process can be defined as “a series of activities performed by
the customer to achieve a particular goal”.
Grönroos (2008b: 281)
Customers create value for themselves when using services and goods that they have bought,
possibly adding other necessary resources and also skills they hold.
Ravald (2010:2 )
“as a complex whole where several actors and resources are involved and where the customer
engages in a multitude of different activities”.
McColl-Kennedy et al. (2012: 5) “activities with self or in collaboration with members of service delivery networks including
self, family, other patients, health professionals and the outside community”.
“Co-creation involves the joint creation of value by the firm and its network of various entities
Perks, Gruber and Edvardsson
(such as customers, suppliers and distributors) termed here actors. Innovations are thus the
(2012: 935)
outcomes of behaviors and interactions between individuals and organizations”.

The underlying concept implied in all the definitions is that, in value co-creation, suppliers and customers are, no
longer on opposite sides, but interact with each other co-create value (Galvagno and Dalli 2014). Further, the
definitions suggest that customers draw on a range of resources to achieve a particular outcome, that is, value. The
next sub-sections will review the role of the service provider and the customer in value co-creation and the resources
that customers draw on in the co-creation process.
Role of the Service Provider in Value Co-Creation
As discussed above, customers are not merely passive recipients of service and its associated value. To varying
degrees, customers play an active role in the creation and provision of a service and the realisation of its benefits
(value) (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2000; Vargo and Lusch 2004). With customers as partners in value creation, the
role of the service provider becomes one of facilitator, supporter, organiser, structure provider, co-constructor, coperformer and co-creator of value (Normann 2001; Vargo and Lusch 2004, 2008, 2012; Frow et al. 2015). The
strategic focus of the service provider thus shifts towards understanding how it can better assist customers to get
more out of its direct service activities to how they can enable, support, and improve customers’ daily routines,
processes and experiences in a meaningful way (Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2004; Sheth and Sisodia 2006). Service
providers can thus contribute to customers’ value creation through the resources used by the customers. A review of
the firm resources follows.
Copyright by author(s); CC-BY

718

The Clute Institute

The Journal of Applied Business Research – May/June 2016

Volume 32, Number 3

Firm Resources
Firm resources can be understood from a number of perspectives. Traditionally, resources were viewed as tangible
or intangible assets. Tangible assets refer to the fixed or current assets of an organisation that have long-term
capacity (Wernerfelt, 1984). Intangible assets include intellectual property, such as trademarks and patents, as well
as brand and company reputation, company networks and databases (Hall 1992; Williams 1992). Several authors
have attempted to categorise firm resources, evidence of which is provided in Table 2. Although many attempts have
been made, the table suggests that there is a lot of overlap in the categorisations, with no clear, acknowledged
classification.
Authors
Wernerfelt (1984)
Dierickx and Cool (1989)

Barney (1991)

Grant (1991)
Black and Boal (1994)

Constantin and Lusch (1994);
Vargo and Lusch (2004)
Spohrer, Vargo, Caswell and
Maglio (2008)
Madhavaram and Hunt (2008)

Table 2. Classification of Firm Resources
Firm Resources
Tangible and Intangible Assets: include brand-name, in-house knowledge of technology,
employment of skilled personnel, trade contracts, machinery, efficient procedures, capital
etc.
Asset Flow: firm resources that can be obtained or adjusted immediately
Asset Stock: firm resources which cannot be adjusted immediately and which are built over
time from asset flow
Physical capital resource: includes the physical technology used in the firm, a firm’s plant
and equipment, its geographic location, and its access to raw materials.
Human capital resource: includes the training, experience, judgment, intelligence,
relationships and insights of individual managers and workers in a firm
Organisational capital resource: includes the firm’s formal reporting structure, its formal
and informal planning, controlling and co-ordinating systems, as well as informal relations
between groups within a firm and between a firm and its environment
Lists six categories of firm resources: financial, physical, human, technological, reputation,
organisation.
Contained resources: is comprised of an identified simple network of resource factors that
can be monetarily valued. Includes physical and some human resources identified by Barney
(1991). Resources in this category are trade able.
System resource: is created by a complex network of firm resources, where ‘complex’
implies that the network does not have definitive boundaries, which will make monetary
valuing implausible. All three categories identified by Barney (1991) could be included
under system resource.
Operand Resources: usually tangible and require something to be done to them in order to
be useful
Operant Resources: largely intangible and can produce an effect
Identified four types of resources within a formal service system: people, organisations,
information and technology. Within each of these categories, operand and operant
distinctions can be made.
Seven categories of basic resources that can be classified as either operand or operant:
physical (plant, equipment, raw materials); financial (cash resources and access to financial
markets); legal (trademarks and licenses); human (skill and knowledge of individual
employees); organisational (competences, controls, policies, culture); informational
(knowledge from customers and competitive intelligence); and relational (relationship with
suppliers and customers).

