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                                                                RESUMO 
 

Dada a contemporaneidade, complexidade e obscuridade em torno de tópicos como valor e co-

criação de valor, bem como a construção teórica da perspectiva Lógica Dominante de Serviço 

(SDL), esta tese explora a co-criação de valor através da interação entre organizações sem fins 

lucrativos (OSFL) e doadores para arrecadação de fundos em um ambiente de doação 

institucionalizado. O estudo foi inspirado no fato de que existem poucos trabalhos sobre 

cocriação de valor no contexto da doação, especialmente quando a Organização é o destinatário 

pretendido do valor proposto. Além disso, embora tenha havido pesquisas recentes sobre 

instituições que impactam atos de co-criação de valor, nenhum deles tentou explicar como as 

variáveis institucionais se relacionam com a cocriação de valor. Esta pesquisa inclui 3 OSFL, e 

está dividida em três etapas qualitativas e uma etapa quantitativa. Entrevistas semiestruturadas 

com gestores e doadores de organizações brasileiras sem fins lucrativos compõem a fase 

qualitativa, assim como análises de relatórios. Além disso, a fim de obter informações sobre a 

interação entre OSFL e (futuros) doadores, a técnica de observação foi empregada. Já a pesquisa 

quantitativa foi composta por análise estatística no software SPSS, para constatar associação 

entre co-criação de valor e intenção de doação (por meio dos comentários). A amostra foi 

composta por 757 postagens, as quais foram classificadas indutivamente em elementos DART 

(Diálogo, Acesso, Compartilhamento de Riscos e Transparência). O número de “curtidas”, 

“compartilhamentos” e “comentários” em cada postagem foi calculado antes da classificação 

indutiva. A etapa qualitativa descobriu que os doadores percebem a cocriação de valor como 

um resultado colaborativo positivo. Variáveis institucionais influenciam a intenção do doador 

de co-criar valor. Em um ambiente de doação, a instituição molda a proposta de valor não para 

o consumidor, mas para o sistema, uma vez que o doador é um agregador de valor. Quando 

existe uma mentalidade de doação, as pessoas co-criam mais facilmente. Além disso, as 

organizações usam estratégias de marketing para propor valor, humanizando as “técnicas de 

vendas”. A etapa quantitativa evidenciou que após o surto da pandemia, houve uma redução 

significativa de postagens em todas OSFL, que receberam, em média, um número maior de 

“Curtidas”, depois de “Compartilhamentos” e, por fim, de “Comentários” com grande 

variabilidade entre as organizações. A co-criação de valor e a intenção de doação tiveram 

associação positiva e significativa antes e depois do surto da Covid-19 em duas das três 

organizações sem fins lucrativos.  

Palavras-chave: Co-criação de Valor; Instituições; Lógica Dominante de Serviço; 

Organizações Não-Governamentais; Estudo Multi-Metódico. 

                                       



 

                                         ABSTRACT 
 
This study proposes not only that a donation-oriented institutional environment impacts value 

co-creation, i.e., that people who share similar values have similar thoughts, social 

understanding, and actions, but also that value co-creation elements such as Dialogue, Access, 

Risk Charging, and Transparency (DART) are related to the intention to donate. Given the 

contemporary, complex, and obscure surrounding topics such as value and value co-creation, 

as well as the theoretical perspective on Service Dominant Logic (SDL) construction, this thesis 

explores the co-creation of value throughout the interaction between non-profit organisations 

and donors for fundraising in an institutionalised donation environment. The study is inspired 

by the fact that there are few studies on co-creation of value in the context of donation, 

particularly when the Organization is the intended beneficiary of the proposed value. Despite 

recent studies on the influence of institutions on value co-creation actions, none have attempted 

to explain how institutional variables relate to value co-creation. This study is divided into three 

qualitative stages and one quantitative stage in three non-profit organizations. The qualitative 

phase consists of case studies with managers and donors from Brazilian non-profit 

organizations. The observation approach was used, as well as report analyses and semi-

structured interviews. Quantitative research was composed of statistical analysis in SPSS to 

investigate any association between value co-creation and intention to donate. The study 

examined 757 posts that were inductively classified into DART elements. The number of 

“Likes”, “Shares” and “Comments” on each post was calculated before inferencing. The 

qualitative phase found out that Donors perceive value co-creation as a positive collaborative 

result. Institutional variables influence the donor’s intention to co-create value. In a donation 

environment, the institution shapes the value proposition not for the end user, but rather for the 

system since the donor is its value aggregator. When there is a mindset of donation, people co-

create more easily. NPOs make use of marketing strategies to propose value, mainly by 

humanising “sales techniques”. The quantitative phase demonstrated that after the pandemic 

outbreak, there was a significant reduction of posts in all the NPOs, and that NPOs received, 

on average, a higher number of “Likes”, then of “Shares” and, finally, of “Comments” on their 

posts with great variability among them (NPOs). Before and after the Covid-19 outbreak, there 

was a positive and statistically significant association between value co-creation and intention 

to donate with two out of three NPOs. 

Keywords: Value Co-creation; Institutions; Service Dominant Logic; Non-Profit 

Organisations; Multi Method Study. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Value co-creation means interaction and collaboration, when various actors integrate skills, 

knowledge and resources, such as financial, material, technological, among others (Prahalad 

and Ramaswamy, 2004; Vargo and Lusch, 2008). Value co-creation refers to processes, the 

sequence of activities, through which actors collaborate to create value (Ind and Coates, 2013; 

Osei-Frimpong and Owusu-Frimpong, 2017). In the social sciences, hence marketing, value 

and its variations (value creation or even value co-creation) have always had and continue to 

play a crucial role in motivating and guiding human action (Baker and Saren, 2016; Thome, 

2015).  

Value co-creation is at the heart of the foundations of the Service Dominant Logic (SDL), 

together with multiple actors, consumption experiences, contexts and resources (Vargo and 

Lusch, 2008; Osei-Frimpong and Owusu-Frimpong, 2017). People’s trust, loyalty and 

engagement are some examples resulting from the experience of value co-creation (Osei-

Frimpong and Owusu-Frimpong, 2017). In order for the process of co-creation to take place, in 

addition to interaction, people must be interested in cooperating and sharing skills and resources 

(Vargo and Lusch, 2004). However, as suggested by Wieland et al. (2016), cooperative 

mentality and behaviour need to be institutionalised amongst actors so that co-creation can 

indeed take place.  

Institutionalised behaviour comes from institutions whose concerns are related to the 

processes of social creation by people within a community immersed in similar values and 

norms (Scott, 2008). Therefore, when institutional arrangements (several institutions brought 

together under the same values) are formed, they can reinforce or favour the integration of 

another actor’s resources (Vargo and Lusch, 2016). For example, institutions could reinforce 

donation acts in a community (Klafke et al. 2019).  

Considering the perspective of value co-creation and institutions, the objective of this 

research is to understand the influence of institutionalised variables in the value co-creation 

process between non-profit organisations (NPOs) and donors. In particular, it aims to 

investigate the phenomenon of value co-creation in actors immersed in similar mindset, values 

and norms, which here is the donation environment.  

Based on this proposal, it is intended to explore the role institutions play on guiding value 

co-creation actions in fundraising in the third sector, that is, in Non-Profit organizations. It is 

assumed that institutions intervene in the value co-creation practices for fundraising. As 
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consequence, institutionalised and legitimised variables would favour value co-creation 

practices between actors throughout the process. 

It is recognised that institutional environments have significant effects on social and 

organisational behaviour in its form, strategy and process. These environments are formed by 

mindset, social and cultural values and systems of meaning and norms, which define social 

reality (DiMaggio and Powell, 1988; Scott, 1994). These are environments that will indicate 

whether an action is suitable at a given time and place (DiMaggio and Powell, 1988). As a 

result, it is possible to say that the values embedded in an individual's mindset, ontology, social 

or familiar surroundings, and beliefs might impact donation behaviour. 

Value co-creation practices occur via interaction between group of donors and NPOs. It 

is assumed that, when actors co-create value through Dialogue, Access, Risk Sharing and 

Transparency (DART), people are more susceptible to donate. According to Prahalad and 

Ramaswamy (2004), the DART practices are the basis of any analysis of value co-creation. 

According to the authors, these attributes should be presented in any value co-creation 

relationship, so, it is expected to find these essential elements in any value co-creation process, 

including in an institutionalised donation environment. Vargo and Lusch (2008) and Payne et 

al. (2008) have broadened the term (value co-creation), by stating that it includes a series of 

activities and attributes, such as cooperation, co-learning, information sharing etc., whereby 

actors are interested in sharing skills and resources. 

For the focal analysis of the phenomenon, i.e. the value co-creation in an institutionalised 

donation environment, the Service Dominant Logic (SDL) and the Institutional Theory (IT) are 

the two main theoretical perspectives selected as both provide support for the study of 

collaborative relationships. 

Namely, for SDL, markets are more oriented towards relationships and collaboration 

rather than competition (Vargo and Lusch, 2016). Otherwise, Institutional Theory clarifies the 

way in which organisations and societies build or change an institutionalised environment and 

conducive to the practice of an action. Such actions, when legitimised (accepted and credited) 

by social members can dictate behaviours (Leftwich, 2010; Slimane et al. 2019). Thus, in order 

to understand the phenomenon of value co-creation in NPOs, it is essential to highlight the role 

of institutions and institutional environments that guide value co-creation practices and may 

result in donations. 

This study contributes to the literature and to society as a whole in several ways. Firstly, 

this study goes beyond the conceptual and literature review discussions that represent the vast 

majority of SDL’s contribution to the strategic marketing literature, as attested by Ehrenthal 
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(2012) and Vargo and Lusch (2017) by empirically examining the phenomenon of value co-

creation. 

