
AMS Conceptual Research Proposal 

Title: Ecosystem Alignment around Customers 

 

 

 

Abstract: 

This paper builds on current service and marketing literature on the emerging ecosystem 

perspective and the key role of customers to conceptualize actor alignment. Setting the ecosystem 

nexus as the primary beneficiary, the customer, the study situates the customer’s value-creating 

network of relations within the broader, often-indirect influence of actors at multiple ecosystem 

levels. Ecosystem actor alignment is then conceptualized as a multi-dimensional framework based 

on an integrative review of customer ecosystems and ecosystem alignment. The framework 

elucidates the dimensionality as well as the potential mechanisms and facilitators of intra/inter-

actor alignment, enabling a detailed multi-dimensional assessment of alignment-misalignment in 

ecosystems. The paper is a step to providing structure and granularity to diverse concepts and 

perspectives related to the ubiquitous term of alignment. It helps researchers and practitioners to 

clarify and apply the concept to actor dynamics enabling diagnostics of customer and ecosystem 

alignment/misalignments, crucial for adaptability and change. 
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Problematization / justification for the topic 

Ecosystems are often emerging and in flux, complex and destabilized by changes in environments, 

markets and consumer behavior (e.g. Skylar et al. 2019). Marketing and service research highlight 

the inter-relatedness and embeddedness of value co-creating actors in ecosystems (Vargo & Lusch, 

2016; Wieland et al. 2012). However, ecosystem actors are not always adequately aligned due to 

the multiplicity of actors with different priorities and points of view (e.g. Strandvik et al. 2012) – 

customers, providers, suppliers, developers, etc. This challenges decision-makers who are charged 

with aligning the demands across different levels and interdependent actors (Frow et al. 2019). 

Moreover, even though the imperative of aligning with customers is ubiquitous in marketing, 

alignment has not been formally developed, and specifically around the primacy of the customer 

(Uslay et al. 2009 - on Peter Drucker) - the main service beneficiary and determinant of value 

(Heinonen et al. 2010; Vargo and Lusch 2008, 2016). Alignment of actors has been described as a 

state of harmony (Polese et al. 2017) or resonance (Barile et al. 2016), and is used, often implicitly, 

in relation to value: for e.g., the alignment of resources (e.g. Wernerfelt 1984), of institutional 

arrangements (Vargo and Lusch 2016), of intentionality and purposes (e.g. Taillard et al. 2016), 

and of processes and activities (e.g. Grönroos and Helle 2010; Payne et al. 2008). Still, alignment 

is not sufficiently understood as a concept, and there is much potential to consolidate disparate 

research into a dynamic characterization of actor relations in ecosystems. An in-depth 

understanding of actor alignment, specifically customer alignment, opens the door to new 

opportunities for convergence around customers and value creation in ecosystems.  

Positioning and Literature Review  

This paper builds on current service and marketing literature related to the emerging ecosystem 

perspective (e.g. Adner 2017; Vargo et al. 2017) and the key role of customers (Heinonen et al. 

2010). A customer represents an individual or a collective (e.g. customer unit - Voima et al. 2011; 
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customer network - Čaić et al. 2019). The customer determines the value subjectively within 

networks (Čaić et al. 2019; Heinonen et al. 2010; Vargo and Lusch 2008, 2016), which can be 

collectively denoted as the customer ecosystem – “a system of actors and elements related to the 

customer that is relevant in a specific service” (Voima et al. 2011, p. 1015). This can be contrasted 

to service ecosystems which are defined as “a set of actors that contribute to the user value 

proposition of a focal product or service” (Kapoor 2018, p.10). While service ecosystems delimit 

a set of actors contributing to a central VP or offering (Adner 2017; Jacobides et al. 2018; Kapoor 

2018; Vargo and Lusch 2011), customer ecosystems represent the customer and the set of actors 

pertinent to the actualization of customer value (Holmqvist et al. 2020; Heinonen and Strandvik 

2018). The actors, resources and processes can be quite different: e.g., the customer ecosystem 

may include competing offers, other services and groups of actors falling outside the scope of the 

focal service offering; whereas the service ecosystem view may include actors such as suppliers 

and legislators falling outside the purview of the customer. We reconcile this dichotomy with a 

more general ecosystem view (actor-to-actor – Vargo and Lusch 2011; Wieland et al. 2012) 

placing customer ecosystems within the wider service and societal context; this situates the 

customer’s value-creating network of relations within the broader, often-indirect influence of 

actors at multiple ecosystem levels (e.g. Gummesson and Polese 2009). Thus, we define the nexus 

of an ecosystem as the customer (Heinonen et al. 2010), and we espouse an inclusive approach to 

ecosystem alignment encompassing actors with both direct & indirect influence on customer value.  

