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ABSTRACT

Although a few studies have examined the influences of the co-creation elements of dialogue,
access, risk assessment, and transparency (DART), little is known about the mechanisms underlying
these influences. In this article, we empirically study the DART element’s influences on brand
experience strength and brand satisfaction, and we explore how brand experience strength
mediates the DART elements’ influences on brand satisfaction. We use a brand engagement
perspective to explain how the co-creation elements influence brand experience strength.
A survey (n = 594) of brands from the banking, mobile, hotel, and restaurant services is reported.
We find direct influences from all four co-creation elements on brand experience strength, and we
find that brand experience strength partly mediates the influences of risk assessment and transpar-
ency on brand satisfaction. The results are compared across utilitarian (bank and mobile) and

hedonic (hotel and restaurant) services.

Introduction

Brands operate in competitive environments in which
the understanding of customers’ needs and preferences
is key to value creation. One way to gain such an under-
standing is to engage customers in value co-creation
where customers jointly invest and integrate their
resources together with the firms’ resources to create
value. Value co-creation has been comprehensively stu-
died the last decade, it has received a lot of attention in
top journals (see Appendix), and it is considered
a promising perspective for firms’ success (Saha et al,
2022). However, value co-creation is defined and con-
ceptualized in many ways (Ranjan & Read, 2016; Saha
et al., 2022). Several theoretical paths have been applied
to understand and explain value co-creation (Saha et al.,
2022; Ranjan & Read, 2016; Alves et al., 2016; Galvagno
et al., 2014), but many studies have not anchored the
construct clearly in theory (Saha et al., 2022). Despite
fragmented conceptualizations, value co-creation often
has an experiential focus (Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
2004c; Saha et al., 2022; Vargo & Lusch, 2008) and
assumes joint engagement where both the firms and
the customers (and other relevant actors) interact in
value creation (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004c;
Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2018). To realize its’ full

potential, a key challenge is to understand how to
adopt and implement value-co-creation successfully.
To improve our knowledge on how to harvest the most
out of value co-creation, we apply the DART (dialogue,
access, risk assessment, transparency) framework intro-
duced by Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004c). We relate
the DART elements to experiential value and use an
engagement perspective to theoretically explore these
relationships.

France et al. (2020) point to the relevance of under-
standing different elements of co-creation. A central,
element-based perspective in the co-creation literature
is the DART perspective (Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
2004c). We take the perspective that the individual
DART elements can contribute to brand value both in
the co-creation of brand experience and in the outcomes
of co-created brand experience, and use brand satisfac-
tion to reflect the outcome of co-created brand experi-
ence (Brakus et al., 2009). Although much research is
conducted on brand value co-creation (Appendix) and
on the influences of the DART elements (Table 1), ...
there is less certainty about the mechanisms by which
value emerges” from these elements (France et al., 2020,
p. 466, our italics). Given that we consider both brand
experience and brand satisfaction as brand value
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dimensions that can be influenced through co-creation,
we respond to this gap by investigating how brand
experience mediates the influences of the DART ele-
ments on brand satisfaction. Further, co-creation
encompasses both utilitarian and hedonic value (Park
& Ha, 2016) and brand experience has been suggested to
influence brand satisfaction differently across brands
with utilitarian and hedonic benefits (Oliveira Santini
et al., 2018). Saarijarvi et al. (2013, p. 11) also argue
that the discussion of the co-creation concept has hardly
addressed “whether value co-creation results in value
that is more utilitarian or more hedonic”, and there is
a lack of empirical research on how service type (hedo-
nic versus utilitarian) may moderate consumers’ prefer-
ences for different types of customer participation”
(Blinda et al,, 2019, p. 317). Finally, there seems to be
a lack of systematic theoretical underpinnings in many
of the existing studies on value co-creation (Saha et al.,
2022). Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2016, p. 94) point to
many of the gaps identified above, arguing that “there
has been very little recognition in the value co-creation
literature (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014) on its relevance and
impact on brands through its engagement processes, and
especially the role of human experiences (Ramaswamy,
2011) in brand building.” Against this background, the
purpose of this study is to empirically 1) examine how
the DART elements of co-creation influence brand
experience and brand satisfaction, 2) examine how
brand experience mediates the influences of the DART
elements of co-creation on brand satisfaction, and 3)
investigate how these influences manifest across brands
that offer utilitarian and hedonic benefits. Since brand
experience is realized through engagement in co-
creating interactions (Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2016),
we 4) use brand engagement as a theoretical perspective
to explain how the DART elements influence brand
experience and brand satisfaction.

The study provides some contributions and manage-
rial implications. First, we contribute to the branding
literature by adding to the few empirical DART studies
of consumers, and we advance the existing research by
studying the influences of the DART elements on brand
experience and brand satisfaction (see Table 1). Using an
element based perspective (France et al., 2020), this
contributes to improve the diagnostic potential of the
co-creation concept and can guide brand managers in
implementing more specific co-creation tactics to stimu-
late brand satisfaction. Second, our focus on how brand
experience mediates the DART elements’ influence on
brand satisfaction contributes to a better understanding
of “how managers actually use co-creation to connect
with customers” (Ind et al., 2017, p. 310). Moreover, this

focus improves the understanding of co-creation pro-
cesses (Payne et al., 2008), and adds more certainty to
the understanding of how brand value emerges from co-
creation (France et al., 2020). Third, in revealing the
boundary conditions for the influences of the DART
elements across brands that offer utilitarian versus hedo-
nic benefits, we contribute to the existing research by
empirically clarify if service type moderates the relation-
ships between co-creation, brand experience, and brand
satisfaction. This ensures the robustness of our findings
and provide more specific guidance for brand managers
in both brand categories. Finally, since engagement is
critical to co-creation (Hatch & Schultz, 2010; Jaakkola
& Alexander, 2014; Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2016), we
demonstrate how systematic theoretical underpinnings
(DART and engagement theory) can support empirical
studies in co-creation research. Although Nysveen and
Pedersen (2014) pursued a brand engagement perspec-
tive in a similar way, our article contributes to the theory
by better specifying investment in brand interactions
(Hollebeek, 2011b) as the critical element of brand
engagement and by discussing how such interactions
transform the influence of each co-creation element
into a brand experience.

The results revealed in this study indicate positive
influences of dialogue, access, and transparency on
brand experience, while risk assessment is found to be
negatively associated with brand experience. Further, we
find that brand experience mediates the influences of
risk assessment and transparency on brand satisfaction.
Finally, the results seem to be valid across utilitarian and
hedonic services. Based on the results, we encourage
marketing managers across service categories to facil-
itate dialogue, access, and transparency while carefully
balancing risk assessment to avoid negative influences
on brand experience.

In the “Literature review” subsection, we discuss the
DART elements, brand experience, brand satisfaction,
and brand engagement. The hypotheses are presented in
the “Hypotheses” subsection. Furthermore, the research
method and measure validation are described in the
“Method” subsection whereas the results are presented
in the “Results” subsection. Finally, the implications of
the results and avenues for future research are elabo-
rated upon in the “Discussion” subsection.

Literature review
Co-creation

Co-creation elements (France et al., 2020) are important
to our research because understanding the relationships
between the elements of co-creation and value



contributes to “advancing theoretical knowledge and
bolstering managerial application of co-creation”
(France et al., 2020, p. 468). Studies have examined
development, feedback, advocacy, and helping as ele-
ments of customer brand co-creation behavior (France
et al.,, 2020), co-production (knowledge, equity, and
interaction) and value-in-use (experience, personaliza-
tion, and relationship) as antecedents to value co-
creation (Ranjan & Read, 2016), and customer partici-
pation behavior (information sharing, information seek-
ing, personal interaction, and responsible behavior) and
customer citizenship behavior (advocacy, helping, feed-
back, and tolerance) as dimensions of customer value
co-creation behavior (Yi & Gong, 2013).

In this article, we define co-creation as the “joint
creation of value by the company and the customer”
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b, p. 8) and we under-
stand co-creation to comprise the four DART elements.
Access, transparency, and dialogue are also included as
part of the equity and interaction elements of the co-
production dimension in the work of Ranjan and Read
(2016), which illustrates the contemporary relevance of
the DART framework. Dialogue concerns the interactiv-
ity among problem-solvers who are of equitable impor-
tance. The term is described as interactive, engaging,
and with an intention to act on both the company’s
and the consumer’s interests (Mazur & Zaborek,
2014a; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004c). Access refers
to offering tools and procedures with which to collect
information and facilitate interaction between custo-
mers and companies (Mazur & Zaborek, 2014a) and
between consumers. Access to the same information is
necessary for both companies and consumers to mean-
ingfully dialogue (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b). Risk
assessment involves consumers’ rights to be informed
about possible risks and benefits and opportunities so
that they can assess risks and benefits before accepting
any offers (Mazur & Zaborek, 2014a). Access to infor-
mation, dialogue with a company (and other consu-
mers), and full transparency are critical to risk
assessment. This element is also related to reflexivity
(e.g. Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2016), that is, ensuring
that “the inputs of participants and their interactions
can be used to both improve the content and the experi-
ence of the users themselves” (Leavy, 2012, p. 29).
Finally, transparency implies that information is sym-
metric, and that it includes the open availability of
timely and precise information about value propositions
(Mazur & Zaborek, 2014a; Prahalad and Ramaswamy,
2004c).