Secondly, the study contributes to the understanding of other forms of value co-creation 

in the service ecosystem (donation context) by, a) broadening the context where value co-

creation happens (in NPOs); b) emphasizing the institutions that rule donation actions so, not 

only at the micro-level; and c) analysing the phenomenon through the lens of the organisations 

that are the service providers. Some authors verified that most studies have focused solely on 

the consumer's perspective of the value co-creation process (Austin and Seitanidi, 2012; Bryson 

et al. 2017). Religion, habits, culture, and norms (institutional variables) are seldom associated 

to value co-creation, as evidenced by Akaka et al. (2019), Vargo and Lusch (2016), and Wieland 

et al. (2017). Considering the SDL perspective, institutions guide the service ecosystem; a 

relational system of direct and indirect exchange between the actors involved in the value co-

creation process (Ng and Vargo, 2018). 

The research problem and its justifications are presented first, followed by the study's 

objectives. 

 

1.1 RESEARCH PROBLEM 

The bibliographies selected for this study, as well as the lectures attended during the post-

graduate program, indicated a need for additional value co-creation research. This can help to 

assess and advance the development of practical-theoretical knowledge. The following 

discussion will attempt to respond to the following research question: 

 

How does value co-creation happen in an institutionalised donation environment 

through the interaction between donors and non-profits? 

 

Research Gap 1 - Few studies have been conducted on the co-creation of value 

and institutional variables 

So far, marketing researchers studying value co-creation have mostly focused on: 

 

a) Understand and define the term "value co-creation" by itself. 

For example, Grönroos and Voima (2013) explored the term value co-creation in terms of the 

roles performed by the customer and the firm, taking into account what each of them considered 

to be co-creating value. Value creation refers to the creation of value-in-use by the consumer; 

co-creation is a function of interaction. Fundamentally, the company is a value enabler for the 
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consumer, which means it must enable customers to access value. 

Ranjan and Read (2016) conducted a literature review to determine how publications 

interpreted the term "value co-creation," concluding that the majority of articles comprehended 

it as cooperative behaviours such as interaction, participation, and joint creation. Through 

engagement behaviours, such as loyalty or constant interaction, value co-creation occurs when 

customers are satisfied or feel valued (Zhang et al. 2018). Almost a decade after the 

foundational study on the topic by Vargo and Lusch (2004), Ehrenthal (2012) revealed that 

roughly 70% of SDL research was undertaken at a conceptual level. Leclercq et al. (2016) 

justify this emphasis by stating that there is absolutely no consensus on what constitutes value 

co-creation. This, in some ways, shows the marketing perspective's immaturity and continual 

evolution.  

 

b) Create models and instruments to conceive and measure the phenomenon.  

When Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) popularized the term "value co-creation," it was novel 

and obscure, so the authors developed a model to explain it. This model, which is the most 

often mentioned in the literature, focuses on the characteristics and activities that occur during 

the value co-creation process. These practices are composed of four elements known as DART 

- Dialogue, Access, Risk Management/Sharing and Transparency. The DART model would be 

a value co-creation framework based on four interactions between the firm and the consumer 

that simplifies value co-creation experiences and actions (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004).  

Years later, Payne et al. (2008) developed the PSF Model (in reference to the authors’ initials), 

which is represented by two spheres (one representing the customer and the other the supplier) 

and an intersection, which is the meeting point, that is, the place where the exchanges take 

place. In terms of value co-creation measurement, there is an instrument widely used in the 

literature  developed by Yi and Gong (2013). It is a scale related to the behaviour of co-creation 

of value by the consumer. In strategic marketing research, the DART model is more often 

employed than the Yi and Gong model, which is more commonly used in consumer behaviour 

research. Following a systematic bibliographic study and thematic content analysis, Bharti et 

al. (2015) identified significant components of the dyadic relation business-customer co-

creation process: process environment, resources, co-production, perceived benefits, 

and organizational structure. According to these authors, these dimensions are at the heart of 

almost any value co-creative process.  Based on the work and five components of Bharti et al. 

study, Daz-Perdomo et al. (2020) developed a scale to measure collaborative relations between 

companies in the non-profit setting (2015).   
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c) Understand behavioural attributes and outcomes of individuals who practise value co-

creation. 

Cooperation, information seeking and sharing, co-learning, and connectivity are factors 

associated to the behaviour of individuals who practice value co-creation (Payne at al., 2008). 

They examined the phenomena using the DART model's four key building blocks, concluding 

that temporary stores are also a locus of value co-creation that arises from the company's 

interactive and immersive interaction with the consumer. 

Conversely, the literature research done for the development of this thesis revealed 

that external variables are seldom related to the co-creation of value, as Akaka et al. (2019) and 

Wieland et al. (2017) have indicated. For example, Akaka et al. (2019) investigated the role of 

institutions in innovation by relying on the foundations of institutional theory to broaden the 

scope of innovation beyond production activities centred on the company. They claimed that 

the co-creation of value shapes technologies and markets, which face recombination when 

institutions change, implying that institutionalisation (the changing, interrupting, and 

maintaining of institutions) is a key process of innovation, technology, and markets (Akaka et 

al. 2019). 

Wieland et al. (2017) also explored institutions and the SDL. The authors 

investigated how apparently different players (suppliers, companies, and customers) contribute 

to value creation. They concluded that all economic and social players approach value creation 

in an essentially similar way. They adopt similar value co-creation practices (through 

integrative and representational practices) and shape them simultaneously, building, sustaining, 

and disrupting the institutions that regulate their transmission. They conclude the 

study encouraging scholars to investigate institutionalisation further.  

Akaka et al. (2014) underlined the significance of symbols in the co-creation of value 

at Lego Company. Symbols, according to the authors, lead players to adopt certain behaviours 

that allow for the co-creation of common meanings. This would assist actors with determining 

the value of their present and future interactions. 

With the exception of a few references, the literature emphasises internal variables 

inherent to the actors (intelligence, cognition, knowledge and individual traits) and their 

influence in the co-creation of value, while ignoring how, or even when, external variables 

(norms, rules, culture, habits, and so on) act in the phenomenon of value co-creation. Against 

this background, the present study aims to expand the literature by bringing external elements 

to this process, i.e., institutionalisation and legitimation, which may influence these processes 
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of value co-creation and, at the same time, intervene in the donation act. 

In relation to the behavioural traits of individuals who practice value co-creation (and 

here donations may be included), Bennett and Sargeant (2005) wrote an article for a special 

section of the Journal of Business Research devoted to non-profits. A handful of topics had 

been exposed concerning the marketing activities and services of non-profit organisations, 

including some opportunities. The aforementioned authors argued, among other things, that 

national and cultural factors that inhibit the transfer of non-profit fundraising was urgently 

required. Despite the fact that they first raised awareness of this issue in 2005, a few studies 

connecting institutional aspects and value co-creation practices in fundraising have been added 

to the strategic marketing literature since then like Jacobs and Sobieraj (2007), Onishi (2007), 

Austin and Seitanide (2012) and Klafke et al. (2019,2021). 

 

Research Gap 2 - SDL calls for more empirical research and the exploration of 

other forms of value co-creation 

Different authors call for more empirical studies and the operationalisation of the SDL 

perspective in order to prove its practical relevance to organisations and its performance  

(Hardyman et al. 2015; Vargo and Lusch, 2017; Loos et al. 2019). To be considered a genuine 

theory rather than a marketing paradigm, Grönroos (2017) and Brodie et al. (2019) argue that 

marketing research on SDL and value co-creation should address managerial and strategic 

problems that characterize markets. 

The Marketing Science Institute designated value co-creation as a priority in 2014 

topic, owing to the obscurity of the phenomenon. The potential strategic and managerial use of 

value co-creation outcomes in organizations, i.e., its practical application, aroused researchers' 

interest (Ehrenthal et al. 2014; Rindfleisch and O'Hern, 2017). Given that SDL is still in the 

process of building and evolution, there is room to extend the knowledge of the phenomena of 

value co-creation (Vargo and Lusch, 2016; Do Nascimento et al. 2019). 

Heinonen et al. (2013) and Alves et al. (2016) developed systematic reviews based on 

the Scopus database that highlighted the major findings on value creation phenomena. Table 1 

summarizes the key findings and relationships from both reviews. 

 
Table 1: Relationships identified in the literature involving co-creation of value 

             Some main findings concerning the term "value co-creation" 
Personal motivators (such as personal interest) influence the value co-creation process (Prahalad and 
Ramaswamy, 2004). 
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Some of the primary drivers of value co-creation include: Loyalty, satisfaction, collaboration, and 
leadership (Neghina et al. 2015; Zhang and Chen, 2008). 

Some attributes and behaviours in a health care system, like connectivity and interaction with other 
health professionals, previous knowledge about the disease and cognition (memory, attention, 
imagination) promote value co-creation (Payne et al. 2008). 

Yi and Gong (2013) defined value co-creation as action-based engagement. According to the authors, 
it manifests itself through customer participation behaviours such as information seeking and 
sharing, personal connection, and customer citizenship behaviours such as tolerance and respect.  

Gummesson et al. (2012) studied value cocreation in higher education (HE) teaching quality. They 
analysed the effects of all interacting parties, including professors, students, and general university 
service in teaching quality. They identified that the information asymmetry (absence of value co-
creation) between lecturers and students invalidates student satisfaction surveys as an instrument to 
assess teaching quality. 

In B-2-B interactions, how could customers co-create value from the resources and processes they 
get from a supplier? Co-creation emerges through everyday interactions and activities. The service 
(the locus of co-creation) is defined by Grönroos (2008) as a series of interactions and transactions 
between the company and the consumer. McColl-Kennedy et al. (2012) identified some B-2-B value 
co-creation practice styles, like team management, partnership, and compliance. 