Research Methodology 

We conducted an integrative literature review (Torraco 2005) with two searches on 

WebOfScience: ‘customer/user/patient ecosystems’ revealing a paucity of articles which were 

synthesized into a preliminary view (see Table 1 and Table 2 for an overview); and ‘alignment’ 
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AND ‘ecosystems’ yielding a cross-cutting view across various literature streams. The review was 

guided by two general questions: (1) what is the relation of alignment to customer value, and (2) 

what constitutes alignment and its mechanisms. We synthesized the dimensions of actor alignment 

in relation to customer value in ‘customer ecosystems’, but we also looked for convergence across 

ecosystems levels so that a dimension had to apply to actor relations at multiple ecosystem levels 

to qualify into our framework (see Table 3). We also embraced an integral perspective (Esbjorn-

Hargens 2010) making the framework more inclusive in representing actors at individual and 

collective levels, and at both interior (subjective) and exterior (objective) levels (see Figure 2). 

Conceptual Framework/Model 

The analysis produced the Ecosystem Alignment Framework (Figure 1) including: Dimensions 

(Figure 3), Mechanisms and Facilitators (Table 5) of actor alignment in ecosystems and its relation 

to pertinent variables such as customer value. Table 4 defines the framework’s fundamental 

elements. Ecosystem alignment is conceptualized as a multi-level process (i.e. micro, meso, macro 

- e.g. Vink et al. 2020); a kind of systemic gauge of ‘customer-centricity’ or ‘conduciveness to 

customer value’ in relation to a particular offering. The model can also be applied to portray 

alignment with respect to any actor, or across any dyad or aggregate of actors (ANT - Latour 1996).  

Dimensionality: Figure 3 shows the verticality of alignment with higher-order dimensions of 

strategies, values and identities. Along with intentionality/purpose, these reflect alignment at the 

level of information processing and cognitive interpretation schemes (Barile et al. 2014; Strandvik 

et al. 2014) and in relation to self-referential congruence (e.g. Sirgy et al. 1991). The next set of 

dimensions encompasses the needs (needings – Strandvik et al. 2012), desires, and expectations 

(e.g. Holmqvist, et al., 2020) of a customer (actor), and their fit with the objectives and offerings 

of others. Misalignment may exist between the conception of an offering, its communication, and 
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its interpretation by others (e.g. Polese et al. 2017; Taillard et al. 2016). Furthermore, the activities, 

processes and resources related to an offering need to be compatible and operating smoothly for 

value creation to emerge (e.g. Grönroos and Helle 2010). Characteristic of alignment is the 

complex ‘multi-dimensionality’ reflecting the simultaneous intra/inter-actor alignment on the same 

dimensions (horizontal) and across different dimensions (vertical). An example is the aligned 

intentionality of actors which may or may not resonate with their values and activities. Another 

example is the inter/intra-actor alignment of resources (e.g. Peters, 2016) for a set of actors 

practicing an activity together demanding a specialized set of equipment and skills - operand and 

operant resources, including competencies (Vargo and Lusch 2008; Kleinaltenkamp et al. 2012, 

Haase and Kleinaltenkamp 2011). Alignment does not imply the content of a dimension is identical 

between actors; instead, what is important is the compatibility and complementarity for successful 

interaction and mutual satisfaction to emerge (resonance – Peters et al. 2020). 

Alignment Mechanisms: Table 5 elucidates alignment processes and outcomes. Sense-making and 

learning are some conduits for cognitive alignment leading to information symmetry and the 

sharing in a mutual stock of knowledge - fundamental to phenomenological attunement (Ashworth 

et al. 1992). Phenomenological attunement (Delancey 2014) also requires a sense of commitment 

and trust characteristic of consonant relations, especially when information is asymmetrical (Barile 

et al. 2014). Moreover, alignment is enacted with predictive and adaptive behaviors (Gallotti et al. 

2017), successful interaction (Peters et al. 2020) and resource integration (Vargo and Lusch 2004), 

which ideally confirm expectations (Oliver 2006; Behling & Starke, 1973), and increase value co-

creation (Vargo and Lusch 2004), mutual satisfaction (Barile and Polese 2010), and states of flow 

(Mathwick and Rigdon 2004) and self-congruity (Sirgy et al. 1991). As such, alignment functions 

recursively as processes and outcomes/states, reflecting a temporality of interactivity where 
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experiences are shaped based on past experiences and expectations, as well as projections into the 

future (e.g. Eggert et al. 2019; engagement & dispositions – Brodie et al. 2019). 