Firm resources from a customer value perspective have been viewed as a bundle of attributes that people consume
for the desirable consequences they bring (trading these against any undesirable consequences) (Zeithaml 1988;
Woodruff 1997). Thus, firms deploy resources (and product/service attributes) and present a package of elements or
‘appliances’ (Vargo and Lusch 2004:7) to the market that takes the form of value propositions. While it is well
recognised that co-creation is important from the organisation’s perspective, little empirical research has addressed
the customer’s role in value co-creation and the subsequent effect on important customer outcomes, such as
customer value.
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Role of The Customer in Value Co-Creation
Vargo et al. (2008), in their review, re-emphasise that, according to the S-D logic notion of value co-creation, “there
is no value until an offering is used – experience and perceptions are essential to value determination” (Vargo and
Lusch 2006: 44). In value co-creation, value is ultimately derived with the participation of, and determined by, the
beneficiary (often the customer) through use (often called “consumption”) in the process of acquisition, usage, and
disposal (Holbrook, 1987). With the evolution of customers from ‘passive audiences’ to ‘active players’ (Prahalad
and Ramaswamy 2000; and O’Hern and Rindfliesch 2010), the role of customer-to-customer and customer-to-firm
interactions has become increasingly important in generating new co-created customer value (Frow et al. 2015).
Customer Participation and Co-Creation
The concept of customer participation is not new, as early as 1938 Barnard noted the role played by customers (see
Novicevic et al. 2006: 308). However, what is new is the recognition that the service providers are only providing
partial inputs into customers’ value-creating processes and thus it’s important that the firms co-opt and empower the
customers’ co-creator role (Bendapudi and Leone, 2003; Vargo and Lusch, 2004). Although customer participation
has received a lot of attention, very few researchers have defined the concept. In fact, only a few have provided
explicit definitions, while others merely refer to common sense (Fitzsimmons 1985; Bowers et al. 1990; Bitner et al.
1997). Table 3 provides a chronological review of definitions.
Author
Kelly et al. 1990: 315
Dabholkar 1990: 484
File et al. 1992: 6
Cermak et al. 1994: 91
Bettencourt 1997: 402
Rodie and Kleine 2000: 111
Namasivayam, 2003: 422
Hsieh and Yen, 2005: 895
Lusch and Vargo, 2006: 284
Vargo & Lusch, 2008: 8

Table 3. Customer Participation Definitions
Definition
“For many services, the customer is required to contribute information or effort before the
service transaction can be consummated.”
“The degree to which the customer is involved in producing and delivering the service.”
“‘Participation’ as a marketing construct, refers to the types and level of behaviour in which
buyers actually engage in connection with the definition and delivery of the service (or value)
they seek.”
“Participation refers to the customer behaviours related to specification and delivery of a
service.”
“The customer’s active role in the production and delivery of a service.”
“Customer participation (CP) is a behavioural concept that refers to the actions and resources
supplied by the customer for service production and/or delivery. CP includes customers’
mental, physical and emotional inputs.”
“The consumer’s role in production processes, whether it is a service or tangible good.”
“The extent to which customers provide resources in the form of time and / or effort,
information provision, and co-production during the service production and delivery process.”
“(Co-production) involves the participation in the creation of the core offering itself. It can
occur through shared inventiveness, co-design, or shared production of related goods, and can
occur with customers and any other partners in the value network.”
“[Co-production] is a component of co-creation of value and captures “participation in the
development of the core offering itself”, especially when goods are used in the value-creation
process.

Source: Plé et al. 2010:233

The literature on customer participation has long recognised that consumers have a wealth of personal resources that
they actively use in value co-creation (Bowen 1986; Kelly et al. 1990; Rodie and Kleine 2000; Baron and Harris
2010). Customer participation literally refers to a customer’s contribution or input. A review of the literature on the
nature of customer participation showed that such contributions may take different forms (Kelly et al. 1990). Rodie
and Kleine (2000) mention three kinds of inputs: mental, physical and emotional. Mental inputs or “cognitive
labour” (Rodie and Kleine, 2000: 112) are the efforts made by consumers to understand the information they give to
the company (Mills et al. 1983; Mills and Turk, 1986; Rodie and Kleine, 2000). Physical inputs “include customers’
own tangibles and physical efforts” (Rodie and Kleine, 2000: 112). Emotional inputs include all the emotions felt by
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customers while participating in the purchase decision. Menon and Dube` (1999) for instance provide evidence of a
range of customer emotions in service encounters.
Vargo and Lusch (2004) refer to customer inputs as operant resources; they are dynamic in nature and a primary
source of value. Customers’ operant resources have been classified by Arnould, Price and Malshe (2006) as
physical, social and cultural (see Table 4).
Table 4. Classification of Consumer Operant Resources
Operant Resource Classification
Physical Resources

Sub-Classification
Physical and mental endowment; Energy; Emotion; Strength.