Many actors both within and outside of service systems, as well as lived and imagined events from 
the past and future, may affect service experience. Consumers co-create experiences with others 
through linked networks of social relationships, meanings, symbols, and communities (Jaakkola et 
al., 2015), 

Source: Author (2021) 

 

As shown in Table 1, the systematic review does not address value co-creation in the context 

of NPOs and donation, indicating a gap in the literature. Understanding the phenomenon of 

value co-creation can foster cooperation and, as a consequence, donation, given the social 

concerns and economic austerity that NPOs face. 

Now, considering the application of the SDL to the context of NPOs, a recent theoretical 

review of NPOs revealed that research  has focused on understanding the similarities and 

differences between these and for-profit companies (Maier et al. 2016). According to Maier et 

al. (2016), there are three main areas of study in this field: (a) causes of non-profits become 

business-like organisations, (b) organisational structures and processes in non-profit 

organisations, and (c) the effects of NPO becoming professionalised. Other emphases explored 

the power relationship within the NPO (Fyall, 2016) and governance (Van Puyvelde et al. 

2016). Therefore, there is little theoretical, and mainly empirical evidence on how value co-

creation takes place in NPOs (Parry et al. 2014 Maier et al. 2016). In due course, this research 

proposes the empirical understanding of the role of institutions and verify the role of operating 

resources, such as information sharing in NPOs to fundraise.  

Ranjan and Read (2016) noted that research on value co-creation was generally focused 
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on the engagement and interaction of consumers in organizational processes, which evidences 

a gap in defining other kinds of value co-creation, as a means of evolving SDL from a 

marketing perspective to a theory. This study emphasizes the interaction between actors from 

the perspective of the organization as a value proposer and, at the same time, as a beneficiary 

of the value co-created, which is another form of value co-creation. Here lies a contribution to 

the marketing literature since SDL is a marketing-based perspective.  

Specifically, researchers have been mostly interested in the antecedents that affect the 

co-creation process (Neghina et al. 2015; Zhang and Chen, 2008). Authors have increasingly 

dedicated themselves to the study of value co-creation through experimental work in specific 

contexts, like tourism and the health-care system (see, for example, Hardyman et al, 2015; 

Oliveira and Panyik, 2015; Osei-Frimpong and Owusu-Frimpong, 2017). When it comes to the 

empirical context, namely the non-profit sector, value co-creation research is still in its 

development (Austin and Seitanidi, 2012; Bryson et al. 2017). The few studies conducted in 

this area have concentrated on describing the process of value co-creation from the consumer's 

perspective (Kohtamäki and Rajala, 2016; Bryson et al. 2017). Recently, a study (Daz-Perdomo 

et al. 2020) developed a scale to evaluate value co-creation strategy in the relationship between 

NPOs and private enterprises (B-2-B).  

In an attempt to close this study gap, Namisango and Kang (2018) focused their research 

on the value proposition and value co-creation of NPO services given to the community through 

social media. Their research was based exclusively on positivist technique and was centered on 

the socio materialist world-view. This thesis, on the other hand, has a very specific context (of 

an institutionalized donation setting) using a multi-method investigation that not only tangibly 

(objectively) contributes to the field, but also employs an exploratory qualitative study to better 

comprehend complicated phenomena (Gummesson, 2017). 

 

1.2 OBJECTIVES 

Based on the gaps and on the research question abovementioned, the general objective and 

specific objectives are: 

 

1.2.1 General Objective 

To Explore the influence of institutionalised variables in the value co-creation 

process between NPOs and donors in an institutionalised environment. 

 

1.2.2 Specific Objectives 
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a) Identify the role of institutions in the value co-creation process in NPOs. 

b) Describe the interaction between NPOs and donors in an environment ruled by 

institutions. 

c) Represent a model of the value co-creation process in the donation context. 

d) Analyse the relation of DART elements in the co-creation of value in the 

donation process. 

 

1.3 JUSTIFICATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The justifications emphasize the study's relevance and are related with research gaps. Thus, the 

theoretical and empirical justifications are provided as follows:  

 

Theoretical Justifications 

Since this topic has become a key concept in service marketing and business management 

(Rindfleisch and O'Hern, 2017; Loos et al. 2019), several benefits can be listed based on the 

few research studies relating co-creation of value in institutionalized environments. Despite the 

fact SDL has been mostly applied in marketing researches, Vargo and Lusch (2017) believe 

that it may be used to a wide range of opportunities or domains, including ethics, social 

sustainability, philanthropy, and government policy. A more in-depth exploration of 

institutions and institutional arrangements, according to Vargo and Lusch (2017), is still needed 

to enable coordination and collaboration amongst players. The service ecosystem is a system 

of direct and indirect exchange connections between people participating in it (Vargo and 

Lusch, 2008). 

Institutionalisation, as is widely known, explains models but also has the capacity to 

change behaviour (Scott, 2010). It may also legitimize actions by transforming specific 

practices into activities which are integrated into people's daily lives, constituting  the basis of 

human behaviours. The act of donation as well as the co-creation of value may conceivably be 

institutionalized. Institutionalisation also has the power to influence how players evaluate or 

perceive value (Akaka et al. 2014). This institutional perspective moves the emphasis away 

from linear relationships toward the existence of more complex and dynamic exchanges 

systems (i.e. ecosystems) (Wieland et al. 2016). 

Likewise, the organization's environment is surrounded by organizations that offer 

comparable services, creating a highly competitive atmosphere. This way external variables 

inherent to institutions help to shape these dynamics. Thus, the understanding of the role of 

external variables in the phenomenon of value co-creation is theoretically ratified. According 
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to DiMaggio and Powell (1988), institutional arrangements are incorporated in the individual’s 

behaviour. They may influence the value co-creation behaviour, and, consequently, other 

actions and outcomes, whether philanthropic or not. 

In preliminary research for this thesis, it was observed that in NPOs, the organization 

fundamentally emerges as a value proposer, whilst the individual – a member of an ecosystem 

– is the recipient and co-creator of this suggested value (Van Puyvelde, 2016; Cabral et al. 

2019).  

 The current research finishes a cycle wherein the NPO proposes value to the system, 

the system identifies, complements, and/or improves the value proposed, and the value is 

returned to the NPO, which is also the beneficiary of the value proposed. Hence, not only does 

NPO propose value through the assistance provided, but they also benefits from this exchanged 

value. In this service ecosystem, there is the institution ruling the donation environment - 

including donors´ behaviours -, apart from guiding the proper interaction between many actors 

(donors, donor´s relatives, doctors, NPOs´ employees etc.), thus the relationship goes beyond 

the dyad. The NPO proposes value to the society with its medical or educational service, and if 

the beneficiary (in this example, a patient or student) appreciates it, he/she may connect with 

the NPO. Value co-creation can happen during the interaction. If the beneficiary (consumer of 

the service provided) perceives it favourably, it can lead to word-of-mouth indications (Spena 

et al. 2012), donations (Austin and Seitanidi, 2012), innovation (Vargo et al. 2016), financial 

and social sustainability (Jenner and Fleischman, 2017). At this moment, the NPO itself also 

becomes a beneficiary of the value co-created when receiving the resource (donation). The 

supplying organisation does not deliver value, but rather proposes it. In the donation ecosystem, 

it is proposed that the final beneficiary of the donation act (NPO) is a resource integrator. Aside 

from being able to detect value and integrate resources, the donor is a co-creator since he alters 

the social dynamic. 

Regarding the lack of empirical studies to clearly understand the role of actors in the 

process of value co-creation in an institutionalized environment, this study is justified as a 

means of identifying and exploring opportunities and limitations for the development of the 

value co-creation phenomenon, as well as enhancing existing SDL knowledge assimilation, 

when institutions are brought to the scene. 

A recent bibliometric analysis realised by Loos et al. (2019) in major scientific journals 

showed that the literature about SDL is emerging and promising, since studies on the subject 

have been accepted for publication in journals with a high impact factor, showing merit for 

more attention. This thesis responds to the literature call (of Osei-Frimpong and Owusu-
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Frimpong, 2017; Vargo and Lusch, 2017; Loos et al. 2019) for more practical research to 

understand the role of actors in the process of value co-creation. This can strengthen the SDL 

perspective while also clarifying how actors' experiences are integrated to generate value 

perception. 

 

Empirical Justifications 

Apart from the critical role that non-profits play in global social progress, which will be 

discussed in more detail in the next sections, one should study value co-creation in NPOs for 

the same reasons that co-creation actions are commercially studied in for-profit organisations: 

to develop new products; to acquire financial resources, to strengthen the organization's 

relationship with its suppliers, clients; to achieve new markets, to innovate, to survive, just to 

name a few.  

The study of value co-creation practices in donation and their consequences are both 

important, since non-profit organizations' assistance goes beyond helping people in need 

(Waddock, 1988; Avner, 2016). According to Drucker (2012), one out of two American adults 

works in the non-profit sector and dedicates at least three hours a week in the area. It can be 

inferred, therefore, that non-profit organisations may be one of the “largest employers” in the 

United States (Drucker, 2012). In Brazil, according to the report of the Institute for the 

Development of Social Investment (IDIS) (2017), two thirds of the Brazilian population made 

some donation in cash, with 52% donating to social organisations. 

Studies on these organisations are of great importance, since they serve a part of the 

population that is often neglected by governments (Avner, 2016; Fyall, 2015). For the most 

part, and not only in the value co-creation literature, but in business as a whole, academic 

studies produce too many scales/questionnaires that few managers actually use or know or 

provide only descriptive data without truly comparative elements or theoretically relevant 

efforts or with practical organisational utility, as observed by Lepak et al. (2007) and Yi and 

Gong (2013). With the possible results provided by the present study, managers of the NPOs 

can have more clarity about the practices of co-creation of value that can influence the donation. 

In addition, this study can contribute to the understanding of the role of the institutions and 

institutional arrangements in the promotion of the donation as an element of value co-creation.  