Alignment Facilitators: those support and energize the mechanisms and can be organized into two 

categorizations: structural and relational (e.g. Moran 2005; Rowley et al. 2000). Structural 

facilitators foster alignment via an infrastructure of resources, capabilities and institutional 

arrangements, whereas relational facilitators reflect supportive interactivity built around trust and 

reciprocity (Barile et al. 2014). Both categorizations are inter-related and mutually reinforcing - 

for e.g., a relational medium of trust and sociality is eased when embedded in an institutional 

context of shared norms and practices (Vargo and Lusch 2016; Echeverri and Skålén 2011). 

Contribution 

The alignment framework integrates various concepts into a novel, actionable framework, 

answering the call for mid-range theories (Brodie et al. 2011) to complement evolving service and 

marketing logics (Vargo and Lusch 2016). The framework adds connectivity, structure and 

granularity to ecosystem conceptualizations and actor dynamics (e.g. Chandler and Lusch 2015). 

It pertains to individual & collective actors, particularly when socio-political-technical change 

demands reconfiguration and realignment. The framework aims to organize the dimensionality as 

well as potential mechanisms & facilitators of intra/inter-actor alignment, enabling an integral, 

multi-dimensional assessment of alignment-misalignment in ecosystems. This helps researchers 

and practitioners to diagnose areas of opportunity and problem solving, to illuminate actor 

dynamics and infrastructures, and to deepen insights on how to align ecosystems around 

customers. Alignment as multi-dimensional attunement, resonance, convergence and 

complementarity can help orient our attention to the differences in how actors see the world, in 

what they care about, in what they need and expect, and in their preferences, interests and abilities.  
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Q1 - Subjective, Interior-Individual Objective, Exterior-Individual - Q2
Thoughts, emotions, perceptions Empirical

Alignment within Q1 Alignment within Q2

Shared values, meanings, cultural fit Systems, networks, functional fit

Q3 -  Intersubjective, Interior-Collective Interobjective, Exterior-Collective  - Q4

  Figure 2.  Integral Alignment - within and across individual & collective actors, at interior & exterior levels
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norms (Sarkar et al., 2001)
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rewards - expectancy theory 

(Behling & Starke, 1973); self-

congruity theory (Sirgy, 2018); 

value congruence (Edwards & 

Cable, 2009)
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intentions (Gallotti, 2017)
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Table 1.   Summary of Review on "Customer Ecosystems"
Paper 

Authors

Type Definition of Customer 

Ecosystem

Who is the Customer? Key Concepts and Relevance to Value

Voima et 

a l . (2011)

concept

ual

In line with CDL - "Systems of 

actors related to the customer 

that are relevant concerning a 

specific service". "Activi ties , 

practices  and experiences  

emerge within the 

ecosystem, but the genera l  

s tructure i s  the 

configuration of actors ."

"customer unit, varies  from 

s ingular to plura l , a  s ingle 

person, a  group of persons ... a  

company, an organisation etc."

"The customer unit i s  related 

to how va lue i s  formed and 

experienced as  a  va lue unit."

"The value unit refers  to a l l  the relevant actors  who influence the va lue 

formation of the customer." 

"Value formation i s  a  longitudinal  and experientia l  process  which has  

multiple phases  and is  colored by individual  and col lective dimens ions  (...) 

with various  va lue configurations  and in multiple spatia l  and temporal  

va lue frames". 

Heinonen 

&Strandvik 

(2015)

concept

ual

In line with CDL - Defini tion 

quoted from Voima et a l . 

(2011) 

"the customer unit can vary from 

consumers  to bus iness  

customers  and from a  s ingle 

enti ty (consumer, fi rm or 

organization) to a  col lective (of 

consumers , fi rms  or 

organizations). Simi larly, the 

bus iness  customer does  not 

necessari ly mean the enti re 

fi rm, but i t can a lso denote a  

s ingle person within a  fi rm."

Focus  in on  value-in-use, interpreted and re-interpreted, a  relative 

eva luation at di fferent points  in time. "Value formation i s  the term used to 

describe the process  in which va lue emerges  as  opposed to being 

del iberately created, and i t i s  based on use, including phys ica l  and mental  

experiences ." "In addition to functional  use, use may be symbol ic and 

emotional  and can res ide within or outs ide interactions , be individual , 

col lective, del iberate, unintentional  , imagined or l ived."