Social Resources

Family relationships; Social connections; Consumer communities (co-consumer
relationships); Commercial relationships.
Cultural capital - specialised knowledge / skills; History; Imagination.

Cultural Resources
Source: Arnould, Price and Malshe (2006)

As is evident, what Arnould et al. (2006) refer to as physical resources, Rodie and Kleine (2000) refer to as physical
(doing), mental (thinking), and emotional (feeling) inputs of participation. In addition to physical resources, Arnould
et al. (2006) include social and cultural resources in the customer’s stock of operant resources. The above discussion
indicates that there is no clear acknowledgement of the resources or inputs that consumers bring to the value cocreation process. Although the consumer resources identified by Rodie and Kleine (2000) are probably cited most
often, the literature reviewed in the previous sections reveals that consumer resources identified by Arnould et al.
(2006) are more comprehensive and include resource inputs identified by Rodie and Kleine (2000) in addition to
others.
RESEARCH CONTEXT
The data for this study was drawn from the context of higher education (HE) because students (i.e. consumers of
HE) through their participation in an array of learning activities “co-create” their own education. (Hennig-Thurau et
al. 2001). Services marketing theorists have long acknowledged the participatory role of service customers and have
also investigated the influence of customer participation on the productivity and quality of service encounters, as
well as on customers’ quality, satisfaction, and value judgements (Lovelock and Young 1979; Mills and Morris
1986; Kelley et al. 1990; Schneider and Bowen 1995; Zeithaml and Bitner 1996; Rodie and Kleine 2000). Thus, the
context of higher education provides a rich environment to examine resource integration during value co-creation.
METHODOLOGY
The case study methodology was considered appropriate in this research as the study attempted to explore (a) “how”
and “why” questions; (b) a real-life context was chosen where the researchers ability to manipulate the environment
or the subjects was minimal; and (c) the aim of the research was to explore and uncover contextual conditions that
could be relevant to the phenomenon under study, i.e. value co-creation and resource integration. (Yin 2003). Thus,
for this exploratory study the case study methodology, with in-depth semi-structured interviews as the
methodological tool was employed. 33 interviews were conducted with first, second and third-year, business school
undergraduate students. An interview protocol was used to ensure there would be a consistent pathway for analysing
the interview data (Yin, 1994). Ethical approval was taken and participants were reimbursed for their time. All
interviews were tape recorded and transcribed for analysis.
Codes or themes used for data reduction were generated from the conceptual framework rather than the data (Sobh
and Perry, 2006). Consumer resources were coded using the classification and sub-classification of consumer
resources developed by Arnould et al. (2006). The review of the literature on firm resources in the previous section
shows that firm resources has seldom been applied to Higher Education Institutions (HEI). Lynch and Baines (2004) have
developed a framework that identifies tangible and intangible resources of universities that are most likely to provide HEI an
advantage over their competitors. Comparing and contrasting the classification of firm resources by Madhavaram and
Hunt (2008) and Lynch and Baines (2004), a new classification that avoids overlap was created (Table 5), firm (i.e.
university) resources were coded using this classification.
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Table 5: Similarities and differences between Lynch & Baines (2004)
and Madhavaram & Hunt (2008) classification of resources
Resource classification used in this
Lynch and Baines (2004:180)
Madhavaram & Hunt (2008)
research
Tangible Resources – campus location,
Physical - plant, equipment, raw
University Physical Operant Resource building capacity, and facilities
materials
campus location, building capacity, and
facilities (conference, sports,
accommodation, societies/clubs, medical
research etc.)
Architecture – the network of
Relational - relationship with suppliers
University Relational Resources - The
relationships, contracts and alliances
and customers
external network of relationships,
contracts and alliances
Reputation - important for the
Organisational - competences, controls,
University Organisational Resources –
development of outreach activities and to policies, culture
commercial and public sponsors of
a. Reputation
research.
b. Innovative capability
Innovative capability – resources that
c. Core Competencies
provide the ability to undertake totally
d. Culture and organisational policies
new initiatives that go beyond the
and procedures
current strategy
Core competencies – the group of
production skills and technologies that
enable an organisation to provide a
particular benefit to customers
Knowledge-based advantages – tacit and Legal - trademarks and licenses
University Knowledge-based resources
explicit proprietary knowledge possessed
– tacit and explicit proprietary
by an organisation
knowledge possessed by an organisation
Financial - cash resources and access to
University Financial Resources –
financial markets
financial assets, cash resources and
access to financial markets
Intangible resources – employee/
Human -skill and knowledge of
University Human Resources – skill and
associations (e.g. eminent professors,
individual employees
knowledge of individual employees and
renowned authors, distinguished
the relationships and insights of
teachers)
individual employees within the
university (Barney 1991)
Informational - knowledge from
University Informational Resources customers and competitive intelligence
knowledge from customers and
competitive intelligence and quality and
content of organisational information
shared by the university with customers
and competitors.