Given the social challenges and budgetary austerity that NPOs need to face, the 

understanding of the phenomenon of value co-creation can facilitate collaboration and lead to 

donation. This way, donations are the consequence of contact and engagement between the 

organization and the donor. They enable non-profits to carry out their social objectives, which 
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is why an evidence-based perspective of the conditions under which individuals co-create value 

in this sector, as well as how the institutionalised environment may shape and influence it, is 

important. 
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2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

 

The present chapter discusses the main concepts about the Service Dominant Logic (SDL) 

Perspective and Institutional Theory (IT) in order to propose: (1) Institutionalised donation 

environment intervenes in the co-creation of value in fundraising;  (2) When actors co-create 

value through Dialogue, Access, Transparency or Risk Sharing (DART), people are more 

susceptible to donate.   

In an attempt to grasp the phenomenon under analysis in this research, which is value 

co-creation, the evolution of the understanding of the term value and value co-creation is 

exposed. By doing so will the topics come together, revealing characteristics of the 

phenomenon and the field of study of this thesis: Non-Profit Organisation.  

It is worth noting that the epistemological basis that guide this work is the structuralist. 

For structuralists, the relationship between action and structure is interdependent. For example, 

the structure influences the formation, behaviour, and perception of reality of individuals. 

Individuals can (slowly) modify the system through their social behaviours. IT's 

epistemological foundation provides didactic methods for explaining social reality that can be 

reproduced and observed in multiple situations. The theories based on structuralism do not 

examine phenomena from social settings to explain social reality, but rather focus on 

reproductive patterns and structures that drive social behaviours (Silva, 2014).  

 

2.1 THE SERVICE DOMINANT LOGIC (SDL) AND VALUE CO-CREATION  

Value co-creation is the phenomenon of this study that is closely related to Service Dominant 

Logic (Vargo et al. 2008). Considering that a chronological order is proposed to explain the 

origins of the SDL, it is of great importance to first present the concept of value. Following this, 

SDL perspective is  detailed.  

 

2.1.1 The study of value in marketing literature 

In marketing literature, the term “value” derived from the classic view of management and 
economics that good quality and a reasonable price would guarantee commercial success and 
the perception of value by the consumer (Sheth et al. 1991). This understanding was not 
changed until the 1980s, when Berry coined the term “relationship marketing” (RM) in 1983 
(Grönroos, 2008). The foundation of relationship marketing is associated with customer 
retention, that is, its study has become fundamental for consumers to remain loyal to 
organisations (Grönroos, 1995). Services literature, until then dominated by Nordic researches 
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interested in empirical managerial issues, aimed to better comprehend interaction for customer 
satisfaction. Consequently, a deeper and stronger theoretical framework constructed from social 
and psychological factors would be necessary (Oliver, 1980; Möller, 2013). 

In the mid-90s, Morgan and Hunt (1994) attributed to relationship marketing the study 
of all marketing activities oriented towards the establishment, development and maintenance of 
relational exchanges targeting customer satisfaction, successful exchanges, and retention. 
However, Duncan and Moriarty (1998) and Lindgreen and Wynstra (2005) argue that 
relationship marketing literature has focused on trust and commitment, neglecting, with a few 
exceptions, communication as an important element for enhancing relationships.   

The Customer Value Theory (CVT) of the 1990s pioneered the concept of value. This 
theory depicted the term "value" in a broader, less symbolic (than commerce itself) and closer 
to the sociological understanding of value (Sánchez-Fernandes and Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007; 
Klafke et al. 2021). To CVT, value is multifaceted and represents (1) social aspects (i.e. group 
status and approval), (2) emotions (i.e. confidence and enthusiasm), (3) conditions (i.e. market 
conditions and financial situation). In this sense, social and historical moment, as well as place 
can change the meaning and the perception of value (Sheth et al. 1991). 

Table 2 summarises the findings of some marketing researches that contributed to the 
understanding of the term “value”. 

 
Table 2: The concept of value over time 

Authors Key findings and contributions  

Sheth et al. (1991), Christopher (1996) 
Value is a multifaceted term, encompassing social, 

emotional, and conditional attributes. Any situation, time 
or environment can change the meaning of value; 

 
Doyle (2000), Prahalad and Ramaswamy 
(2004), Sánchez-Fernandes and Iniesta-

Bonillo (2007) 

Value is an assessment that depends on the interaction 
between consumer versus product or service and its 

relationship with the seller/organisation; 

 

 
 

Woodruff (1997), Fifield and Seligman 
(2009) 

Value entails subjective variables; It depends on the 
performance evaluation and the attributes of the product; 

 

Vargo and Lusch (2004), Burke et al. (2018); 
Value perception occurs in the interaction, and it is 
contextual. The value perception does not occur in 

exchange, but in use, in the experience. 
 

Source: Author (2021) 

 

The evolution of the term demonstrates the dynamic, complex, and multifaceted aspect of 

“value”, which is also very difficult to be measured (Sánchez-Fernández and Iniesta-Bonillo, 

2007). For this reason, Woodruff (1997) and Sheth et al. (2001) listed five main types of values 

(Table 3) that direct consumer behaviour when making decisions. These values may also exert 
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influence on value co-creation practice. 
 

Table 3: Main types of values 
Type of Value Features 

Emotional Value 
It involves aspects that awaken the individual’s 

emotions. Ex: comfort, memory of something from the 
past (friendship). 

Social/Altruistic Value 

Consumption depends on the social environment. The 
purchase tends to occur under the influence of third 

parties. The interaction between actors create an 
experience, which in turn results in value co-creation 

(Altinay et al. 2016). 

Functional Value 
It means utility. The product is purchased because it will 

provide something; it has a purpose. Performance and 
quality are often associated with this value. 

Epistemic Value Similar to functional value, however it stirs novelty or 
curiosity. 

       Conditional Value 

Conditional values take place in the presence social 
contingencies. They increase the functional value, for 

example, but do not have that value outside a specific context 
or time. A Christmas card is an example of a product with 
conditional value, since it is only of value in the Christmas 

season. 
Source: Adapted from Woodruff (1997) and Sheth et al. (2001) 

 

The typologies in Table 3 portray how people “value” something or become interested in a 

particular product or service (Woodruff, 1997). As a consequence, “what has value” is closely 

related to psychological and personal (intrinsic), and social and cultural (extrinsic) influences 

(Solomon et al. 2012). In other words, internal and external factors shape what is important and 

relevant to people. Hence, one can argue that all of these aspects will influence the consumption 

process, and, possibly, value co-creation and donation. Figure 1 highlights these factors. 
 

Figure 1: Factors affecting consumption 

 
Source: Kotler (1998) 

 

Figure 1 specifies internal and external factors influencing consumer actions. Cultural factors, 

g g p
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according to Kotler (1998), are those that have the greatest influence on consumer behaviour. 

Culture - as a differential tool of certain groups - and cognition (memory, reasoning, 

imagination, language) compose institutional factors, as briefly mentioned in the previous 

section. Social factors are reference groups for consumers, and, therefore, they influence 

consumption. Personal factors are the individual’s particular traits, combining experiences that 

he/she is going through or has experienced. Such lived experiences affect civic actions, habit 

and, consequently, consumption. Finally, the psychological aspect, which indicates a 

determining state or mindset that motivates individuals’ choices and values (Chandra and 

Shang; 2019). Finally, there is the psychological element, which refers to a determining state 

or mindset that guides people's decisions and values (Chandra and Shang; 2019). Kotler (1998) 

also claims that psychological components are more easily persuaded by marketing strategies 

and that marketing strategies can change the consumer's mental state (motivation), such as 

whether they like or dislike a product/service, whether they perceive value in a proposal, or 

whether they say yes or no to a proposal.  

 Briefly, as Baker and Saren (2016) expose, all of our decisions and behaviours are a 

product of our individual preference and the context we live in (external factors). According to 

this, consumption is influenced by psychological and personal (both intrinsic) variables, as well 

as social and cultural (both extrinsic) influences (Kotler, 1998). 

Specifically in marketing science, seminal studies on the meaning of value include 

scholars such as Woodruff (1997) and Doyle (2000). Both authors explored the bonds between 

relationships and the creation of value. For example, Doyle (2000) suggested that the study of 

value, especially its concept and the way in which value creation occurs, takes place both from 

the buyer’s and the seller’s perspective. For the seller, value may be related to customer loyalty 

to the brand. As for the consumer, there is a greater scope to be considered, as other issues are 

associated with the term value, such as quality, customisation, price or even reliability. All of 

these factors can mean value (Doyle, 2000). The “perception of value” was equivalent to the 

customer’s preference for an organisation, concentrated on performance evaluation and product 

features, as customers want to maximise the perceived benefits and minimise the sacrifices 

made in relation to the amount paid (Doyle, 2000; Woodruff, 1997). Customers tend to think 

about value in the form of preferred attributes as performances and consequences from using a 

product in a specific situation. They evaluate opinions or feelings about the actual value 

experience of consuming a product (received value) (Woodruff,1997). Based on this fact, it can 

be assumed that if one perceives value in an item purchased from a specific company, one is 

also prone to give preference to the organisation. 
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  Associated with the perception of value is the creation of value. According to Fifield 

(2007), customers only perceive something that has been “created”, that is offered somehow. 

Ballantyne and Varey (2006) highlight two key value creation activities, which to a certain 

degree are activities that encompass exchange: (1) relationship development and (2) 

communication to develop these relationships.  

 Value creation is a product-centred logic, which occurs through the offer of goods and 

services although still in a context of relationship (Grönroos, 2011). Therefore, product-centric 

dominant logic (PDL) (value creation) does not exclude relationships. The focus of analysis is 

different between PDL and SDL. The former focuses on product exchange, while the latter 

focuses on relationship exchange. 