We found that quantitative studies have validated
DART scales (Chi et al., 2022; Mazur & Zaborek,
2014a, 2014b) and investigated the DART elements’

JOURNAL OF MARKETING THEORY AND PRACTICE 5

significance to co-creation constructs, such as co-
creation activities (Chakraborty, 2018), co-creation
(Mainardes et al., 2017; Malik & Ahsan, 2019;
Taherpour et al, 2016), customer participation
(Villalba & Zhang, 2019), co-creation dynamics (Chen
et al.,, 2017), value co-creation (Akter et al., 2022;
Taghizadeh et al,, 2019), the perception of co-creation
of value (Gonzélez-Mansilla et al.,, 2019), and co-
creation experience (Suprayogo & Sutarso, 2021).

The studies reported in Table 1 are the most relevant
to our work because they quantitatively investigate the
effects of the individual DART elements on outcome
variables other than co-creation constructs. However,
only the studies by Albinsson et al. (2016), Shen et al.
(2019), (Solakis et al. 2021, 2022) investigated co-
creation from the consumer perspective. In addition to
the articles reported in Table 1, Moeinzadeh and
Fernando (2013) found positive influences of DAR on
logistic service innovation capability among logistic ser-
vice providers in Germany, whereas Abdelwarith and
Gharib (2019) reported positive correlations between
the DART elements and co-innovation among employ-
ees in travel agencies and hotels. Limiting their study to
D and T, Sesliokuyucu and Polat (2020) found positive
influences of these antecedents on airline passengers’
trust. Maduka (2016) and Christian et al. (2019)
reported positive influences of DAT on loyalty to
a pension service, but Maduka (2016) reported results
from a larger sample (n = 385) than Christian et al.
(2019) (n = 364).

Brand experience

We adopted the definition of brand experience by
Brakus et al. (2009, p. 53) as “subjective, internal con-
sumer responses (sensations, feelings, and cognitions)
and behavioural responses evoked by brand-related sti-
muli that are part of a brand’s design and identity,
packaging, communications, and environments.” As
brand experience dimensions, sensory brand experience
refers to the degree to which a brand makes a strong
impression on, is of interest to, and appeals to consu-
mers’ senses. Affective brand experience concerns the
emotions, feelings, and sentiments induced by a brand.
Intellectual, or cognitive, brand experience captures how
a brand stimulates thinking, curiosity, and problem sol-
ving among consumers. The behavioral dimension of
a brand experience taps into the degree to which
a brand is action-oriented and engages consumers in
physical actions and behavioral responses. Since we
investigated service brands, we also included relational
brand experience as a dimension that expresses consu-
mers’ feelings of inclusion in a brand family or
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community (Nysveen et al., 2013). Brakus et al. (2009,
p- 52) sought to “develop a scale that can measure the
strength with which a brand evokes each experience
dimension.” Hence, we refer to brand experience as
brand experience strength in the remainder of this
article.

A brand engagement perspective on co-creation
effects

As suggested by Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004a), the
elements of co-creation (DART) enable companies to
engage consumers in collaboration and value creation.
Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2016) point to the importance
of engagement platforms where customers can actively
engage in co-creation with brands in various ways. The
relevance of engagement in co-creation was also empha-
sized by Kull and Heath (2016) and Keeling et al. (2021)
(see Appendix). Building on this, we argue that the
active engagement in co-creation with brands is what
influences brand experience strength. We applied the
definition of customer brand engagement proposed by
Hollebeek (2011b, p. 555; emphasis added): “the level of
a customer’s cognitive, emotional and behavioral invest-
ment in specific brand interactions.” In their “unifying
perspective,” Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2018, p. 196) also
suggested “creation through interactions” to describe
co-creation, and they defined co-creation as the “enact-
ment of interactional creation across interactive system-
environments.” Thus, investment in brand interactions
is a key element of these definitions. Hence, we adopted
an engagement perspective that considers customers’
cognitive, emotional and behavioral engagement in co-
creation with a brand to be the mechanism that explains
the influences of co-creation on brand experience. This
aligns with the perspective taken by Nysveen and
Pedersen (2014), who suggested that co-creation stimu-
lates brand experience through brand engagement.

Brand value

In this article we focus on brand value as it is perceived
by customers (France et al., 2020). Several articles have
emphasized experiences as critical to value co-creation
(Payne et al., 2008; Gronroos & Voima, 2013; Ranjan &
Read, 2016; see Appendix), and Prahalad and
Ramaswamy (2004b, p. 13) argued that “The brand is
co-created and evolves with experiences.” The co-
creation perspective in the service-dominant logic also
emphasizes value as experiential (ref FP 10 in Vargo &
Lusch, 2008). Both brand experience and brand value
outcomes are included as part of the brand value co-
creation framework proposed by Ramaswamy and
Ozcan (2016; Figure 1, p. 95). Their framework indicates
that both brand experiences and the outcomes of brand
experiences can be perceived as brand value. According
to France et al. (2020), earlier conceptualizations of
perceived value among customers were typically based
on overall evaluations of what they received from
a brand. Customer satisfaction with a brand is an exam-
ple of such an overall value measure. Further, concep-
tualizations of value have also diverged “regarding the
stage of realization” (France et al., 2020, p. 468), which
indicates that customers can perceive brand value both
in experiences related to engagement in brand value co-
creation and in the outcomes of such experiences (e.g.
brand satisfaction). Other authors have also used satis-
faction as an outcome measure of co-creation (Dong
et al., 2008; Heidenreich et al., 2015; Roggeveen et al.,
2012; see Appendix). Hence, we consider both brand
experience and brand satisfaction to be part of customer
perceptions of brand value (see Figure 1).

Chandler and Lusch (2015, p. 10) pointed to the
temporal connection between engagement and experi-
ence. They argued that engagement can be “continually
changing” and that “Engagement is based on actors’

Customer engagement
(Theoretical perspective)

Co-creation
(Dialogue, Access, Risk
assessment,
Transparency)

Brand experience
strength

Brand satisfaction

Brand value (co-creation)

Figure 1. Research model.

Brand value (outcome)



present-day connections that have emerged from past
service experiences and are oriented toward future ser-
vice experiences.” We focus on the temporal phase in
which today’s active engagement in co-creation influ-
ences future brand experience and brand satisfaction.
The concept of brand experience as a potential conse-
quence of brand engagement is well established in the
literature (Hollebeek, 2011a; Rather, 2020; Rather &
Hollebeek, 2021; Rather et al., 2022).

In Figure 1, we propose that the co-creation elements
influence brand experience strength and that engage-
ment (investments in brand interactions) is the theore-
tical mechanism that explains why co-creation elements
affect brand experience strength. Furthermore, Figure 1
indicates that the elements of co-creation can influence
brand satisfaction both directly and through brand
experience strength. As illustrated in Figure 1, we take
the perspective that customers perceive brand value in
both the experiences realized through their active
engagement in co-creation ((brand value (co-creation))
and the brand satisfaction that results from this engage-
ment and these experiences (brand value (outcome)).

In the following, we propose hypotheses about the
influences of each of the DART elements on brand
experience. The logic throughout this study holds that
co-creation stimulates engagement — that is cognitive,
emotional, or behavioral investments in various forms of
interaction — and through that, various forms of brand
experience. Hence, we use brand engagement as a theory
to derive the relationships between the DART dimen-
sions and brand experience. This approach is similar to
studies that have used other theories to derive
a relationship, such as when the resource-based view is
used to explain the relationship between human-
resource (HR) configurations and firm performance
(Lee et al., 2005).