Who - (see defini tion of customer)

What (outcome) -  customer logic, tasks  and needing (not needs) determine 

how the offering i s  experienced and forms  va lue-in-use.

How (process ) - va lue i s  formed in two separate but related processes , one 

for customers  and one for providers .

Where - the context i s  customer-speci fic and socia l ly constructed.  

When - can include the present and the future , and the past through va lue 

heri tage. 

"Provider presence needs  to be understood from the customer’s  point of view 

as  potential for use (top of customer’s  mind, easy and immediate access , 

trusted)".

Lipkin 

(2016)

review In line with CDL.

Defini tion quoted from 

Voima et a l . (2011)

various  levels  of abstractions ; 

"individual  customers  

orchestrate customer 

experience formation within 

sel fchosen ecosystems." 

Customer experience emerges  through customers ’ actions  and processes  in 

customers ’ ecosystems.

Finne & 

Grönroos  

(2017)

concept

ual

In line with CDL. "customers , and the customer 

ecosystem includes  

communities  – compris ing 

friends  and fami ly members  

and various  socia l  media  

contacts  – other customers  

with whom the customer may 

interact and various  types  of 

phys ica l  and vi rtua l  

"Fol lowing Grönroos  (2008, p. 303) (...) Va lue for customers  means  that after 

they have been ass is ted by a  sel f-service process  (...) or a  ful l -service 

process  (...), they are or feel  better off than before."

"Communication-in-use: the customer’s  integration and sense making of a l l  

messages  from any source, company-driven or s temming from other sources , 

the customer perceives  as  communication, forming value-in-use for him/her 

for a  speci fic purpose."

Leino 

(2017)

concept

ual

In line with CDL.

Defini tion quoted from 

Voima et a l . (2011) 

Primary Customer i s  the Patient, 

Secondary Customers are the 

patient's  loved ones . "The 

“customer” may vary from 

s ingular to plura l  and be 

defined on di fferent 

aggregation levels , as  a  s ingle 

person, a  group of persons  

(e.g. fami ly)."

CDL conceptualizations of Customer Unit & Value Unit

Vunerable Patients, Secondary customer needs: needs  for psychosocia l  care and 

support;  communication  and  information needs ; and the importance of 

cul tura l  sens i tivi ty.

Gal lan et 

a l . (2018)

concept

ual

Patient ecosystem 

"comprised of

actors  and their respective 

resources , interl inked 

through va lue propos i tions  

in a  network of 

relationships"

Patient, Patient Community "Subjective well-being at the individual  level  has  been defined as  a  broad 

category of phenomena that includes  people's  emotional  responses , 

domain satis factions  (e.g., health, work, and socia l  relationships ), and 

global  judgments  of l i fe satis faction (Diener & Ryan, 2009), which correlate 

with many objective measures  (Lee et a l ., 2013), (...) a lso associated with the 

abi l i ty of individuals  to flourish, find meaning, and ful fi l  their potentia l ." ; 

"Crucia l ly, i t recognizes  that these aspects  of wel l -being are affected by 

Fernandez-

Villaran et 

al. (2020)

concept

ual

reference to CDL and SDL, 

no expl ici t defini tion

Traveler Digi tization has  completely reshaped the va lue chain of tourism 

intermediation. Di fferent actors  across  the travel  journey - "di fferent agents  

involved in tourism intermediation, at each of the phases  in the cycle, from 

a  consumer perspective, dis tinguishing between tourism intermediaries  

and other agents ."
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Voima 

et a l . 

(2011)

Micro - individual customer level

"the focal customer configures products and services dependent on their indiv idual, relational, and col lec tive goals  and use the holistic customer 

ecosystem as a configuration platform  for value formation." ; "value experience is shaped by the col lec tive and soc io-cultural  context roles, 

positions, and goals of a customer. "

Meso - organizational level

"when the service provider understands the customer´s logic  (Heinonen et al 2010), needing (Strandvik, Holmlund and Edvardsson 2008) and experiential  

value formation  (Voima, Heinonen and Strandvik 2010) it will be able to assist the customer’s meaning configuration in her service related ecosystem so that 

experiential value is formed.

Macro - collective and societal level

"the customer’s value experience is shaped by the col lec tive and soc io-cultural  context "

Dass  & 

Kumar 

(2014)

Micro - individual customer level

"(customer-customer) relationships are based on a variety of factors including common backgrounds, interests, adoption and consumption patterns, and overall 

goals." ; "information  shared by these customers across their respective networks shapes preferences and influences the acceptance or rejection of products, 

services, ideas, or causes."