Because value is associated with subjective aspects, some authors show concern 

regarding the use of the term (value) and its variations (perception, creation/proposition, and 

co-creation) (Lepak et al. 2016). According to them, there is little academic effort and 

commitment to really understand what it means to propose, create or co-create value. After all, 

one cannot conclude what is not clear and distinguished (Fifield and Seligman, 2009; Lepak et 

al. 2016). According to these authors, papers written about value or value co-creation cannot 

be conclusive, since the term value itself is so vague, so discussed and understood in different 

ways, that any conclusion is incorrect, because one cannot conclude, if something is not even 

well defined.  

 

2.1.2 Value co-creation 

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) revealed that the future of competition lies on the changes of 

the meaning of value and on the conceptual change from value creation to value co-creation. 

This change in the understanding of the concept (value) indicates that organisations should be 

less concerned with the goods (products and services) themselves and pay attention to 

intangible resources, such as knowledge and skills (Vargo and Lusch, 2008).  

Value co-creation is a term that emerged in the marketing literature in the mid-2000s, 

possibly derived from another word: “co-production” (from the 70s) (Wieland et al. 2016). This 

expression referred to the customer’s involvement in the production or in any stage of the 

acquisition process (be it in transportation, assembly, or in the evaluation of a product). For this 

reason, there are those who see value co-creation as a holistic evolution of co-production; a 

term that means “almost the same thing”, only covering other activities besides producing 

together (Duray, 2011). Yet, there are authors who say that co-production is limited to 

collaboration between actors during the stages of creating the offer and the locus of control of 
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the process belongs to the company (Vargo and Lusch, 2004; Ranjan and Read, 2016), while 

value co-creation encompasses a broader scope and includes interactions during the 

consumption of the offer (Leclercq et al. 2016). 

Value co-creation may also be considered an evolution of the value creation concept or 

an evolution of value proposition (Sánchez-Fernández and Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007). In this 

scenario, companies propose value, which will be determined as value by the customer when it 

is in contact with this proposed value (Grönroos and Ravald, 2011). If value is identified and 

of interest, then collaboration between several parties with similar interests shall happen 

(Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2004). This collaboration allows companies to understand the 

preferences and demands of consumers and, with whom organisations can offer something 

expected or desired (Leclercq et al, 2016). 

Sánchez-Fernández and Iniesta-Bonillo (2007) conducted a systematic review of value 

co-creation and identified key features of the value perceived and co-created by customers (i.e. 

how it is preferential and situational). On the other hand, these authors reiterate the lack of 

sophisticated empirical support about the effective perception of value, value creation or even 

value co-creation, because to understand value co-creation, because academics must first grasp 

value proposition and value perception before investigating co-creation. 

Figure 2 shows the relationship between organization, market, and customer from the 

standpoint of value co-creation in an attempt to explain and capture how this interaction occurs. 

 
Figure 2: Interaction between company, market and consumer 

 
Source: Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) 

 

Figure 2 shows the active role of actors in extracting value during the exchange process 

(company x market x consumer). In this interaction, the market emerges as a common place for 

actors where value co-creation takes place. This interaction impacts the perception of value. 
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 Value co-creation practices are influenced by the beneficiary's past, present, and future 

experiences, as well as the nature of the beneficiary's engagement with other actors (Randall et 

al. 2011). The authors claim that the value co-creation experience is an evolutionary process 

that goes beyond the company and consumer relationship and impacts communities. Co-

creation experience emphasises and affects individuals’ psychological feelings (Grönroos and 

Ravald, 2011). 

Therefore, it can be said that value co-creation outcomes will depend on actor’s 

engagement and interactivity, although engagement seems to be also an outcome of value co-

creation (Storbacka et al. 2016).  

Payne et al. (2008) believe that the process of value co-creation occurs from the 

“outside to the inside” of the company, since it begins with a proposal. The basis of this 

proposition is the customer's definition of "value," or what they deem valuable. Methods, 

activities, and interactions will all work together to enhance value creation as part of the value 

identification and creation processes (Payne at al., 2008). 

In a study about value co-creation between doctors and patients (a service provision), 

Payne et al. (2008) reported the process of co-creation being similar to a series of activities. 

Individual previous knowledge and cognition (imagination, memory, judgement, and so on) are 

some qualities and activities that help actors (doctors and patients together) in creating joint 

value. Helkkula et al. (2012) contribute to the literature by stating that expectation and 

satisfaction are influenced by current and previous experience (good or negative), as well as the 

circumstances in which the value exchange happens.  

A systematic review organised by Austin and Seitanidi (2012) elucidated 4 features 

directly related to the process of value co-creation: (1) it is an evolutionary and community 

process, namely, co-creation is dynamic, and it is transformed in a relationship between 

partners. Essentially, there are three stages of the value co-creation process: transactional (it 

happens “at this moment”, partners exchange valuable resources through specific activities: 

information, goods, technologies, etc.), integrative (there is a reciprocal exchange of strategies, 

values , people and experiences) and, finally, transformational collaborations (they go beyond 

the first two stages. It is a higher level of convergence; it intends to co-create transformational 

changes in society; (2) the second feature indicates that value co-creation process develops and 

increases trust and commitment; (3) the process influences satisfaction involved in the 

exchange relationship; and (4) the process interferes in the future purchase intention. These four 

features, to a greater or lesser extent, moderate and delineate the value co-creation process 

(Austin and Seitanidi, 2012). 
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As the value co-creation expression and process were new and abstruse at the time, 

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) disseminated it and developed a model for its better 

comprehension. This model is the most cited in the literature and refers to the actions presented 

in the value co-creation process (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004; Russo-Spena and Mele, 

2012). These practices are composed of four central elements known as DART, as shown in 

Table 4. 

 
Table 4: DART elements 

DART Elements Explanation of the term found in the literature review 

Dialogue It is interactivity; empathetic understanding; it is much more than 
listening. 

Access 

Customers want access to experiences. There is not just the “owing 
asset”. Ex: drinking an export type coffee in a supermarket. There is a 

whole environment that can provide a unique experience, such as 
background music, different dishes, aroma, friendliness of the attendant 

etc..; 

(Risk Management) 
It concerns the probability of omission of information that may negatively 
affect the consumer. Customers know more about the products than they 

used to, so they can assess and manage risks themselves. 

Transparency Information is more readily available and accessible. Transparency implies 
information sharing.(Ramaswamy, 2008). 

Source: Adapted from Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) and Russo-Spena and Mele (2012) 

 

The four fundamental DART elements must be present in order for the value co-creation 

process to take place (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004). The Dialogue (D) represents 

interactivity, deep or regular involvement, which is perceived through communication between 

actors (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004) and, as a consequence, is dependent on the existence 

of communication, which is based on channels that allow not only the exchange of information 

but also the exchange of ideas (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004). Dialogue helps companies to 

recognise the emotional, social, and cultural contexts of consumption. The beneficiary's search 

for knowledge and the experience itself is referred to as access (A). The possibility of harm or 

omission of information to the customer is assessed by risk management (R). Finally, 

Transparency (T), which refers to the organisational relevant information given to the 

consumer. Therefore, it can be assumed that without these elements, there is no possibility and 

factuality of co-creating value between organisation and consumer (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 

2004).  
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The DART elements  arise from engagement (McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012). 

Engagement is not a new variable in the value co-creation literature and there are many studies 

approaching it (Jaakkola and Alexander, 2014; Leclercq et al. 2016; Klafke et al. 2019, just to 

cite a few. It's worth noting that there are several interpretations and types of engagement in the 

literature. According to some authors, it refers to consumer participation to the company, such 

as in product invention, co-production, or simply feedback (Verhoef et al. 2010). Others state 

that engagement is a behaviour that has a positive effect on loyalty and brand success (Van 

Doorn et al. 2010), Others define engagement to be any relationship with a customer that goes 

beyond the basic exchange transaction (buying and selling relationship) (Jaakkola and 

Alexander, 2014). A theoretical paper published by Harmeling et. al (2017)  in the Journal of 

the Academy of Marketing Science provides further definitions and relations. They discuss the 

concept, as well as drivers, barriers, and customer engagement examples. In essence, they 

describe customer engagement as any consumer's voluntary contribution of resources to a 

company's marketing function. 

Another framework identified in the literature and used as an alternative to the DART 

Model is called PSF, whose name derives from the initials of the names of the authors who 

developed it (Payne et al. 2008). In the PSF, co-creation is represented by two interposed 

spheres (process of value co-creation by the customer and process of value co-creation by the 

supplier) and an intersection, which symbolises the meeting point, that is, the place where 

exchanges take place. Each co-creation process will have unique features for each player, 

depending on the context in which he or she is placed; emotion and cognition appear in the 

consumer sphere. Opportunity for value co-creation, planning and implementation of actions 

stand out in the sphere of the supplier (Payne et al. 2008). The central idea of the PSF is to 

determine which attributes are part of the value co-creation process and which personal 

characteristics allow its facilitation. Fundamentally, contextual and personal elements 

(emotional state of mind) will tend to influence relational exchanges (Payne et al. 2008). 

Based on the PSF framework, McColl-Kennedy et al. (2012) expanded the variables 

found in the study by Payne et al. (2008). In a survey on cancer treatment (hospital service), the 

authors identified the following dimensions linked to the value co-creation process (in the 

customer sphere): information, co-learning, and connectivity. The co-creation of value resulting 

from the interaction (here as a meeting point) with employees of the service network resulted 

in benefits perceived by the patient (McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012). McColl-Kennedy et al. 

(2012) explained that “connectivity” articulated the affective connection between patient, 

doctor and other hospital workers. Co-learning was related to the search for new sources of 
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information with other employees, family members and individuals, which was not limited to 

medical advice. In this example, interaction is seen as a fundamental action and predecessor of 

the co-creation of value, as Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) have already observed. 

Almost 10 years later of the Prahalad and Ramaswamy seminal paper about value co-

creation, Löbler and Hahn (2013) elaborated ValConRIA instrument (Value-in-context of 

Resource Integrating Activities) to evaluate and measure “value in a specific context”, which 

is generally measured by attribute drivers (price, quality, personal interaction, and overall 

satisfaction). Customers' engagement for tourism experiences was investigated by Löbler and 

Hahn (2013). They believe that an actor may participate in a co-creation relationship at many 

levels. Essentially, some actors are more active in this process and others are more passive. 