Hypotheses
Dialogue

Dialogue takes place in both physical and online con-
texts, but the evolution of social media platforms has
presented opportunities for dialogue with both a brand
and other consumers in numerous online communities.
Such rich contexts expose consumers to various dialo-
gue formats through which they can express themselves,
such as voice, text, photos, and videos. Hence, dialogue
can stimulate consumers’ senses in different ways and
strengthen their sensory brand experiences. Prahalad and
Ramaswamy (2004c) argued that dialogue includes
empathic understanding. When consumers feel invited
to interact with empathic brand employees or other
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consumers who provide fast and helpful support, their
gratitude may be encouraged and they may be motivated
to invest in dialogue with a brand. This dialogue, in turn,
can induce affective brand experiences. Investing in
opportunities for customers to dialogue with brand
employees or other consumers can also stimulate knowl-
edge creation (Taghizadeh et al., 2016) and problem-
solving (Mainardes et al., 2017; Mazur & Zaborek,
2014a). Hence, dialogue can engage consumers in thor-
ough thinking and help them through complex evalua-
tive processes and possible decision-making processes
that, in turn, can influence their cognitive brand experi-
ence. Dialogue also depends on consumers’ and compa-
nies’ intention to act (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004c).
By providing rich opportunities for dialogue, brands
facilitate and encourage consumers to invest in active
dialogs and respond to others’ initiatives for dialogue in
various ways with both the brand and other stake-
holders. This investment can consequently contribute
to stronger behavioral brand experience. Finally, dialo-
gue is by definition relational. Investing in dialogue-
oriented engagement platforms provides opportunities
for various forms of person-to-person interaction and
socializing. These opportunities can in turn strengthen
the relational brand experience.

Hypothesis 1: An increase in dialogue leads to stronger
brand experience.

Access

Banks grant consumers access to tools with which they
can calculate the costs of a loan, and banks also willingly
provide third parties with access to information about
these costs so that comparison services can help consu-
mers compare different banks. Hotels and restaurants
offer consumers access to reservation tools that they can
use to match availability with their own time schedules
or willingness to pay. Brands are accessible 24/7 through
chat services, and they increasingly invite consumers
and other third parties to engage in their most strategic
activities using tools (Franke & Piller, 2004) that can
consequently motivate brands and consumers to interact
further. Sensory expressions provided through tools and
information can include the material and weight of
printed information or sensory expressions such as col-
ors, graphics, designs, and styles (Hultén, 2011). Hence,
investments in access to information and tools on
engagement platforms exposes consumers to a broad
spectrum of sensory stimuli that can influence their
sensory brand experiences. Providing engagement plat-
forms with access to information and tools invites
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consumers to participate in various forms of interaction
that can “foster the fruition and enjoyment of the pro-
posal at the point of sale” (Spena et al., 2012, p. 29) and
help them realize the full value of a brand’s value pro-
position. Realizing the full value of a value proposition
often also implies emotional values - such as fun, enjoy-
ment, and safety — that can strengthen affective brand
experiences. Another element of access is the utilization
of consumers’ resources, skills, and knowledge
(Ramaswamy & Ozcan, 2013). Brands may invest in
engagement platform tools that enable consumers to
interact and share their own resources, skills, and
knowledge. These investments can engage individual
consumers in reflection, thinking, and problem solving,
thereby strengthening their cognitive brand experience.
Leavy (2012, p. 29) also underscored that access does not
only mean access to a company’s content but also the
possibility to “modify and extend” this content.
Investing in tools with which consumers can modify,
extend, personalize, or customize value propositions
provides opportunities to improve consumer value
(Franke & Piller, 2004). Such improvements can moti-
vate and encourage consumers to initiate active interac-
tions with a brand in order to gain personalized or
customized value, which can strengthen behavioral
brand experiences. Access also includes brands facilitat-
ing consumers’ ability to communicate with the brand
and with other customers of the brand (Ramaswamy,
2008). Engagement platforms that offer access to infor-
mation sharing tools provide a context for rich social
interaction that can strengthen customers’ relational
brand experience.

Hypothesis 2: An increase in access leads to stronger
brand experience.

Risk assessment

Many brands provide consumers with opportunities for
personalization and customization to increase the bene-
fits of their offerings and to reduce the risk of targeting
customers with irrelevant offerings. Online shopping
platforms offer consumers tools for choosing between
alternative shipping and payment opportunities, inter-
active mirrors to try alternative versions of their pro-
ducts on, and, if an online purchase still feels too risky,
guaranteed free returns for purchases. Spena et al. (2012,
p- 29) included “Tools, data, conversation and actions”
as some fundamental elements of risk assessment.
Offering tools and data through various formats and
interfaces can motivate consumers to invest in interac-
tions to assess risks and benefits. These investments will

expose consumers to a rich spectrum of sensory stimu-
lation that can strengthen their sensory brand experience.
By offering interactional functions for risk assessment
on engagement platforms, consumers can invest in risk-
reducing interactions and provide ideas for innovations
that can improve their affection for a brand and, thereby,
strengthen their affective brand experience. Trade-offs
between risks and benefits require cognitive elaboration.
Brands are available on many engagement platforms
that support risk assessment and invite consumers to
invest in risk-assessing interactions in many ways. The
availability of a variety of interactional investments
intended to simplify and support cognitive elaboration
related to risk assessment likely strengthens consumers’
cognitive brand experience. Spena et al. (2012) identified
action as an element of risk assessment, and risk assess-
ment requires initiatives and interactional efforts.
Brands that invest in interactional tools that provide
information, risk versus benefit evaluations and contact
with brand employees and other consumers, facilitate
consumer activation that can strengthen the behavioral
brand experience. Spena et al. (2012) also highlighted the
conversational element of risk assessment. A brand that
invests in engagement platforms offering easy conversa-
tions (interactions) with brand employees or other con-
sumers can strengthen consumers’ feelings of inclusion
in the brand family. This may in turn strengthen the
relational brand experience.

Hypothesis 3: An increase in risk assessment leads to
stronger brand experience.

Transparency

Many brands stimulate interactions through activity on
social media fan pages, various online rating forums,
and online shopping comparison sites. Some brands
also offer their own rating systems that provide consu-
mers with further opportunities to post comments and
easily share content with others, giving consumers full
transparency into other consumers’ evaluations of their
brand experiences. Complete visibility is mentioned in
Prahalad and Ramaswamy’s (2004c) discussion of trans-
parency, which indicates the relevance of visual sensa-
tions. Transparency through a variety of platforms,
interfaces, and formats may motivate consumers to
invest in brand interactions across many of the available
platforms, interfaces, and formats. These investments
can stimulate several consumer senses and, thus,
strengthen their sensory brand experience. Studying the
influences of performance transparency, Liu et al. (2015)
found that performance transparency negatively



influences customers’ perception of uncertainty. This
reduction in perceived uncertainty can involve an emo-
tional element, since reduced uncertainty may contri-
bute to less anxiety and more fun when interacting with
a brand. Hence, investing in interactional components
that increase transparency could set consumers’ emo-
tions free and strengthen their affective brand experience.
Furthermore, Liu et al. (2015) argue that performance
transparency can reduce consumers’ costs of informa-
tion processing. This implies that investments in the
interactional components of engagement platforms
that increase transparency could facilitate consumers’
information processing and strengthen the cognitive
brand experience. Generally, consumers must act on
the information or tools that are available to them in
order to benefit from transparency. Both consumers and
brands must actively make information available to
others. Hence, transparency can activate consumers’
interaction with a brand, thereby strengthening their
behavioral experience. Ramaswamy (2008) discusses
transparency as information sharing. This sharing
expresses how participants in transparent activities can
feel part of the same brand community and illustrates
the influences of transparency on relational experience
strength.

Hypothesis 4: An increase in transparency leads to stron-
ger brand experience.

Brand experience strength

Brakus et al. (2009) argued that strong brand experi-
ences increase customers’ brand satisfaction. They iden-
tified the positive influences of brand experience
strength (as a second-order construct) on brand satisfac-
tion and brand loyalty for 12 different brands. Nysveen
et al. (2013) revealed the negative influence of a second-
order brand experience strength construct on brand
satisfaction and mixed results for the influences of var-
ious brand experience dimensions (sensory, cognitive,
affective, behavioral, and relational) on brand satisfac-
tion. However, many studies have found positive influ-
ences of brand experience. Bager et al. (2015) found
positive influences of brand experience on satisfaction,
loyalty, and trust for four brands. Positive influence of
brand experience on brand attitude, brand attachment,
and brand equity was revealed by Dolbec and Chebat
(2013) for flagship and brand stores. Ramaseshan and
Stein (2014) identified positive influences of brand
experience on brand attachment, brand commitment,
purchase brand loyalty, and attitudinal brand loyalty
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among three brands. Moreover, brand experience was
found to have positive influences on brand satisfaction
and brand loyalty among Vietnamese students in high-,
medium-, and low-involvement product categories
(Kim et al., 2015). Sahin et al. (2013) also found positive
influences of brand experience on repurchase intention,
price premium, word of mouth, and satisfaction in the
automotive context.