Heinone

n 

&Strandv

ik (2015)

Micro - individual customer level

"customer logic  (...) is the basis of value-in-use, offerings and, in essence, business success." ; "customers’ activities, experiences and preferences but also their 

goals, tasks and reasoning." ; "the interconnectedness of customer activities, customer reasoning and the idiosyncratic patterns of customer behavior." ; "The 

emphasis is on matching the provider’s capabil ities and resources (offering)  with customers’ tasks and goals (needing) ." ; "When choosing among 

different offerings, customers also apply their own mental  models ." 

Lipkin 

(2016)

Micro - individual customer level

"individuals realize the customer experience (CX) withinenvironmental, social, and temporal contexts through intermediation ."

"various ac tor constel lations  and contextual  boundaries  frame individual-level CXF." ; "intermediating mechanisms  between the external, interaction-

based context and the individual may be passive or active, and are often referred to as perception and interpretation, respectively (Pareigis et al., 2012)."

Macro - collective and societal level

"As Helkkula et al. note, CXs emerge through an “iterative circular process of indiv idual, and col lec tive customer sense making ” (2012a, p. 59), making the 

individual’s reality socially constructed (Heinonen et al., 2013)."

Finne & 

Grönroo

s  (2017)

Micro - individual customer level

"the communication integration  and sense-making processes  are individual and the value of communication  that emerges is individual" ; "to facilitate the 

formation of customer value from their individual communication-in-use and, if possible, through interactive dialogue with customers, engage directly with their 

communication value formation, thereby directly influencing their communication-in-use and the subsequent value of communication. "

Leino 

(2017)

Micro - individual customer level

Secondary Customer needs  were found to be mostly related to psychosoc ial  support, the quantity  and qual ity  of information and communication , 

and cultural  sensitiv ity . 

"the service provider in meeting these needs – or not – can substantially affect the customer’s life, even outside the service encounter." 

Meso - organizational level

"...interactive and co-operative ac tiv ities  created to serve both the primary and secondary customers, yet recognising and addressing their differing needs in the 

service design."

Gal lan 

et a l . 

(2018)

Micro - individual customer level

-Intraal ignment - Coordination of ac tiv ities and resources  to fac i l itate the expansion of an individual's service ecosystem.

Technological  empowerment - The extent to which patients are linked to new technological capabilities

Infrastructural  embeddedness  - The extent to which patients are connected to resources .

Supporting patients by expanding their ecosystem includes the involvement of family and friends, other patients, access to care and services, and transition and 

continuity.

-Inter-al ignment - "coordination of ac tiv ities and resources  to fac i l itate the connection of different individual ecosystems".

Meso - organizational level

"patient-centered care, have focused on coordinating and integrating ; care, communication, education, emotional support, and physical

comfort (Robbins, 2017)." ; Resources engaged : physical, environmental, social, technological.

Macro - collective and societal level

"services are exchanged and flow back." ; "to consider the well-being of adjacent patient and community  ecosystems ." ; "the patient and the community as 

different layers nested within a service ecosystem." ;  " interdependenc ies  and adaptations (...) the plurality of coexisting ecosystems, we advance a realistic model 

of culture change for healthcare by improving both patient experience and community  well-being."

Fernand

ez-

Vi l laran 

et a l . 

(2020)

Micro - individual customer level

"Wherever travellers go, they are online (...) (with) different agents involved in tourism intermediation, at each of the phases in the cycle, from a consumer perspective, 

distinguishing between tourism intermediaries and other agents."

Meso - organizational level

"The new intermediaries offer added value by filtering the large quantities of information customers receive from multiple different media."

Table 2 .  What is said in  relation to Al ignment in  Customer Ecosystems
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Concept

Ecosystem

Ecosystem actor

Customer

Customer value 

Multi-actor alignment

Ecosystem alignment with 

customers

Integral alignment framework

Alignment

Multi-dimensional alignment

Alignment Mechanisms

Alignment Facilitators

Table 4. Ecosystem Alignment Fundamentals

alignment on the various vertical aspects, ranging from higher-order abstractions to more 

concrete practicalities (see fig.3); alignment is complex - simultaneously, alignment along the 

same dimensions (horizontal), and across the different dimensions (vertical)

maps alignment within and between ecosystem actors (intra & inter-actor alignment), on the 

interior (subjective) and exterior (objective) levels (see fig. 2)

structural and  relational factors serving a support function that is condusive for the 

alignment mechanisms; alignment facil itators & mechanisms are mutually reinforcing