According to them, psychological and circumstantial aspects act in this engagement and will 

explain why some actors are more involved in a value co-creation experience.  

Engagement has specific characteristics related to each actor and process of co-creating 

value. The context, emotion and cognition intervene in the involvement “actor x organisation” 

and in the perceived benefits (Leclercq et al. 2016). Regardless of the definition, it can be 

affirmed that interaction lies at the core of customer engagement (Brodie et.al, 2015). 

 

2.1.3 The Service Dominant Logic  

The literature has shown some theories dedicated to the understanding of value co-creation. For 

example, the Resource Based View (RBV) (in Dobrzykowski et al. 2010; Kohtamäki and 

Rajala, 2016) or the Consumer Culture Theory (CCT) (in Peñaloza and Mish, 2011). 

Nevertheless, one of the most recent perspectives that explores value co-creation is Service 

Dominant Logic (Bouncken et al. 2015; Skarmeas et al. 2016), mostly due to the fact that 

relationship and collaboration are the essence of SDL as stated by Vargo and Lusch (2009), 

which is why this project is supported by it. 

SDL is a perspective in construction that evolved from other knowledge backgrounds 

and is in opposition to 200 years of conventional economic logic (product-centred logic), where 

essentially: (1) products were exchanged for money; and (2) companies created value by 

offering goods (Ballantyne et al. 2011; Loos et al. 2019).  

Value creation refers to the product-centred logic, whose objective lies in the economic 

exchange - in short: products are produced to be sold. Consequently, value is incorporated into 

goods by means of production process. For the product-centred logic, the company creates and 

distributes value, while customer is the recipient (passive) of this created value (Vargo and 

Lusch, 2008). That said, the objective of this logic is profit and standardisation (Ballantyne and 
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Varey, 2006). 

For Vargo & Lusch (2008), the assertion that organisations create or deliver value is 

incorrect. The authors sustain that companies are merely value proposers, where the “exchange 

of value” is effectively perceived by the exchange of resources and skills, what the authors 

define as “Service”. In other words, what is truly exchanged is the value that arises from service 

by service (Grönroos, 2011). These contributions, in terms of service and value co-creation 

definitions, are the most significant contributions of SDL, given that this perspective has 

changed the understanding that products are exchanged by money, and that companies create 

value (Gummesson, 2010).  

Yet, there is another fundamental difference between PDL and SDL: the exchange. In 

the first logic, operand resources (money, structure, and labour) are employed in the production 

process, which results in goods for exchange - value in exchange (Vargo and Lusch, 2008). 

However, in SDL, there exist also the operant resources, which are intangible resources 

(knowledge, creativity) that act on other resources (Vargo and Lusch, 2008). By integrating 

actors' efforts in an exchange relationship, tangible and intangible resources are combined. 

Thus, value is co-created through collaboration to provide a one-of-a-kind experience and it is 

determined by the recipient - value in use (Vargo and Lusch, 2008; Grönroos, 2011). In this 

new (value co-creation) approach, company and customer create value together through “points 

of interaction”. Certain moments and places provide the experience of value co-creation, 

meaning that the value is created together (Grönroos, 2011; Vargo and Lusch, 2008). The value, 

as perceived benefit, it is extracted at the moment of interaction with the beneficiary (Prahalad 

and Ramaswamy, 2004). 

These two main characteristics of SDL perspective have been chosen to address the 

phenomenon of value co-creation in this study: (1) actors exchange service by service (i.e. 

exchange of resources and skills; tangible x intangible resources); (2) value is co-created 

through collaboration to create a one-of-a-kind experience that is context-dependent - value in 

use/value in context. 

Vargo and Lusch (2004) introduced the idea of "service" in their seminal theoretical 

work, arguing that the service should guide the co-creation of value in marketing. Players 

(customers, clients, partners, and society) engage to co-create value rather than merely carry 

out exchange transactions under this approach, which transforms the relationship from 

transactional to interpersonal (Vargo and Lusch, 2008). Therefore, the value is co-created by 

the association of skills from one side and by the resources owned by the other part:  
The co-creation of values occurs through social and economic actors, integrating resources and 
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exchanging services reciprocally, coordinated by institutions and institutional arrangements 
generated endogenously and shared ecosystems of services, which provide the context for the 
future creation of value, through the exchange of services and the integration of resources. 
(Vargo and Lusch, 2004). 

 

In SDL, value is created through collaborative co-creation actions between customers 

and organizations (Grönroos and Voima, 2013). attempted to demonstrate that products and 

services become valued to customers after they are used. Later on, it was noted the importance 

of the social, physical, temporal, and/or contexts, as they determine the experience of “value in 

use”, which then evolved to value in context (Chandler and Vargo, 2011; Grönroos and Voima, 

2013). 

Since the publication of its seminal work, SDL has been refined and expanded. In recent 

articles by Vargo (2018), the premises were synthetised into five fundamental axioms, as shown 

in Table 5.  

 
Table 5: Axioms and assumptions of the Service Dominant Logic 

Axioms (A) Premises Explanation 

A1 - Service is the 
fundamental basis of exchange 

 
P 1- Service is the basis 
fundamental part of the 

exchange 
 

P 2 - Indirect exchange masks 
the fundamental basis of 

exchange 
 

P 3 - Goods are a mechanism 
distribution for service 

provision. 
 

The application of operating 
resources (knowledge, skills, 
and specialised competences) 
“service” is the basis for all 

exchanges. "Service" is 
replaced by "service". 

A2 - 

 

P 6 - The customer is always a 
value co-creator; 

It implies that value creation is 
interactional. 

A3 - All economic and social 
actors are 

resource integrators. 

 
P 4 - Operating resources 

(intangible) are the 
fundamental source of 
competitive advantage 

 
P 5 - All economies are service 

economies 

 
Explains the context of value 
creation. Actors integrate and 

exchange resources. 

A4 - Value is always unique 
and 

phenomenologically 
determined 

by the beneficiary. 

 
P 7 - The company cannot 

deliver value but only propose 
value 

 
P8 – A service centred vision 

Value is peculiar, experiential, 
and contextual. 
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is inherently customer-oriented 
(beneficiary) and relational 

 
P 10 - The value is unique and 
phenomenological determined 

by recipient. 

A5 - The co-creation of value 
is coordinated by institutions 

generated by actors and 
institutional arrangements. 

P 9 - All social actors and 
economic are resource 

integrators 
 

P 11 - The co-creation of value 
is coordinated through 

institutions 
 

Institutions provide guidelines 
for the co-creation of value by 
exchanging service for service. 

Source: Vargo and Lusch (2016) and Vargo (2018) 

 

As this thesis proposes to extend the understanding of value co-creation in an institutionalised 

(donation) environment, it is appropriate to begin the analysis of Table 5 by the last premise, 

which involves institutional arrangements coordinating value co-creation. 

 In 2016, the Premise 11 in Axiom 5 intended to broaden the interface between actor 

and institution. There is an alignment between institutional theory and SDL (Vargo and Lusch 

2016; Klafke et al. 2021), whereby institutions coordinate service exchange (collaborative 

relationship of joint value creation).  

  When reading the article that introduced Institutions to the SDL (Vargo and Lusch, 

2016), it appears to be a review of the literature on Institutional Theory. One can even 

comprehend the criticisms levelled at SDL by Grönroos (2011) or Brown (2007). Nonetheless, 

the relationship among SDL and IT outlined by Vargo and Lusch (2016) may be understood in 

the last pages. Their contribution to the SDL foundation (Axiom 5) was basically that the value 

co-creation process at the micro or meso levels are impossible to achieve without the existence 

of the macro level, that is, institutional structures. Hence, SDL broadens the narrative of 

ecosystem cooperation and coordination through recognizing the importance of institution in 

such activities. Institutions provide the building blocks for complex and interrelated resource-

integration and value exchange in an ecosystem (Vargo and Lusch, 2016). 

Axiom 2 may be illustrated by a practical example (by IKEA) explaining the process of 

value exchange (Edvardsson et al. 2011). When purchasing a piece of furniture (a cupboard) on 

the website, there is the option of taking on some activities inherent to suppliers, such as 

delivery and assembly. In this case, the customer is a "co-producer" of the distribution and 

assembly process, and therefore value is created not only by the company, but also by the 

consumer as a co-creator of value as part of the operation and process (Axiom 2). Usually, value 
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co-creation in products is easier to understand. In services, for example, Yoga class may be a 

good illustration. Yoga class is the value proposition, which is enhanced by the instructor's 

empathy, tea for tasting, and decorating (resources), as well as the student's enthusiasm and 

prior knowledge (skills). When instructors and students interact, they co-create value by sharing 

their experiences.  The fund-raising partnership between the ANZ Bank (for profit organization) 

and the Cancer Society (NPO) of New Zealand, that involves the selling of daffodils, is a real 

case involving NPO. The bank publicizes the campaign, recruits volunteers, and collects money 

at each of its branches (Austin and Seitanidi, 2012). The majority of resource flows are 

unilateral, from the bank to the non-profit. It is a longstanding relationship because the social 

value of the cause and the enabled work of the society provide associational value to the bank, 

but, still, both benefit from the value co-creation across the value chain  (Mongelli and Rullani, 

2017). 

According to Axiom 1 - fundamental premise 3 (P3) (see Table 5) - goods are 

distribution mechanisms for the services provision. It means that the main transferred and co-

created resource is the service. That is why for SDL, all economies are service economies, as 

postulated in Axiom 3 - fundamental premise 5 (P5). And, finally, Axiom 4 brings the idea that 

the supplying organisation does not deliver value but provides it through the service. 