Hypothesis 5: Brand experience strength leads to
increased brand satisfaction.

The logic we have applied in our research suggests
that engagement in co-creation elements influences
brand experience strength and, accordingly, brand satis-
faction. Additionally, this logic implies that the influence
of co-creation on brand satisfaction is mediated through
brand experience strength. The two experience perspec-
tives called “Co-creating value through customer experi-
ence and competence” (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014, p. 652)
and “Co-creative experiences and loyalty” (Alves et al,,
2016, p. 1629), also suggest that experience mediates the
influences of co-creation. However, Prahalad and
Ramaswamy (2004c, p. 23) stated that “Dialogue creates
and maintains a loyal community,” and Albinsson et al.
(2016) found a direct positive influence of access on
loyalty. Both these contributions indicate possible direct
and positive influences of co-creation elements on loy-
alty. Studying the effects of co-creation on brand experi-
ence, satisfaction, and loyalty, Nysveen and Pedersen
(2014) revealed that co-creation as a higher-order con-
struct influences brand satisfaction and loyalty both
directly and indirectly through the dimensions of
brand experience strength. Given these findings of
prior research, we propose that co-creation influences
brand satisfaction both directly and indirectly through
brand experience strength.

Hypothesis 6: The influence of the co-creation elements
(DART) on brand satisfaction is partially mediated by
brand experience strength.

Method

As part of the requirements for a course in research
methods, 99 students at the Western Norway University
of Applied Sciences were instructed to collect data from
six respondents each. Student-recruited sampling has
been found to be demographically similar to and does
not seem to deviate significantly from non-student-
recruited sampling regarding observed correlations
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(Wheeler et al.,, 2014). Additionally, student-recruited
sampling is a highly effective form of convenience sam-
pling that does not suffer from many of the potential
biases of student sampling in marketing research (James
& Sonner, 2001). The students were informed that they
could interview anyone they liked, such as parents, sib-
lings, neighbors and friends - except for fellow students
and faculty members in the department that organized
the course. They were also instructed to ensure that the
questionnaires were filled out completely. To avoid the
mono-operationalization of the service category, we
developed questionnaires for hotel, restaurant, banking,
and mobile operator companies. Most consumers are
familiar with these service types. Further, some level of
interaction between such services and consumers is neces-
sary to create value. These types of services typically also
offer both online and offline engagement platforms.
Overall, these characteristics makes these four types of
services relevant to the study of co-creation. We divided
the students into four approximately equally sized groups,
and each group collected data from respondents using
one respective version of the questionnaire (concerning
one of the respective service categories). Each student
collected data from three women and three men of dif-
ferent ages.

The beginning of the questionnaire instructed
respondents as follows (this following example is from
the banking version of the questionnaire):

We now want you to think about the bank at which you
are a customer. If you are a customer at several banks,
you can think about the bank you consider to be your
main bank. Please take some time to think about this
bank and a particular contact that you have had with the
bank. For example, this can be a contact related to
establishing your relationship with the bank, establish-
ing a savings account, taking out a loan, or another type
of contact you have had with the bank.

The respondents were then encouraged to answer the
survey items that measured the DART dimensions based
on their memories of interacting with the recalled bank
(or, for the other versions of the survey, a business in the
respective service category). After they had responded to
the DART items, they were provided with the following
new instructions (this example is again derived from the
banking version of the questionnaire):

We rarely think about it, but a bank can affect our
feelings, make us think, and provide us with various
sensory experiences. A bank can also engage us in var-
ious ways, and make us feel that we are part of
a community. In this way, a bank can provide customers
with various experiences; such experiences can be both
positive and negative.

We then encouraged the respondents to inform us about
their experiences with their main bank (or hotel, restau-
rant, or mobile operator) by responding to the items
related to the five brand experience dimensions.

The described procedure collected a dataset compris-
ing 594 respondents (99 students collected data from six
respondents). All the questionnaires were filled out
completely. The average age of the respondents was
32.9 years, and 297 men and 297 women ultimately
participated in the study. Of the respondents, 3.5% had
completed an education at the primary school level,
27.3% had a high school-level education, 48.7% had
completed one to three years of higher education, and
20.4% had completed more than three years of higher
education.

Measurement validation

We built on the DART scale proposed by Albinsson et al.
(2016). This is the scale most faithful to Prahalad and
Ramaswamys’ (2004c) definition of co-creation
(Mainardes et al., 2017) and has also inspired other
researchers’ empirical studies (e.g. Mainardes et al.,
2017; Malik & Ahsan, 2019). The dialogue element of
the DART scale was measured based on four of the nine
items proposed by Albinsson et al. (2016); we selected the
items with the highest factor loadings from their Study 1.
Access was measured based on the three items used by
Albinsson et al. (2016); however, to obtain more robust
measurements, we extended this measure with a fourth
item. The additional item for the access dimension was
“Brand’ let me decide how they should send or commu-
nicate their offerings to me.” This item was developed by
the authors. Risk assessment was based on the three items
with the highest loadings in Study 1 by Albinsson et al.
(2016) as well as the item “Brand’ informed me thor-
oughly about how they assessed benefits and risks for
their services” based on their item capturing the positive
and negative factors associated with product offerings
(Albinsson et al., 2016). The items used by Albinsson
et al. (2016) to measure transparency seemed slightly
unstable, and the loadings were rather low in those
authors’ Study 1. Hence, we adapted these items. The
first item we used was “Brand’ treated me as an equal
partner,” which is a simplification of the third item used
by Albinsson et al. (2016; Table 1). Another item used was
“Brand’ answered openly to all my questions,” which was
intended to capture the meaning of the second item used
by Albinsson et al. (2016; Table 1). We also used the item
“Brand’ fully disclosed information about their activities/
offerings and why they recommended them.” This item
was intended to capture the “fully disclose” element of the
first and fourth items used by Albinsson et al. (2016;
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Table 2. ltem wording, descriptives, and standardized factor loadings, Cronbach’s alpha, CR, and AVE (confirmatory factor analysis of
first-order latent variables). x*/d.f. = 2.21, CFl = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.048.

St.  Load
Dimension Items Mean d. ings a CR AVE
Dialogue “Brand” communicated with me to receive input on improving my service experience 3.09 137 0.79 0.83 0.84 0.56
“Brand” was interested in communicating with me about how to design and deliver a high-quality 0.85
service experience
“Brand” used multiple communication channels to encourage greater exchange of ideas with me 0.71
about their services
| had an active dialogue with “Brand” on how to add value to their services 0.63
Access “Brand” let me decide how | could receive their service offering 3.84 146 0.79 0.85 0.85 0.59
| had many options to choose from regarding how to receive “Brand’s” offering 0.78
It was easy for me to receive “Brand’s” offerings when, where, and how | wanted 0.71
“Brand” let me decide how they should send or communicate their offerings to me 0.78

Risk assessment “Brand” provided me with comprehensive information pertaining to how they assessed benefitsand 2.94 1.45 0.84 0.92 0.92 074

risks for their services

| received comprehensive information pertaining to the benefits and risks of “Brand’s” services 0.88
“Brand” fully informed me about benefits and risks stemming from using “Brand” 0.86
“Brand” informed me thoroughly about how they assessed benefits and risks for their services 0.86

Transpar “Brand” treated me as an equal partner 491 126 0.71 0.83 0.83 0.55
ency “Brand” behaved accountably toward me 0.82
“Brand” fully disclosed information about their activities/offerings and why they recommended 0.68

them

“Brand” answered openly to all my questions 0.75

Sens “Brand” makes a strong impression on my senses 339 1.68 088 0.94 0.94 0.84
ory Being a customer of the “Brand” gives me interesting sensory experiences 0.95
The “Brand” appeals strongly to my senses 0.93

Affect “Brand” induces my feelings 290 147 0.84 0.83 0.88 0.72
ive | have strong emotions for “Brand” 0.86
“Brand” often strongly engages me emotionally 0.84

Cognit | engage in a lot of thinking as a customer of “Brand” 261 129 0.77 0.84 0.84 0.64
ive Being a customer of “Brand” challenges my thinking and problem solving 0.87
“Brand” often challenges my way of thinking 0.77

Behav | often engage in action and behavior when I'm in contact with “Brand” 3.04 135 0.74 0.76 0.76 0.52
joral As a customer of “Brand” | am rarely passive 0.67
“Brand” activates me physically 0.75

Relational As customer of “Brand” | feel like | am part of a community 3.19 134 0.82 0.78 0.80 0.57
In a way, | feel like | am part of the “Brand” family 0.84
As a customer of “Brand” | never feel being left alone 0.58

Satis | am satisfied with “Brand” 518 140 093 093 093 0.81
faction Being a customer of “Brand” is a good choice for me 0.90
“Brand” lives up to my expectations 0.87

