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What is Coproduction? 

Are Energy Consumers Coproducers?

Can Marketing / Coproduction Research Help?

Insights for ‘Energy Services’ 1: Coproduction and Service Innovation

Insights for ‘Energy Services’ 2: Understanding Coproduction Experiences

Concluding Remarks
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 Service is “the application of specialized competences (skills and knowledge), through deeds, processes, and 

performances for the benefit of another entity or the entity itself (self-service)“ (Vargo and Lusch 2004).

 Services are deeds, processes, and performances … characterized by (high levels of) intangibility, 

heterogeneity, perishability, and inseparability (Zeithaml, Bitner, and Gremler 2013).



 Customer participation refers to customers’ provision of inputs, including effort, time, knowledge, or other 

resources related to service production and delivery (Dong et al. 2014; Grönroos 2008; Mustak et al. 2016).

 Behaviors that customers need to perform (before, during, and/or after a service encounter) in order to 

support service generation (Groth 2005) (e.g., online banking; hotel self-check-in).

 Customers’ direct participation in the creation of core offerings (Lusch and Vargo 2006)

 Consumers participate in the performance of various activities performed in the stages of service provision. 

Coproduction encompasses all cooperation formats between consumers and service providers (Etgar 2007).
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Age of 
Co-Production

Honebein and Cammarano (2005, p. IX):

“In the past, customers expected companies to 
do a lot of the work for them. Now, companies 
are expecting customers to do more of the 
work themselves (…) and customers are 
responding enthusiastically.”

Parsons (1970, p. 15): 

“It seems to be in the nature of the 
division of labor that service 
organizations should make a clear 
distinction between the providers 
and the recipients of service.” 



Haumann et al. (2015)



 Lack of understanding of their roles

 Not being willing or able to perform their roles

 No rewards for “good performance”

 Interfering with other customers

 Incompatible market segments



Kunz and Hogreve (2011)



Mustak et al. (2016)



Mustak et al. (2016)

 Labor / task performance

 Information / knowledge

 Cooperative Behaviors

 Benevolent Behaviors

 Customer-related antecedents

 Provider-related antecedents

 Offering-related antecedents

 Interaction-related antecedents

 Positive outcomes for provider

 Negative outcomes for provider

 Positive outcomes for customer

 Negative outcomes for customer (!?)

Antecedents OutcomesInputs





 For smart grids to provide the expected results, electricity consumers should become much more 
actively engaged in the energy system (Bühler et al. 2015).

 “If in the past, the user had very limited means of knowing how energy was used, today, users can 
finally understand their energy footprint, resort to automation, and make conscious decisions based 
on real-time information” (Aiello & Pagani 2016). 

 Resource providers give control back to households and communities “to co-manage resource 
management problems by supporting and enabling new forms of practice;” co-manager role could 
include (Strengers 2011): 

1. Energy use being monitored 

2. Cheaper tariffs requiring time shifting

3. Purchase of remote-operated ‘smart’ appliances (grid operators; apps, etc.)



1. Willingness to buy and install

2. Monitor and analyze your data (over time = tracking)

3. Actively plan and manage your usage (on a daily basis)

4. Financial budgeting

5. Technology readiness

6. Link to other devices (e.g., smart phone, smart home)

7. Privacy (daily monitoring by utility)

“Take Control”  RESPONSIBILIZATION*

* = Transfer of responsibility from higher authorities to communities/people who are then called on to take an active role in resolving their own problems

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oI0_2xoLXzQ

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oI0_2xoLXzQ


1. Energy simply a good to be expended in pursuit of 
personal goals.

2. Energy’s desired role is to be neither seen nor heard = 
don’t want to think about energy.

3. Energy one of many contingences of life (e.g. work; 
family; finances); many of which are more pressing. 

4. Despite concerns about inefficient use (in environmental 
or financial terms), not seeking greater engagement. 

5. Lack of knowledge about functional matters (e.g., 
pricing, energy demands of different goods/devices). 

6. Some affinity for IHDs that provide information in 
intuitive forms (e.g. color coding), but: merely “doing 
something” (faking concern about energy use) whilst not 
“requiring anything” (a.k.a., ‘change of no change’).