Description

the actual workings of the alignment processes - psychological, processual, structural, and 

relational - culminating in multi-dimensional attunement, resonance, convergence and 

complementarity

.a process and outcome ranging from alignment to non-alignment and mis-alignment, 

depending on the extent of resonance and compatibility within or between entities

.alignment is central to value co-creation and related concepts (see Oertzen et al., 2018)

.different alignment types based on the extent of reciprocity and integration – e.g. uni or bi-

directional; simply behaviorally synchronous, or more engaging with goal and mental 

alignment (Gallotti et al., 2017)

multi-actor alignment, with the customer as the focal actor; a gauge of the overall alignment 

of relevant actors with the customer; a predictor of customer value

the process whereby the customer subjectively forms and co-creates value in their customer 

ecosystem (as value-in-use, value-in-experience)

An actor can be an individual or a collective, a non-human entity or module

delimited by the actors and factors relevant to the value formed by the customer in relation 

to a specific service context; represents both the service and social context (meso, macro), 

and the customer side (micro)

the primary actor (individual or collective) to whom the focal offering is addressed, and who 

subjectively forms the value in customer networks 

the multi-level alignment of ecosystem actors together, whether dyadic or networked, in 

direct or indirect contact (e.g. alignment across a supplier-provider-customer chain)
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Table 5. Examples of Alignment Mechanisms & Facilitators

Alignment Mechanisms

(Processual)

Alignment Facilitators

Structural                                                                Relational

Actors:

Coordinating Actors, Orchestrators, Keystone 

Actors (Frow et al. 2019) 

Relations (Vargo & Lusch 2004)

Resources & Capabilities :

Boudary-Spanning Objects (Sajtos et al. 2018 )

Platforms & Technologies (Du & Chou 2019; Sklyar 

et al.2019)

Network & Relational Capabilities (SDL-based - 

Greer et al. 2017)

Information Integration, & Communication 

Capabilities (Finne & Grönroos 2017)

Resource Integrating Capabilities (Vargo & Lusch 

2008)

Strategic-Operational Capabilities, BMs, VPs 

(Trischler et al. 2020);

Socio-Material Assemblage Architectures (Du & 

Chou 2019); Resource Integration Choreographies 

(Storbacka et al. 2016)

Governance Structures  (e.g. Policy) (Reficco & 

Márquez 2017)

Tacit Structures:

Insitutionalization, Culture, Practices, Language 

(Vargo & Lusch 2016; Echeverri & Skålén 2011)

Consonant Relations -effective communication, 

reciprocal understanding and strong commitment 

(VSA - Barile et al. 2014)

Mutual Exchange of Information (Gallotti et al. 

2017)

Trust & Reciprocity (Barile et al. 2014)

Win-win Logic (Gummesson et al. 2010); 

Feedback Loops and Response (Vink et al. 2020; 

Jayaraman & Liu 2019)

Uncertainty Mitigation & Adaptation (Jayaraman 

& Liu 2019)

Viability Mechanisms (Peters et al. 2020)

Supportive, Collaborative, Value Mindset  (Malshe 

& Friend 2018) 

Interaction Facilitation; Collaborative, Co-creative 

Processes - collaboration & dialogue, joint 

ideation, shared problem-solving, learning; 

transparency of resource integration activities; 

shared purpose (Gualandris & Klassen 2018; 

Malshe & Friend 2018; Lusch & Nambisan 2015)

Engagement & Dispositions (Chandler & Lusch 

2015)

Socialization (Kelley et al. 1992)

Information Processing & Information 

Symmetry (Barile et al. 2014); Sense-

making (Arnould & Thompson 2005)

Learning (Payne et al. 2008)

Phenomenological Attunement (Delancey 

2014)

Identification (Ashforth & Mael 1989)

Self-Congruity (Sirgy et al. 1991)

Predictive & Adaptive Behaviors (Gallotti et 

al. 2017)

Successful Interaction (Resonance - Peters 

et al. 2020)

Resource Integration (Vargo & Lusch 2004)

Value Co-Creation (Vargo & Lusch 2004)

Satisfying Expectations (Oliver 2006); 

Expectation Confirmation (Behling & Starke 

1973); Mutual Satisfaction (Barile & Polese 

2010); Flow (Mathwick & Rigdon 2004)
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