Table 1). In addition, the last part of the item (“and why
they recommended them”) was inspired by item 17,
which was used by Rawlins (2008; Table 1). The fourth
item we included,
was based on item 16 in Rawlins (2008; Table 1). Finally,

we developed a fifth item, “I experienced ‘Brand’ as trans-

Brand behaved accountably to me,”

parent,” to capture the construct’s overall meaning. We
adapted “Brand” to the four different services studied. In
the hotel version of the questionnaire, an example of
a statement was “The hotel treated me as an equal part-
ner.” In the bank version of the questionnaire, the same
statement was “The bank treated me as an equal partner,”
etc. An introductory text sensitized the informant to
consider a particular hotel, bank, etc. when responding,

as described in the first part of the Method section.
The other variables used in the current study were

based on previously validated measures. The sensory,
affective, cognitive, and behavioral dimensions of

a brand experience were based on the work of Brakus
et al. (2009), and the relational dimension was based on
Nysveen et al. (2013). We further measured brand satis-
faction with three items used in a prior study that have
linked brand experience to brand satisfaction (Nysveen
et al., 2013). All items were measured on a seven-point
Likert scale to indicate respondents’ level of agreement
with each item’s statement. Table 2 shows the factor
loadings for all items when analyzed as first-order fac-
tors, all of which were significant at the 1% level.
Consistent with Brakus et al. (2009), we considered
brand experience to be a second-order construct, but
we extended the dimensions of the second-order con-
struct with all five dimensions mentioned above.
Confirmatory factor analysis (Amos 26) of the mea-
surement model showed good fit (x*/d.f. = 2.59,
CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.052); however, one factor
loading for the transparency dimension (0.51) and
one loading for the relational brand experience
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Table 3. CR, AVE, maximum shared variance (MSV), correlations, and square root of AVE (along the diagonal).

CR AVE MSV 1 2 3 4 5 6
Brand exp str 0.80 0.47 0.13 0.68
Dialogue 0.84 0.56 0.23 0.27 0.75
Access 0.85 0.59 0.25 0.18 0.48 0.77
Risk assessment 0.92 0.74 0.25 0.15 0.43 0.50 0.86
Transparency 0.83 0.55 0.47 0.37 0.28 0.41 0.30 0.74
Satisfaction 0.93 0.81 0.47 0.34 0.25 0.34 0.12 0.69 0.90

The square root of AVE along the diagonal.

dimension (0.58) obtained somewhat low standardized
values. We excluded one item for the transparency
dimension, which increased the value of the average
variance extracted (AVE) on the transparency dimen-
sion from 0.49 to 0.55 (see Table 3). This value exceeds
the 0.5 threshold recommended by Hair et al. (2010).
The adjustments also improved the measurement mod-
el’s fit (Ax2 = 81.5, d.f. = 3); thus, the refined measure-
ment model with brand experience as a second-order
construct obtained a good fit (x*/d.f. = 2.59, CFI = 0.94,
RMSEA = 0.052). The AVE for brand experience was
still slightly below 0.5, but since the construct’s CR was
as high as 0.8 and the construct was a second-order
construct based on well-tested first-order dimensions
and items (Brakus et al., 2009), we decided to retain
brand experience as a second-order construct in the
further analyses.

According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), discrimi-
nant validity is achieved if the square root of the AVE is
higher for each construct than the correlation between
the constructs. We found that the correlations between
all variables were smaller than the square root of the
AVE for the related constructs (Table 3), indicating that
Fornell and Larcker’s criteria for discriminant validity
were met. Finally, Table 3 also shows that the maximum
shared variance was lower than the AVE for all con-
structs, meeting the discriminant validity criterion sug-
gested by Hair et al. (2010). We also tested for common
method bias by applying the principles suggested by
Podsakoft et al. (2003). The single factor explaining
most of the variance in the data accounted for 25.1%
of the variance (Harman test), thus indicating that com-
mon method bias was not a major problem in the
current study.

Results

Since our constructs are measured using reflective
items, and since we rely on a common factor model,
theoretical hypothesis development and consecutive
model testing, a covariance-based approach to struc-
tural equation modeling (SEM) is recommended
(Sarstedt et al., 2016). Thus, to test the hypotheses

we used a full model of all potential paths between
the DART elements and brand experience strength
applying SEM in Amos 26. The structural model
showed acceptable fit (xz/d.f. = 2.33, CFI = 0.95,
RMSEA = 0.047). Table 4 shows the results of this
analysis along with a model fit summary.

We found that dialogue has a positive influence on
brand which

Hypothesis 1. Regarding Hypothesis 2, we found

experience  strength, supports
a significant positive effect from access on brand
experience strength. For Hypothesis 3, the effect of
risk assessment on brand experience strength was
also significant, though it was negative. Hence,
hypotheses 2 and 3 were supported, but with positive
and negative influences, respectively. The results
further show that transparency significantly positively
influences brand experience strength. Hence, we also
found support for Hypothesis 4. The results show
strong support for the proposed positive influence
of brand experience strength on brand satisfaction.
Thus, Hypothesis 5 was supported.

To further investigate the robustness of the
model, we tested the model using multi-group ana-
lysis for hedonic versus utilitarian services. Hotels
and restaurants have been categorized as hedonic
services (e.g. Ladhari et al., 2017), whereas banking
has been categorized as a utilitarian service (e.g.
Hellén & Saiksjarvi, 2011; Ladhari et al., 2017).
Although a mobile operator provides access to
both utilitarian and hedonic services, the choice of
a mobile operator is influenced by service quality,
price, and brand image (Rahman et al., 2011), which
can be described as predominantly functional cri-
teria. Contemporary mobile operators mainly offer
customers data services that provide access to both
utilitarian and hedonic services; however, such data
services themselves are probably best categorized as
utilitarian. Hence, we categorized hotels and restau-
rants as hedonic services, and banks and mobile
operators as utilitarian services. The multi-group
model showed acceptable fit (Xz/d.f. = 1.86,
CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.038). The results are sum-
marized in Table 4, which first shows that the model
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Table 4. Results, explained variance (), standardized coefficients, **p < .01, *p < .05, tp < .10.

Effects utilitarian services (bank,

Effects hedonic services Test of service moderation

Relationships Effects all four services mobile operator) (hotel, restaurant) (A2 df.=1)

Dialogue = Brand experience 0.10* 0.17%* 0.03 1.22
strength

Access = Brand experience 0.13** 0.13 0.13t 0.18
strength

Risk assessment = Brand -0.21** -0.16% -0.14* 0.20
experience strength

Transparency =»Brand 0.75%* 0.79%* 0.73** 1.67
experience strength (62.8) (71.2) (61.2)

Brand experience strength=> 0.89%* 0.77** 0.95%* 0.01
Satisfaction (79.0) (59.2) (90.4)

Fit 2/d f.=2.33, CFI=0.95, ?/df.=1.86, CFI=0.93,

RMSEA=0.047 RMSEA=0.038

Table 5. Testing for indirect effects of the four DART elements through brand experiences on brand satisfaction by use of Preacher and
Hayes (2008) procedure with AMOS 26. Standardized effects based on 5000 bootstrap samples. All service categories. **p < .01,

*p < .05, tp < .10.

Direct on brand experience Direct on Indirect effect through brand experience Mediation moderated by service
Effects of/on strength satisfaction strength categories
Dialogue 0.03 0.07t 0.01 —-0.06
Access 0.09 0.091 0.02 —-0.02
Risk —0.23** -0.10* —0.06** 0.10*
assessment
Transparency 0.45%* 0.54** 0.13%* -0.22*

explains a large part of the variance in brand experi-
ence strength and brand satisfaction across both
service categories even if it seems that brand experi-
ence strength is more important in explaining satis-
faction with hedonic than utilitarian
services. Furthermore, when testing the fully con-
strained model of service category invariance versus
the unconstrained model, we found that the model
seemed invariant across categories (Ax> = 5.80, d.
f. = 5). Additionally, when testing the significance of
the differences between the constrained and uncon-
strained models individually for each structural
weight, Table 4 shows that none of the differences
between structural weights across service categories
are significant. Therefore, we conclude that the
model is stable and invariant across service
categories.

services

However, since brand experience strength is
a second-order construct, the five structural weights
between the brand experience strength dimensions and
the second-order construct can also be tested for invar-
iance using multi-group analysis. In this case, the ana-
lysis demonstrates that the structural weight between
cognitive experience strength and the second-order con-
struct differed between service categories (Ay* = 8.95, d.
f. =1, p < 0.01). Cognitive experience strength is a sig-
nificant component of brand experience strength for
both hedonic and utilitarian services, but it contributes

negatively to the brand experience strength of hedonic
services and positively to the brand experience strength
of utilitarian services.