In order to clarify and conclude the main ideas in the literature on value co-creation and 

SDL premises, Ballantyne et al. (2011) and Vargo and Lusch (2016) highlighted and 

summarised them as follows. Overall, it can be assumed these statements reiterate and expose 

the fundamental premises disseminated in 2004 (Vargo and Lusch, 2016). 

(1) Value proposition, which first appeared in the 1980s in the Service Marketing 

literature, was the foundation of the concept of value co-creation. 

(2) Lanning and Michaels (1988) defined value proposition as a statement of benefits 

offered to a group of customers (Premise 7). 

(3) Service is the application of skills by one (or multiple) actors for the benefit of 

another. SDL emphasises the exchange of service for service, which is understood as an 

interactive process, opposed to the exchange of goods. Service is the focus of Premises number 

1, 2, 3, 5 and 8. 

(4) Co-creation is a form of experimental interaction. It suggests an intention to connect 

(Premise 8). There is a relationship with all types of interinstitutional elements, as well as 

between individuals and groups of individuals. 

(5) Value is always unique and phenomenologically determined by the beneficiary 

(Premise 10), so the type of value created (functional, altruistic, emotional, inter alia) cannot 



 36 

be known until it is assessed and acknowledged by the beneficiary.  

(6) Through interaction, the service experience becomes the basis for assessments of 

value in use by beneficiaries. At this point, value does not derive from the acquisition, but from 

the interaction. 

(7) Institutions form the “service ecosystems”, whose role paves the way society is 

organised around markets. Service ecosystems are a relatively self-contained, self-adjusting 

systems of resource-integrating actors connected by shared institutional arrangements and 

mutual value creation through service exchange (Premise 11) (Vargo and Lusch, 2016). Service 

ecosystem term is “new”, but its idea is not. It derives from the service systems concept of 

service science (Maglio et al. 2009), which essentially refers to the interrelated and dynamic 

environments (Maglio et al., 2009; Zhang and Watson, 2020), similarly to the case of 

institutional environment. In Service Science, the emphasis is on technologies; the system is 

influenced by technologies, while SDL emphasises the more general role of institutions 

influencing actions in the system. 

(8) Conceptual change. SDL represents the change from static (operated) resources to 

dynamic (operating) resources, which includes employees, competences and customers 

(Premise 4).  

More on this perspective will be shown in the following chapter when it is combined 

with Institutional Theory and the phenomena under investigation. 

 

2.2 INSTITUTIONAL THEORY 

The objective of the present chapter is present the Institutional Theory (IT) origins, its 

characteristics, and how institutions intervene and shape relationships. The intention is to 

introduce the most influential and classical authors, specially to characterise the phenomena, 

terms and limitations.  

Institutions are mainly studied by IT (Suddaby and Greenwood, 2009). Scapens (1994) 

defines institution as a way of thinking or acting, which is rooted in people’s habits. IT is also 

about social structures (such as law, money, language, political systems, among other things) 

and individual and collective behaviours, highlighting informal exchanges that include 

environmental (organisational or social) field, as well as subjective aspects (values and beliefs) 

of a community (Augusto, 2007). 

The record of Institutional Theory in administration studies dates from the late 1950s, 

where institution was “something” that developed in the organisation over time (Selznick, 

1957); Years later, another “version” of the concept was conceived as a shared perception of 
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reality that is, in turn, shaped through social interaction and, hence, a product of human 

construction in movement (Berger and Luckmann, 1967). More recently, IT has evolved into a 

process of joint creation of reality (which brings us, in a way, to the process of value co-

creation), centred on three pillars: the regulator (codified laws, rules); normative (standard 

social norms, patterns, conventions); and cognitive (symbolic meanings, language, knowledge) 

(Scott, 2008). 

Despite the fact that the sociological literature has two institutional perspectives, a 

classic and a more contemporary one known as "neo institutional," this study focuses on the 

current understanding of IT based on the assumption that reality and society evolve (Scott, 

2008). Traditional understanding considers institutions as restrictive forces acting on the actor’s 

day-to-day life and decisions within a specific and stable context (closed system) (Lawrence 

and Suddaby, 2006). The modern perspective, on the other hand, focuses on deliberate and 

dynamic intentional practices that change or even build institutions (Greenwood and Suddaby, 

2006; Lawrence and Suddaby, 2006; Scott, 2008). Traditional IT does not offer insights into 

the factors driving social or organisational changes, nor does it explain the relationship between 

human action and institutions (Seo and Creed, 2002). As a result, the modern conception of IT 

sought to fill these gaps. 

To clarify the theoretical evolution of institutionalism, encompassing the tradition and 

new institutionalism, Table 6 summarises some main characteristics and authors from the 

business administration research field. 

 
Table 6: Theoretical evolution of institutionalism in Business Administration field 

Study Seminal 
Author(s) 

Decad
e 

Focus/Vision 

Traditional 
Institutionalism 

Selznick 50 
An organisation is the result of a rational 
social structure and actions to achieve a 

specific objective; 

Parsons 50 and 
60 

Organisations are integrated with society 
through rules and norms; 

New 
Institutionalism 

Meyer and Rowan 60 
In institutions, culture, whether 

organizational or social, plays an 
important role; 

DiMaggio and Powell 80 

Isomorphisms: coercive, mimetic, and 
normative. 

Legitimate behaviours (these are actions that are 
consistent, dependable, and based on social 

and/or personal values); 

Scott 80 Culture and cognition (memory, reasoning, 
imagination, language) constitute institutional 
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elements; 

North 80 and 
90 

Institutional structures (cultural, political, and 
legal elements) influence on economic activities 

and social development; 
 Source: Adapted from Seo and Creed (2002) and Scott (2008) 

 

Considering the traditional view, Selznick’s (1957) greatest contributions to the literature 

emphasise the perception of institutionalisation as a process and the perception of 

“institutionalising” as “infusing value”. Organisations establish desired values and 

institutionalise actions for a certain purpose. At the same time, Parsons (1956) cited rules and 

authority as integrating tools between organisations and society. He defined an organisation as 

a social system oriented towards the achievement of a specific objective. In this way, the 

institutions come together to achieve something desired. 

In the 1970s, Meyer and Rowan (1977) presented a new perspective on institutional 

knowledge. They recognized the importance of culture (a system affected by beliefs and 

traditions) in institutions, claiming that the higher the degree of institutionalisation, the more 

consistent cultural understandings are and the greater the resistance to change through personal 

influence. 

Years later, DiMaggio and Powell (1983) provided a more sociological perspective to 

institutionalism. They rejected rational actors in favour of a cultural interpretation of society 

that emphasized the value of lawful acts. These are socially acceptable behaviours that people 

integrate into their daily lives. Once acts are recognized, they tend to encourage the institutional 

environment to become more homogeneous in terms of practices and mindsets (DiMaggio and 

Powell, 1983; Lima and Vargas, 2012; Chandra and Shang, 2019). DiMaggio and Powell 

(1983), who studied how organizations become identical, coined the term "isomorphism" to 

describe this homogeneity. Because organizations are part of the same social field (i.e., where 

people live), the authors noticed that organizations began to operate and be organized in similar 

ways, becoming more identical and isomorphic (DiMaggio and Powell, 2005).  

Isomorphism transforms actions, behaviours and other social or organisational aspects 

into similar attitudes. The government, for example, is a source of isomorphism because it 

imposes rules and laws that cause uniform behaviour under certain conditions (Lima and 

Vargas, 2012). Human resource professionals frequently hire employees based on their profile 

and culture. Candidates must be in accordance with the organisation’s values; this is also a 

source of isomorphism (Finnemore, 2009). 
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Some mechanisms, according to DiMaggio and Powell (1983), can change the 

environment: 

• Coercive Isomorphism: it results from formal pressures exerted on organisations by 

other organisations (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). The FDA (Food and Drug Administration) 

may put pressure on pharmaceutical companies to meet standards and norms, as an example. 

These businesses must adhere to stringent safety regulations and restrictions. Organisations 

from the same sector must adopt similar practices too.  

• Mimetic Isomorphism: It results from the standardisation of response; Airlines 

companies implement similar processes in order to favour socially accepted rules (Lima and 

Vargas, 2012). 

• Normative Isomorphism: A desirable unwritten action. An example is given by 

Finnemore (2009), who states that companies tend to select professionals in accordance with 

their organisational values. 

In the 90s, North (1991) gives to the institutional approach the emphasis of corporate 

governance. The author placed more emphasis on the study of political institutionalism and the 

relationship between institutionalism x financial performance in organisations. 

Thus, reiterating what has been identified so far, it can be assumed two major 

fundamental differences between the old one and the new institutionalism. The new considers 

legitimacy as the main pathway to guarantee social or organizational survival (Meyer and 

Rowan, 1977), whereas the traditional justifies social or organizational survival through rules 

and norms (Parsons, 1956). The old institutionalism focuses on closed systems, while the 

modern view highlights the open systems, cultural and cognitive factors. 

As the purpose of this thesis is to study value co-creation which is assumed as dynamic 

process in an institutionalised environment, i. e., an  open system of regular practice of donation, 

the modern understanding of IT will be considered.  

After this preliminary presentation, it is now required to understand how institutions 

shape behaviours. 

Regardless of the institutional approach, it is critical to recognize the distinction between 

institutions and organizations. Institutions are the “rules of the game” for the creation, 

exchange, and distribution of standards (Yang and Su, 2014), i.e, they are the fundamental rules 

of a political, social, economic and legal nature (Scott, 2008) . External variables such as rules, 

conventions, norms, values, and customs are internalized or absorbed into people's life through 

a familiarisation process in which habits coordinate community behaviours (North, 1991). 

Because actors are part of a community immersed in values and norms, institutions endure 
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because of them. There is a commitment passed on from generation to generation (Scott, 2008). 