Initially, five transcripts were chosen at random and a preliminary analysis was done. The transcripts were read and
re-read thoroughly. Memoing was undertaken, whereby the researcher attached reflections and remarks to relevant
parts of the data, and theorised about codes and their relationships. Patterns, themes, relationships between variables,
differences and similarities between the transcripts were identified and coded. The codes were checked and verified
by another researcher to ensure reliability and validity. Once the codes were approved, a coding manual was
developed and applied to the other transcripts.
The next stage of analysis involved connecting the codes, a process used to discover themes and patterns in the data
(Crabtree and Miller, 1999). To aid this process, the researcher tabulated the codes so as to record and identify
patterns and relationships. The study of the text, transcripts and codes went through several iterations before
interpretations were finally made. Findings have been displayed using illustrative quotations.
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FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS
The main findings of resource integration in the context of value co-creation are as follows:
a.

The resources that respondents integrate in the co-creation process are context or activity-dependent:

For instance talking about her experiences in lectures (i.e. class activities), Esther says “In lectures I never ever ask
questions, nobody does because our classes are quite big. If I don’t understand something I normally nudge my
friends and ask what she’s (i.e. the lecturer) on about. I do write a lot of notes in lectures. I don’t like it when
lecturers read notes …. I like it when lecturers have just basic points then you can draw on it and write your own
comments. I like it much more than just being dictated to.” Here we see a reference being made to university
organisational policy (regarding class size), university human resources (teaching skills of lecturer), consumer
physical resources (time, effort, cognitive skills) and consumer social resources (peers i.e. co-consumers).
On the other hand, talking about her experience with extracurricular activities Mark, says: I am a member of SIFE
which makes it very easy to meet lots of different people, I have met like ten to fifteen new people and one or two of
them are now quite good friends of mine. Through SIFE, I am working with some children and teaching them what
business means in the real world, which is very basic stuff but I have never worked with kids before and I wasn’t
sure whether I was going to enjoy it, but I did enjoy it.” Here, we see evidence of the integration of consumer
physical resources (time and effort), consumer social resources (peers who have now become good friends) with
university relational resources (university networks and contacts e.g. SIFE) and other external resources (school
children).
The results suggest that resource integration is a unique, idiosyncratic and dynamic process. The resources
respondents integrated into the co-creation process depend on the activities/events they are describing. The findings
lend empirical support to Chandler and Vargo’s (2011) argument that there is a fundamental need to differentiate
among context as the resources that consumers draw on are dependent on the contexts in which they are embedded.
Thus, a resource maybe more valuable in one context, but less valuable in other contexts.
b.

Consumer physical resources inputs are an important pre-requisite for value co-creation and resource
integration:

For instance, talking about his experience with tutorials (class activities) Ken says “tutorials are pretty good in
Business school. I think that you get what you put in for the tutorials really. I don’t see the point in going for
tutorials if you haven’t put in the work before you know. Because a few of them (i.e. tutorials) would say argue for
and against and bring it together and if you haven’t done work then there is no argument so there’s no point going
really”. The quote illustrates that time and efforts (i.e. consumer physical resource) that respondents invest in a
particular activity are important for value co-creation. Moreover, in the absence of consumer physical resource
inputs there is no resource integration. For instance with reference to personal tutor interactions (i.e. faculty
interactions/support) David says “I don’t contact them really” The quote illustrate that resource integration is
dependent on consumer physical resources. Findings suggest that in the absence of consumer physical resource
inputs there is no resource integration or value co-creation. This is consistent with the idea put forth by Vargo
(2008), who states that co-creation of value always requires customer involvement. In the context of HE, the results
provide empirical support to Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001), who claims that students co-create their own education
through participation in an array of activities.
c.