According to Holmbeck (1997) and Baron and
Kenny (1986), full mediation implies that no signif-
icant effects and no significant improvement in fit
are found when compared with the partially
mediated model, adding the direct effects of dialo-
gue, access, risk assessment, and transparency on
brand The that
included the direct effects of dialogue, access, risk
assessment, and transparency on satisfaction showed
a significantly better fit (Ax* = 61.4, d.f. = 4) (the fit
of the direct and indirect effects model was x*d.
f. = 2.22, CFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.047), and the
direct effects of risk assessment (p = -0.10,
p < 0.05) and transparency (B = 0.54, p < 0.01) on
satisfaction were significant. The direct effects of
dialogue (B = 0.07, p < 0.10) and access (f = 0.09,
p < 0.10), on the other hand, were insignificant.
Finally, the effects of brand experience strength on
satisfaction remained significant (P 0.26,
p < 0.019). Thus, this suggests that the effects of
the DART elements on brand satisfaction are par-
tially mediated by brand experience strength, but
that the mediation depends on the elements of

satisfaction. structural model

DART under consideration.
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Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach to testing for
mediation has faced some criticism. Zhao et al.
(2010) argued that the procedure described by
Preacher and Hayes (2008), which tests the indirect
effects of the individual paths, should be preferred.
Therefore, we extended the analysis by including
Preacher and Hayes (2008) procedure, which is
reported in Table 5 for the indirect influences on
satisfaction.

The estimates in Table 5 are based on 5.000 bootstrap
re-samples. The product of the coeflicient approach
using the bootstrapping re-sampling method was used
to test the significance of the indirect effects (Picén et al.,
2014; Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The analyses revealed
that dialogue and access have neither significant direct
effects on satisfaction nor any significant effects on
satisfaction mediated by brand experience strength.
However, risk assessment and transparency have both
significant direct effects (p = —0.10, p < 0.05, and B«
=0.54, p < 0.01) on satisfaction and significant mediated
effects (f = —-0.06, p < 0.01, and B, = 0.13, p < 0.01)
through brand experience strength. Both the direct and
mediated effects of risk assessment are negative, while
both the direct and mediated effects of transparency are
positive. Thus, the effects of co-creation on satisfaction
are partially mediated through brand experience
strength.

Discussion

A two-dimensional framework with the four ele-
ments of co-creation and the five dimensions of
brand experience strength seems fruitful in guiding
activities initiated by a brand on for example social
engagement platforms (Table 6). This framework
can be used to strategically combine different social
media channels to stimulate particular dimensions
of brand experience strength with specific DART
elements on one channel and different dimensions
and elements on another while, simultaneously,
managing the integrated experience. On social net-
working sites, the vividness of brand fan pages,
which represents how extensively different senses
are stimulated (low (pictorial), medium (event),
and high (video)), positively influences the number
of likes accrued (Vries et al., 2012). Davis et al.
(2014) discussed functional, emotional, social, and
relational elements as core drivers of brand con-
sumption in social media. Overall, these studies
illustrate the potential value of stimulating the sen-
sory, affective, cognitive, behavioral, and relational
brand experience strength dimensions through the
DART elements social media platforms.
Building on Table 6, and using environmental trans-
parency (T) as an example, we suggest that brand
managers can influence sensory experience by inter-
acting transparently with their customers about

over

Table 6. Managerial guidelines. Framework for using co-creation elements to strengthen dimensions of brand experience with

examples of strategic combinations.

Purpose Sensory Affective Cognitive Behavioral Social
Dialogue Stimulate high Active use of media Differentiated Differentiated Differentiated Differentiated social
engagement interactions richness/ media interaction types social media social media media channels (e.g.
characteristics on social media channels (e.g. channels (e.g. social media fan
(e.g. augmented (e.g. personal video-sharing activity-oriented groups)
and/or virtual across channels) product social media
reality) channels) platforms)
Access Stimulate high Access to elaborate Hedonic response  Consumer access  Open APIs that Active brand group
engagement interactions  information in formats to to strategic stimulate third formation around
various formats consumers’ activities (e.g. party activities strategic activities
information innovation (e.g. shared
search (e.g. platform) missions on
atmosphere and innovation
pleasure) platforms)
Risk assessment Reduce the need for high-  Risk-assuring High-level risk- Simple risk Risk-assuring Sharing risk -assuring
engagement interactions information reducing services assessment communication testimonies from
given in simple supporting trust tools on “My in low- other consumers
formats (e.g. influencer Brand” engagement
networks) websites and in platforms (e.g.
personal traditional
branded apps media)
Transparency Stimulate high- Reveal open Active response to  Easy searchable Enable platform-  Experience sharing

engagement interactions processes in controversy in archives of type affordances across websites,
various formats social media process on open apps, and different
(e.g. virtual information processes social media
touring) and (observed, liked, channels
experiences shared,

followed)




their environmental footprints through rich and
vivid media. To influence affective experience,
brands can openly reveal their social responsibility
policy, illustrating how they care for both people
and nature. Brand managers can also exercise trans-
parency by providing tools that calculate their pro-
ducts’ environmental footprints throughout their life
cycles, engaging customers intellectually and influ-
encing their cognitive experience. Brand managers
can also exercise transparency regarding ideas for
new products and they can incorporate customers
into sustainability discussions about such ideas,
influencing customers’ behavioral experience.
Finally, brands can engage customers socially, for
example by organizing a customer community in
which customers can openly discuss the environ-
mental profile of a brand’s products, and through
that, influence customers’ relational experience. We
anticipate that, by applying Table 6 as illustrated for
environmental transparency (T) above also for dia-
logue (D), access (A), and risk assessment (R),
Table 6 can help brand managers to develop new
ways to use the DART elements of co-creation
(individually or in an integrated manner) to influ-
ence brand experience and brand satisfaction.

We have demonstrated how the risk assessment and
transparency elements affect brand satisfaction both
directly and indirectly. Therefore, managers should par-
ticularly focus on managing these two elements of our
two-dimensional framework (Table 6). Based on this
framework, social media channels may be considered
well suited to ensure continued investment in interac-
tions about transparency, but this is also challenging
because the path that interactions about a transparency
issue takes from consumers’ engagement is not easily
controlled over social media (DiStaso & Bortree, 2012).
Risk assessment is even more complex concerning the
applicability of different engagement platforms. In this
context, brands may have to complement their presence
on engagement platforms for risk assessment, such as
rating and comparison shopping sites, by offering their
own engagement platforms within the boundaries of the
brand website or branded apps. Examples include tools
to easily personalize offerings, the design of complemen-
tary services around the offerings, and tools for reducing
the cognitive efforts of consumers in designing and
choosing between these offerings.

Homburg et al. (2017, p. 377) stated that we are facing
“increasingly transparent, empowered, and collaborative
consumer markets,” and that customer experience man-
agement is a promising avenue through which to appeal
to such markets. The two-dimensional framework
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suggested by our findings (Table 6) offers guidance for
this management.

Theoretical contributions

The research model we tested in this study has, as far as
we know, not been tested empirically in prior research.
The results show that the DART elements influence
brand experience strength (Table 4) and brand satisfac-
tion (Table 5). This finding aligns with the discussion of
other researchers who have associated co-creation with
brand experience (Alves et al., 2016; Galvagno & Dalli,
2014; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b) and thereby indi-
cates that co-creation is an important antecedent for
brand experience strength and brand satisfaction.
While Nysveen and Pedersen (2014) studied the influ-
ences of co-creation as a general construct on brand
experience dimensions and brand satisfaction, our
results constitute a unique contribution that advances
the existing research by empirically explaining each
DART element’s influences on brand experience
strength and brand satisfaction. Interestingly, the influ-
ences of risk assessment on brand experience strength
and brand satisfaction were negative, while the other
three elements exerted positive influences. Risk assess-
ment (R) refers to the level to which customers are fully
informed and receive comprehensive information about
the benefits and risks associated with using a brand. The
negative influence we found in this regard may indicate
that risk assessment is, even when comprehensive infor-
mation is provided, complex and difficult to undertake.
Comprehensive information may give consumers
a feeling of information overload, and the risk assess-
ment activity may become cognitively overwhelming for
them. Hence, tools may be needed that can help con-
sumers assess risk more easily and quickly. Also, perso-
nalized risk information can make risk assessment more
relevant and “to the point” for individual consumers.
Risk perception is typically higher for services than
physical products (Morrison & Crane, 2007). We exam-
ined four services in the empirical study. This may imply
that risk assessment is perceived as relatively complex
and uncertain. Hence, tools that can effectively help
customers (assess risk more clearly, quickly, and rele-
vantly (in a more personalized manner)) may be parti-
cularly important for services. The negative influence of
risk assessment is interesting in that it indicates that the
relationship between co-creation and brand experience
strength is more complex than previous research
suggests.