Energy Consumer Energy Citizen

Goulden et al. (2016)

1. Reorientation towards energy as meaningful part in daily 
practices (vs. not taken-for-granted; mindfulness). 

2. Awareness of contradictions of government and industry 
tasking households with consuming less, prompts 
distrust of dominant consumer frame. 

3. Openness to smart grid schemes: Being monitored by 
energy company is opportunity to adapt.

4. Have knowledge, meanings, skills, and access to 
technology to enact their own self-guided supply-
responsiveness (e.g., running appliances when the 
home’s solar panels were generating electricity).

5. Active citizen who becomes a ‘manager’ in the process 
of consumption as well as, potentially, generation.  

6. Users who are involved in both problem and solution.





 “To counter the strong technological bias in smart grid research and literature, we propose that 

research should focus more on the social and business dimension of smart grid developments.”

 Key questions: “what are the real advantages of the smart grid for the users and when, why, and 

how would they embrace the new services a smart energy system offers?” (Verbong et al. 2016)

Skjølsvold et al. (2015, Energy Research & Social Science, Special Issue Editorial): 

 “If consumers should take on a more active role, it is important to understand the dynamics behind 
their energy consumption decisions.” (…) 

 Need to challenge “the idea that a model of strict economic rationality could explain energy behavior. 
(…) Socio-cultural and psychological factors reveal a much more complex model of decision making…” 

 Opening the “black box of users” is even more relevant for their smart energy technology,  where 
consumers are expected to take on a much more active role, and eventually morph into prosumers.”



…but to date, topics related to the “Energiewende” (renewable energy) seem under-researched in Marketing 



After Adoption  Coproduction Helps Understand Customer Experience



In Summary:

 Energy research needs to open the consumer ‘black-box’ (e.g., Skjølsvold et al. 2015)

 ‘Energiewende’ is under-researched in Marketing

 Expand beyond adoption  study customer experience

 Customer Participation in Service Development/Innovation: When to Coproduce?

 Understanding the Coproduction Experience and Its Complexity
 Coproduction Intensity (workload)

 Coproduction Ability (literacy) and preparedness 

 Non-/monetary incentives (eustress) for coproduction





 Skjølsvold and Lindkvist (2015) analyze the design practices in a smart micro grid project with users in Germany and Italy. 

 Originally: engineers planned to involve users in software development processes (so that users accepted the solutions).

 This goal rested on assumptions about users as being active, techno-savvy, and price sensitive (i.e., technology developers 
envisioned users to actively use feedback from technologies to change their electricity consumption). 

 But: engineers became concerned whether users would really be of any help when designing the technology (users might 
not understand the complexity of the technology). 

 Eventually: engineers decided to disengage users from the design sessions altogether! Instead of inviting real users, they 
decided to make project engineers literally “act as users.”

Verbong et al. (2016, p. 27): “More general, on the role of users in smart grids, the main lesson is that user roles should be 

taken more seriously in relation to smart grids: experts should no longer regard users exclusively and/or simply as potential

barriers to smart grid innovation but also as important stakeholders and potential participants in the innovation process.”





Chang and Taylor (2016), “The Effectiveness of Customer Participation in New Product Development: A Meta-Analysis," Journal of Marketing: 80 (1), 47-64.

1. Involving customers in the ideation and launch stages 
improves new product financial performance directly 
and indirectly via acceleration of time to market … 

2. …but customer participation in the development
phase slows down time to market and, in turn, 
deteriorates new product financial performance.





Ability

Motivation

Role Clarity

SST

Meuter et al. (2000, 2005)



Source: Mende and van Doorn (2015)

 Coproduction drives objective & subjective outcome

 Service Literacy (obj/subj) drives coproduction

 Moderated by Service Involvement 

 Involvement Environmental concern

 Literacy  Energy Literacy

 Outcomes Objective / subjective



 What is it?
 Construct, operationalization, measurement
 Subjective vs. objective energy literacy

 Effects (moderating / mediating role)

 Effects on subjective experience and objective outcomes

 Linkages to related competencies (financial literacy)

Energy Consumer Energy Citizen

 What are subjective outcomes?
 “Feel good” factor?
 Privacy? 

 What are objective outcomes?
 Economic footprint / Usage (kWh)
 Changes in usage
 Data monitoring  indices?