Consumer physical resource inputs are influenced by the university resources and consumer social
resources:

For example, describing her experience with lectures (academic activities in class) Heather says “I always take
note…. sometimes I find it’s quite easy to just switch off because you’re so far away from them (i.e. lecturer) there is
such a big space between you and them (i.e. lecturer). If I find it interesting or if they (i.e. lecturer) make it
interesting, some of them have their own little anecdotes and they say funny things, I mean those one’s I find it’s
much easier to keep your attention take notes”. The quote illustrates the integration of firm organizational policy
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(class size), firm human resource (faculty teaching skills), and consumer physical resource (time and effort). In
addition, there is evidence that consumer physical resource input is influenced by firm human resource (faculty
teaching skills).
Evidence of consumer physical resource input being influenced by consumer social resources is provided in the
following quote. Talking about her experience with extracurricular activities Katy says “I am playing netball since
my first year, and I have also been on the cheerleading squad since my first year, which was a very random thing. I
never expect to come to university and do that. A friend I made when I was in my first year, she was a year older,
she was on the squad and said come along, and it’s been a lot of fun. Two of my housemates do it too (i.e.
cheerleading)”. The quote illustrates the integration of firm physical operand resource (facilities), consumer social
resource and consumer physical resource. Moreover, the quote illustrates the influence of consumer social resources
on consumer physical resources.
Thus, the findings of this research support the claim that value-creating resources are not confined to the firm;
customers, suppliers, and other stakeholders also contribute operant resources to value creation (Vargo and Akaka
2009). The results of this study thus extend the understanding of resource integration in value creation by
empirically illustrating firm, consumer and external resource integration during value co-creation and thereby
supporting the idea that, in value co-creation, all parties are resource integrators.
d.

Customer learning from past experience influences resource integration:

For example, Ted describing his experience with lectures says “I missed some lectures for different modules in my
first year and that really went against me so now I make sure that I go to every lecture whether I’m sick or
whatever, I am sort of there all the time. And how I work as well has changed because before I just write all over
my lecture notes in the lectures. I’ve learnt that that doesn’t actually work for me. I prefer now to number my slides
and then write on it and then when I get home to put it together”. The quote provides evidence of customer learning
taking place based on previous experience. Thus, as a result of learning, Ted engages in new type of behaviour that
involves the utilization of customer physical resource (time, physical and mental effort) in more effective and
efficient ways.
The findings are consistent with the idea that the customer’s experience with the service provider leads to customer
learning (Payne et al. 2008). Customer learning can take place at differing levels of complexity. Evidence suggests
that the form of customer learning in this context “proportioning” (Payne et al. 2008: 88). This involves the
customer taking a step backwards to reflect on their experience with the service provider. Such reflection may cause
them to change their behaviour by performing new activities, disengaging from existing practices, and/or using
resources in new ways.
CONCLUSION
Literature suggests that an important theme in value co-creation, emphasised by S-D logic, is that of resource
integration (Vargo and Lusch 2004; 2008; Sittaloppi and Vargo 2014). Brodie et al. (2011) posit that to date the
discourse about S-D logic has largely been theoretical. Brown (2007) observes that the empirical potential of S-D
logic should be explored if it is to develop beyond dialogue and debate. This research is thus an attempt to advance
the theoretical understanding of resource integration that underpins the concept of value co-creation.
It has to be acknowledged that, the findings of this research maybe applicable to service contexts that extend over a
period of time and provide a rich environment for co-creation. However, as the activities that defined the process in
this study could be characterised as the active period of consumption. That is, the period in which consumers
actively operate on the products or services (Holbrook, 1999), the findings could have a wider, more general
application as well. A challenge for further research will be to examine whether the findings of this study can be
replicated across different contexts.
The focus of this research was to provide an in-depth understanding of resource integration in the context of value
co-creation. The emphasis was on the customer’s value co-creation process. This was based on Grönroos and
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Ravald’s (2011) arguments that the firm’s co-creation process and that of the customer must be approached as
different processes. This is primarily because the processes in each case are owned by different subjects and guided
by different goals. Thus, further research is needed to provide an in-depth understanding of the firm’s value cocreation process. Another challenge for the future will be to create conceptual models that successfully integrate the
two types of value creation process (Grönroos and Ravald 2011).
Although it is acknowledged that much more work is required to further understanding of resource integration in the
context of value co-creation, it is hoped that this study can be viewed as a crucial step in a long campaign.
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