The results further revealed positive influences of
brand experience strength on brand satisfaction. These
results confirm findings in prior research on the
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relevance of brand experience strength as an antecedent
to brand satisfaction (Brakus et al., 2009; Kim et al,,
2015; Sahin et al., 2013). However, the mediation analy-
sis reported in Table 5 also revealed that brand experi-
ence strength mediates some of the influences (partial
mediation) of risk assessment and transparency on
brand satisfaction. These results point to the significance
of brand experience strength for building brand satisfac-
tion through co-creation. The mediation analyses con-
firm the partial mediation of brand experience strength
revealed by Nysveen and Pedersen (2014). However, the
results also advance existing research by identifying in
greater detail which DART dimensions influence brand
satisfaction through brand experience strength.

We also tested the model specifically for utilitarian
services and hedonic services (Table 4). Although we
found some differences in this regard, none were sig-
nificant. This finding aligns with the work of Batra and
Ahtola (1990, p. 161), who claimed that hedonic and
utilitarian motives for consumption “need not be (and
usually are not) mutually exclusive.” Although restau-
rants and hotels have been associated with hedonic
consumption (Ladhari et al., 2017), while banking and
mobile operators can be considered mainly utilitarian,
the results of our study support previous research find-
ings that both hedonic and utilitarian values are relevant
to restaurant settings (Ryu et al., 2010), mobile hotel
booking (Ozturk et al., 2016), service recovery responses
in hotel reservation settings (Park & Ha, 2016), and
mobile banking (Jamshidi et al., 2018). The findings
support the theoretical framework as a generic model
that is valid across services that provide utilitarian and
hedonic benefits, and contribute to resolving prior dis-
cussion on the co-creation differences between hedonic
and utilitarian services (Blinda et al., 2019; Saarijirvi
et al., 2013).

Managerial implications

In general, the results point to the importance of co-
creation as an activity that can improve brand experi-
ence strength and brand satisfaction. Hence, brand
managers should carefully foster co-creation activities
with their customers carefully. The results also point
more specifically to how co-creation can be nurtured
fruitfully through the four DART elements. The positive
influences of DAT revealed in this study indicate that
brand managers should actively facilitate these three
elements to strengthen brand experience and build
brand satisfaction. The negative influence of risk assess-
ment illustrates the complexity of co-creation for brand

managers. Possible solutions to this complexity may
include attempting to simplify risk assessment and pro-
moting clear, instantaneous support for customers seek-
ing to assess risks. The fact that brand experience
strength mediates some of the influences of risk assess-
ment and transparency on brand satisfaction underlines
the importance of stimulating brand experience strength
through risk assessment and transparency. Hence, it is
particularly important for brand managers to have cus-
tomers’ sensory, affective, cognitive, behavioral and rela-
tional experiences in mind when developing and
attending to the transparency and risk assessment ele-
ments. Finally, the results show that the influences of the
DART elements on brand experience strength do not
significantly differ between utilitarian and hedonic ser-
vices. Hence, we suggest that managers foster the co-
creation elements regardless of whether their brand
offers utilitarian or hedonic services.

Limitations and future research

Wheeler et al. (2014) indicated that student-recruited
sampling is similar to non-student-recruited sampling.
We used 99 different students as interviewers to stimu-
late variance in the respondent recruitment process.
These students recruited the respondents based on com-
mon instructions. Future studies may follow a similar
approach with variance in the respondent recruitment
process to reduce possible recruitment biases. Further,
the students were informed that they could recruit any-
one they liked. Such convenience sampling may imply
sample biases. We recommend that future studies apply
probability sampling to evaluate the possible sample
biases in our study.

We compared the research model across hedonic
versus utilitarian services. This categorization was
based on descriptions of the four services from the
existing literature. We did not measure the respondents’
perceptions of the hedonic versus utilitarian character of
these services. We recommend that future studies
include such measures to ensure a more valid empirical
categorization (“manipulation”) of this dichotomy.
Further, we found no differences between utilitarian
and hedonic services in our study. Still, to facilitate
a more targeted implementation of DART tactics
among brand managers, we encourage research to
explore other service categories for possible moderating
influences on the relationships of their research models.

To explain the influences of co-creation on brand
experience strength and brand satisfaction, we used an
engagement perspective, with a special focus on
“investment in  specific brand interactions”



(Hollebeek, 2011b, p. 555) as the theoretical mechan-
ism. Such an interactional approach to explain the
influences of co-creation was also suggested by
Ramaswamy and Ozcan (2018). We used this interac-
tional approach as a theoretical mechanism to develop
our hypotheses; however, we have not yet empirically
studied how brand engagement and investment in
brand interaction may mediate the four co-creation
elements’ influences on brand experience strength.
We encourage future research to empirically test
brand engagement as an additional mediating mechan-
ism for the influences of the DART elements in order
to conduct a stronger test of the role of (types of) brand
engagement in the causal chain from the DART ele-
ments to brand experience strength. Such a test would,
however, require systematic variation in the “invest-
ments in brand interactions” on both the brand and
consumer sides, which would probably be controlled
best using experimental research designs.

In the current study we focused on the temporal phase
at which co-creation initiatives stimulate engagement,
and thereby brand experiences and brand satisfaction.
Other researchers have for example found influences of
engagement on co-creation (Rather et al., 2019, 2022).
The study by Rather et al. (2022) is particularly interest-
ing, in that it identified mean differences between both
engagement and experience constructs among first time
tourists versus repeat tourists. According to their results,
the cognitive dimension of both engagement and experi-
ence seems stronger for first time tourists than repeat
tourists, while the opposite is true for the other dimen-
sions of engagement and experience. Considering the
relationships in our research model over time, we must
probably accept a high degree of reciprocity in how these
variables can influence each other. Hence, we encourage
future research on factors that can influence the causal
flow of the variables included in the research model
investigated in this article.

The brand experience scale developed by Brakus et al.
(2009) has contributed substantially to brand experience
research. Measuring brand experience dimensions,
Brakus et al. (2009) emphasized the strength of the
brand experience dimensions rather than the valence of
brand experience. In a commentary, Schmitt et al. (2015)
claimed that strong experiences could be enough to influ-
ence satisfaction and loyalty. Gahler et al. (2019, p. 11)
argued that “it can be difficult to act on” experience data
that measure experience strength only. Furthermore,
Gahler et al. (2019, p. 11) claimed that measures that do
not capture experience valence may also be “less practic-
able” for predictions of satisfaction and loyalty. Although
we commend the perspective proposed by Brakus et al.
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(2009), our findings support the recommendations of
Gahler et al. (2019), which can be used to guide experi-
ence research to be even more important and useful for
managers in the future.

Overall, our study indicates that the causal chain from
co-creation to brand satisfaction is more complex than
previous research has suggested. Our research presents
avenues through which to unravel and operationalize this
complexity, and we hope this study can inspire future
research in this area.
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Appendix

Co-creation articles in leading marketing journals.

Reference Purpose Methodology Findings

Wieser et al. (2021),  To explore “How Brand Leaders and “In-depth, interpretive case study” of the The article illustrates how brand leaders
Journal of Consumers Co-Create Charismatic leader of an Austrian shoe staging of charismatic authority can be
Consumer Research  Authority in the Marketplace” (p. 1, in manufacturer. validated and/or challenged over time by

Syam and Pazgal
(2013), Marketing
Science

Ramaswamy and
Ozcan (2016),
International
Journal of Research
in Marketing

Kull and Heath
(2016),
International
Journal of Research
in Marketing

Cohen-Vernik et al.
(2019),
International
Journal of Research
in Marketing

Title)

To “model co-creation and to determine the
optimal cooperative productive efforts of
the firm and the consumer as well as
pricing by the firm” (p. 805)

To “present an integrative framework of
brand value co-creation with theoretical
underpinnings in joint agencial
experiential creation of brand value”

(p- 93)

Explores branding implications of co-
created social responsibility “in which the
consumer, not the brand, chooses the
charitable cause to which the brand will
donate in response to the consumer’s
purchase” (p. 78).

To “analyze competition between two
downstream firms who sell products that
are potentially co-created with an
upstream supplier. The firms
simultaneously decide on whether or not
to participate in the co-creation process
with the Supplier” (p. 66)

Economic modeling

Conceptual. Theoretical model is
developed. Nike, Starbucks and Apple
used as illustrative examples.

Empirical. Three experiments.