 Coproduction intensity (workload) and enjoyment

 Coproduction ability (literacy) and preparedness 

 Non-/monetary incentives (eustress) for coproduction
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Activating Customers as Coproducers: 

The Roles of Coproduction Workload Level, Service Literacy, and Eustress



 Again: Need to account for coproduction ability  Energy literacy

 Elicit Eustress in smart grids  Sense of meaningfulness and achievement

 Improve learning outcomes (self-improvement)

 Reduce environmental footprint

 Reduce energy spending / increase financial savings

 Improve performance (e.g., gamification)



Chan et al. (2012)

 Studies how customers and employees derive enjoyment from customer participation conditional on self/other efficacy. 

 Results from 223 client–financial adviser dyads confirm that participation enjoyment (in addition to economic and 
relational values), mediates the effect of CP on satisfaction, with SE positively moderating CP’s impact on enjoyment. 

Customer 
Participation

Coproducing Energy Services Should be Enjoyable (if not Eustress-full)!



Dong et al. (2015)

 Results: when CP-readiness is high, increasing CP enhances service outcomes; but: when CP-readiness is low, the 
effect of CP on service outcomes tapers off or becomes negative. 

 The results highlight the contingent nature of CP’s effect  CP could be a double-edged sword!

Energy Providers Need to Understand Customers’ Participation Readiness



Source: Haumann et al. (2015): Engaging Customers in Coproduction Processes, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 79, No. 6, pp. 17-33.

 Field experiment: customer-perceived coproduction intensity (effort & time) negatively affects satisfaction with process.

 But: Firms can positively shape customers’ perceptions of coproduction processes through communication
 Emphasize economic value of coproduction (which may help the firm attract more price-sensitive customers)
 Highlight relational value coproduction (e.g., assembling furniture with family or friends)
 Offer support (e.g., service hotlines, live chats, and other online tools; find 3rd party provider to assemble).

Energy Providers Can Use Marketing Communication to Buffer Negative Effects



 Problem: Not all consumers may be intrinsically motivated to perform 
the effort required for co-creation options

 Eight studies (across service settings) show that consumers seek more
compensation for their efforts than amounts they are willing to pay 
providers ( Endowment Effect!). 

 Moderators of the differences between the amounts consumers are 
willing to pay and expect to save by performing coproduction tasks:

 Characteristics of service options (e.g., expectations of the effort 
required, cost of labor in a market)

 Characteristics of consumers (budget constraints, expertise)





Coproduction Perspective Goes Beyond Mere Acceptance of Renewable Energy Services!
 Studying coproduction experiences helps open the ‘black box’ of energy consumers 
 Goal: Understand customers’ coproduction ability and motivation 

 Service Literacy: Combines Energy Literacy & Technology Literacy & Financial Literacy
 Enjoyment & Eustress & Learning  Gamification
 Moderating role of framing opt-in/opt-out
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Toft et al. (2014)



Broaden Units/Focus of Analysis: 
 Regions: Europe well-represented; US and developing world under-represented (CO2 mass-producers)

 Units of analysis: Individual  HH  Neighborhoods Micro-grids
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Opportunity for Marketing Theory: 

 Extant literature: Consumer segments & lead-user theory, theory of innovation diffusion

 Different unit of analyses need different theory: Social Practice Theory

 Describes how individuals in different societies shape and are shaped by their cultural atmosphere

 Changing electricity demand means transforming, technologically-mediated social practices (Strengers 2012)
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DATA!

 Extant literature: studies based on qualitative methods (interviews, focus groups) or 
limited quantitative methods (cross-sectional surveys, scenario-based). 

 What is needed in terms of quantitative approaches: capture actual experiences and 
behavior (e.g. field experiments, secondary data, longitudinal studies).

 Measure both: subjective and objective outcomes of coproduction.

 Crucial: marketers collaborating with providers (data!).
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Verbong et al. (2016, 29): “Smart grids will introduce new potential risks and contested issues as well, including privacy issues, cyber security and 
data ownership. A larger involvement of users also raises new issues like the potential exclusion of certain groups of users (access to smart
grid) and responsibility for (parts of the) smart energy system.”

Accenture (2014)
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