Modeling.

consumers — fueled by entrainment
resources as social media, marketplace
sentiments, and brand manifestations —
and finally lead to a manifest charismatic
situation (where things have “leveled off”
and “taken shape” (p. 15-16)).

Co-creation has positive influences on

profit. When users connect with a lead
user in the center (centralized
externalities network) profit is higher
than without user connections and also
higher than with a decentralized network
(both pattern and number of links in the
network matters). For a monopolist in

a centralized network, it is better to
charge a single price than to price
discriminate.

The theoretical framework describes what

they call the ecosystem of brand
capabilities (the joint capabilities of
individuals and enterprises). From this
ecosystem the brand engagement
platform emerges. Engagement
platforms can be based on both brand
relations and brand offerings. Brand
engagement platforms can work as the
interfaces of brand experience, and is
supposed to influence brand value
outcomes.

When consumers can decide who the brand

should donate to (co-creation in cause-
related marketing), it strengthens the
relationship between the consumer and
the brand (brand attachment, brand
attitude, and purchase intention).
Consumer empowerment and consumer
engagement mediate these effects
(Consumer cause choice -> Consumer
empowerment -> Consumer
engagement -> Brand outcomes). Brand
image is included as a boundary
condition, indicating that cause-related
marketing campaigns that are co-created
with consumers can have negative
influence for brands with a negative
image.

In the competition situation illustrated, “Co-
creating firms can tap into the Supplier’s
expertise and resources in order to create
a better product. On the other hand they
run the risk that their innovative effort
will spillover to their rivals via the
Supplier.” (p. 78). The model proposed
“captures this trade-off by incorporating
endogenous pricing and effort choices by
the upstream supplier and the
downstream firms.” (p. 78). The model
demonstrates several findings — among
them that “channel members are making
higher profit when they all co-create, as
compared to the situation where there is
no co-creation and the Supplier alone
designs the product.” (p. 78).

(Continued)
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Reference

Purpose Methodology

Findings

Thompson and
Malaviya (2013),
Journal of
Marketing

Payne et al. (2008),
Journal of the
Academy of
Marketing Science

Dong et al. (2008),
Journal of the
Academy of
Marketing Science

Edvardsson et al.
(2011), Journal of
the Academy of
Marketing Science

Roggeveen et al.
(2012), Journal of
the Academy of
Marketing Science

Gronroos and Voima To “analyze value creation in service by

(2013), Journal of
the Academy of
Marketing Science

To explore “whether brands benefit from

“To develop a process-based conceptual

To study the consequences of “customer

To identify “specific situations in which co-

... to expand understanding of service

Empirical. Four studies (including pilot
communicating to consumers who had study) are reported. Experiments
not been involved in the co-creation

process that a target ad was developed

by a fellow consumer” (p. 33).

Conceptual/(Empirical). The conceptual
model was reviewed and developed
through field-based research (three

framework for understanding and
improving value co-creation within the
context of S-D logic” (p. 83)

One role playing experiment.
participation in service recovery” on

satisfaction with service recovery and

future co-creation behavior.

Conceptual
exchange and value-co-creation by

complementing these central aspects of

S-D logic with key concepts from social

construction theories” (p. 327).

Empirical. Four studies are reported.
creation is and is not useful” (p. 771). Experiments.
Focus on co-creation of service recovery

situations with “external locus of

responsibility for delay”(p. 772)

Conceptual
analytically defining value co-creation

and value creation with a focus on the

roles of the customer and the firm, then

analyzing co-creation as a function of

their interaction” (p. 134).

workshops and individual interviews).

The results show that disclosure of ad co-
creation reduces ad and brand
evaluation. A skepticism - identification
model is proposed. Results indicate that
factors that reduce skepticism
(constrained cognitive resources for ad
elaboration) and factors that increase
identification with the ad co-creator (1.
background Information about the ad co-
creator and 2.brand loyalty) contribute to
more positive ad and brand evaluation.

There are three main components in the
conceptual model; 1.customer processes,
2.supplier processes, and 3.encounter
processes. Supplier processes focus “co-
creation and relationship experience
design,” and how this develops over time
through organizational learning.
Customer processes includes
“relationship experience” (cognition,
emotion, behavior) and how this
develops over time through customer
learning. The encounter process refers to
the reciprocal interaction between the
customer and the organization through
various types of encounters (which is
illustrated in a life cycle (process) logic for
a travel company)

The results indicate positive influences of
“customer participation in service
recovery” in a self-service technology
context on 1.satisfaction with service
recovery and 2.role clarity-, perceived
value-, and intention to co-create value
in the future.

Central ideas are that value co-creation
follows social structures and happens
within social systems where customers
and companies “adopt certain social
positions and roles as they interact and
reproduce social structures” (p. 330). The
study propose that these concepts are
critical for creating the social reality for
actors as they jointly co-create value.

Co-creation is found to improve both
satisfaction and purchase intention for
severe (but not for less severe) service
delays. Equity mediates this effect.
Further, co-creation of service recovery is
found to be effective only when viewed
positively by customers. Finally, not
meeting customers’ requests (vs meeting
customers’ requests) leads to lower
customer evaluations. “ ... exceeding
customers’ requests does not improve
evaluations beyond those achieved by
simply meeting the request” (p. 786).

Value creation is divided into 1.provider
sphere, 2.joint sphere, and 3.customer
sphere. Main takeaways are that 1)the
customer is the value creator, 2)the firm
is a facilitator for customer value, the firm
can co-create value jointly with the
customers, the firm can influence value
creation among its customers directly
and actively, 3)"Value is accumulating
through the customer’s value-creating
process” (p. 145), and 4)"Value is always
uniquely and both experientially and
contextually perceived and determined
by the customer” (p. 145).

(Continued)
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(Continued).

Reference Purpose Methodology

Findings

Heidenreich et al. To shed “light on potential risks of co- Empirical. Four studies are reported.
(2015), Journal of created services” (p. 279). Main focus is Experiments
the Academy of on co-creation in service failure
Marketing Science situations.

Ranjan and Read To explore the underlying elements of value Literature review. Two empirical studies.
(2016), Journal of co-creation (VCC) and how they work. To
the Academy of develop empirical measures “faithful to
Marketing Science the theoretical concept of VCC” (p. 290)

Malshe and Friend  To explore non-receptivity to VCC initiatives Qualitative study. “114 in-depth

(2018), Journal of in a B2B context. “What are the interviews across 57 business-to-
the Academy of underlying reasons for customer non- business evaluations”
Marketing Science receptivity?” (p. 896), and what are useful

strategies to overcome non-receptivity to
VCCinitiatives?

Results indicate that, in a service failure

situation, high co-creation level in initial
service delivery increase disconfirmation
and reduce customer satisfaction. Also,
the results indicate that a good strategy
is to keep the level of co-creation
constant across the initial service delivery
and the service recovery activities. Co-
creation in initial service delivery seems
to enhance internal failure attribution
and perceived guilt. Involving customers
in co-creation in the service recovery
activities may alleviate guilt perception
and restore customers’ emotional
equilibrium.

A review of existing literature (n = 149

articles) and a categorization of them
along six elements of VCC are presented.
Development and validation of a VCC
measurement index. Knowledge, Equity
and Interaction are elements associated
with Co-production while Experience,
Personalization, and Relationship are
elements associated with Value-in-use.
Co-production and Value-in-use are both
positively associated with Value co-
creation. Value co-creation is found to be
positively related to Satisfaction.

Three types of customer non-receptivity are

identified; “apathy, ambivalence, and
annoyance” (p. 895). Further, six
strategies are suggested to reduce non-
receptivity among B2B customers;
“intrinsic initiative, inspiration and
implementation, complexity absorption,
value alignment, credibility building, and
objective centrality” (p. 895).

Keeling et al. (2021), To “provide a detailed examination of the  Longitudinal, ethnographic study. Health Three dialogic engagement principles are

Journal of the role of DE as a source of value creation or care services (13 specialist, 24 patients).
Academy of destruction over time for complex Overall, 61 consultations were
Marketing Science services” (p. 237) observed.

DE: Dialogic Engagement.

used as the theoretical lens; Dialogic
democracy, Intellectual honesty, and
Affirmation. Mechanisms for achieving
these principles (co-creation
mechanisms) are identified, and
mechanisms that can destroy these
principles (co-destruction mechanisms)
are identified. Further, the study
illustrates processes for how these
mechanisms can develop over time and
lead to various outcomes.

Based on Title search in Google Scholar, period from 2005-2021. Search terms were “Co-creation,” “Co-create,” and “Co-created.” Limited to ABS 4* and ABS 4

marketing and consumer research journals (June 10, 2022).
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