Sociologist Harold Garfinkel states that most of our routine is taken for granted aspects 

of social reality. This perspective is explained by Turowetz et al. (2016): 

 
When traveling on the subway, visiting a neighbour, or walking down the street, numerous social 
skills are used that have little awareness. Just as a tightrope walker should not find difficult to 
go through the hanging wire to pick up his belongings at the end of the rehearsal, despite the 
skill that this requires, so too it happens in most of the common achievements of our daily life 
(Turowetz et al. 2016). 
 

Institutional arrangements, i.e., many institutions brought together under the same 

values, are created when an institution is consolidated, with its  norms combined with formal 

rules and cultural elements (Weber, 2001; Scott, 2008). Once there is the firmament of the 

institution or of the institutional arrangements, Weber (2001) claims that it is legitimised. 

Legitimacy is the institution’s effectiveness (Meyer and Rowan, 2012), and it keeps institutions 

alive, since legitimacy is a perception of how well the organisation/society promulgates and 

maintains environmental standards (Powell and DiMaggio, 1991; Meyer and Rowan, 2012). 

Thus, legitimacy, acceptance and credibility in society are subordinated to an institutional 

context (Scott, 2008). 

Institutional environments identify organisations and societies. Handelman and Arnold 

(1999) researched organisational actions - regularised and recurring social actions, which build 

and reconstruct the organisation as a social system in a given time and space - that were in 

concordance to the social norms accepted by the community. For example, it was popular for 

retailers to donate money to local charities or to sponsor local league sports, which proudly 

displayed the national flag, an artefact of the local culture (flag and music). According to the 

authors, organizational actions indicated retailers' commitment to unwritten but normative 

standards of desired social behaviour. The rule isn't written down, but it's "there" and accepted 

by society. Thus, local giving behaviour may be determined by cultural social norms that stem 

from a desire to be accepted by others (Albuquerque and Machado-da-Silva, 2009). Systems - 

whether formal or informal - ensure that rewards are provided for compliance, and sanctions 

for non-compliance (Baker and Saren, 2016). 

De Carvalho (2000) noticed that political participation and the exercise of citizenship 

by volunteers emerged from institutionalized activities associated with the Church, when 

analysing the institutional context and the acceptance of NPOs in society. Religious participants 

who were engaged in community problems legitimized their actions. According to the research, 

volunteers went from "charitable helpers" to "social cause militants." This happens when 

volunteers come to identify with the causes for which they advocate. Volunteering arose from 
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a sense of legitimacy in God's presence (De Carvalho, 2000). This author also emphasises that, 

as the NPOs evolve and have their practices accepted by the most varied actors, they obtain 

legitimacy through institutionalisation. Hence it is correct to argue that the employment of 

particular behaviours on a regular basis, as well as the existence of widely recognized standards, 

beliefs, and values, are elements that indicate legitimacy.  

In the 90s, Berger and Luckmann (1996) add the habit to legitimacy. For them, all 

human activity is subject to habit and any action, often repeated (habit) become a pattern. 

Likewise, DiMaggio and Powell (2005) agree that cultural aspects arising from the habit can 

explain the fundamentals of social action. This suggests that choices are influenced by culture, 

conventions, and habits (DiMaggio and Powell, 2005). They believe that repeating certain 

actions establishes patterns, which then spread to other individuals (including organizations) as 

a result of socialization. That is, if a behaviour is generally accepted and legitimized among 

peers, it is likely to be adopted by others (Hall and Taylor, 1996). 

The donation action, although mostly in theory, already appears subjected to 

legitimation (Drucker, 2012; Wan et al. 2017; Klafke et al. 2019). Jacobs and Sobieraj (2007) 

affirm that public policy narratives about financial donations in American political campaigns 

are so recurrent that voters aspire to candidates with altruistic and philanthropic narratives. This 

may be due to the giving habit presented in the American culture anchored in Protestant 

principles and values (Weber, 1958; De Carvalho, 2000). It may explain why a big portion of 

the population works as a volunteer or donates to social/philanthropic institutions on a regular 

basis if social donation practices are legitimized  (Drucker, 2012).  

Klafke et al (2019) investigated collaboration and institutionalisation and proposed that 

cooperation between non-profits within an institutional arrangement - a collection of regulatory, 

normative, and cultural-cognitive elements (Scott, 2008) - could embed the donation mentality 

in the community, resulting in increased social engagement.  

Engaged actors can carry out transformational actions even if an organizational process 

or attitude is institutionalized. The behaviours of the community are reshaped as a result of such 

transitions (Suddaby and Lawrence, 2006; Wieland et al. 2016). Allen et al. (2005) have already 

associated institutional and cultural changes to financial success in organizations. They studied 

how and why some industries in China grew faster than others following the country's economic 

liberalization in the 1990s. They discovered that governance and international isomorphism 

were two of the features that contributed to these results.  

Savitskaya (2011) examined how culture changes the innovation mentality in 
organizations, taking into account the cultural dimension of Weber's institution. He observed 
that people who had been exposed to a technologically oriented cultural environment 
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throughout childhood tended to have more intra-organizational innovation efforts. By means of 
the mentioned examples, it can be seen that institution shapes the most different aspects of 
social and organisational life. 

To summarize: institutions guide individual and collective behaviour, as well as social 
creation processes, through the implementation of suitable values and norms. Social creation 
develops a habit (directed by values and norms) through time and becomes a standard or 
tradition (isomorphism). When practices and attitudes become institutionalized, whether in a 
company or a community, they become legitimate because they are accepted. 

Based on the previous statements, this work highlights the study of the environment 
through institutionalisation, as well as how it influences social aspects (of legitimacy, for 
example). As this study aims to understand a complex phenomenon (value co-creation) 
involving social behaviours, institutional theory (by means of the institutionalised environment) 
can assist the understanding of how value co-creation practice is influenced by institutions.  

 

2.3 NON-PROFITS, INSTITUTIONAL THEORY AND SERVICE DOMINANT 
LOGIC PERSPECTIVE IN FUNDRAISING: STUDY PROPOSITIONS  
There is a trend and interest in non-profit organizations in the social sciences (Valentinov et al. 
2015), based on the fact that the NPO represents the greatest values of public service 
democracy, citizenship, and commitment to a better society, with an emphasis on “being” rather 
than “having” (Avner, 2016; Boris and Steuerle, 2006). The importance of the third sector, to 
which NPOs belong, in terms of economic impact is substantial. The Third Sector is the world's 
largest eighth-biggest sector, generating about US$ 1 trillion in annual revenue, or around 8% 
of global GDP. In 2015, it represented about 5% of the GDP in the United States, 6% in 
Germany (Urban, 2015) and 2% in Brazil (IBGP, 2017). Table 7 summarises some main 
characteristics of NPOs. 
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Table 7: Summary of the main non-profit entities’ characteristics worldwide 

Institutional Objectives   Evoke social change 

Main sources of funds 
Donations, contributions, and 

provision of community services. 

Profit 
A means to achieve institutional 

objectives and not an end. 

Equity / Results 
There is no participation / distribution 

of results / profits. 

Fiscal and tax aspects Usually exempt. 

Source: Adapted from Olak and Nascimento (2010) 

 

NPOs, unlike most private companies, manage a complex system of social objectives with 

frequently limited resources, putting their long-term survival in jeopardy (Hansmann, 1980; 

Valentinov et al. 2015). Except in a few countries, the sector has grown over time as 

government funding has decreased (Boris and Steuerle, 2006; Fyall, 2016). As a result, 

competition for resources has increased, whether for donations, labour, or sponsorships 

(Archambault, 2001; Fyall, 2016). The rivalry in this sector is not explicit; it is so subtle that 

determining and mapping it is difficult and frequently imperceptible. (Harangozó and Zilahy, 

2015; Jang et al. 2016). Like other organisations, NPOs are part of a social structure brought 

together by norms, routines, and guidelines (Jang et al. 2016). Formal rules, norms, routines are 

elements that integrate institutions (North, 1990; Puffer et al. 2010) and shape behaviours 

(Kotler, 1998). 

Financial donation habits have previously been demonstrated to be a component of a 

society's mentality (Schiller, 2015), implying that this practice may be recognized and 

legitimised in a community. Donation implies interaction, and interaction is at the heart of 

engagement (Brodie et al, 2015) and value co-creation (Prahalad and Ramaswamy) (2004). As 

a result, it is reasonable to suppose that institutional variables influence consumption, donations 

(of resources), and generalized actions. As a consequence, IT can assist to explain why 

interactions occur, given that circumstances and locations impact value co-creation. 

IT helps to explain why a big portion of the population works as volunteers or donates 

to organizations on a regular basis by legitimizing social donation practices (Drucker, 2012; 

Worth, 2018). Accordingly, IT provides assistance in explaining the phenomenon under 

investigation, namely value co-creation in an institutionalised donation context. 

To Edvardsson et al. (2014) institutions affect people’s actions through regulatory, 
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normative and cognitive elements (they transform certain activities into patterns (isomorphism), 

and then, these actions become natural behaviour (Edvardsson et al. 2014). When studying the 

institutional environment and the acceptance of NPOs in society, De Carvalho (2000) found 

that the political involvement and the exercise of citizenship (by volunteers) arose from 

institutionalised activities associated with religious institutions. This suggests that activities 

were legitimised, accepted and inserted into people’s daily lives (De Carvalho, 2000). 

As previously said, American culture has a tradition of giving because of its Protestant 

beliefs and values (Weber, 1958). Religion has been proven to be an important means for 

individuals to express and strive to meet their needs and/or fulfil their obligations to God 

(Boechat et al. 2019). For example, in Brazil, the hopes for a "good life" based on the forms of 

inclusion by existing systems and social institutions have consistently been disappointed, 

leaving Catholic religion with a large space to address these issues of inclusion and exclusion 

from its own perspectives, involving their faithful members (Boechat et al. 2019). Hence, social 

practice legitimation would explain why a substantial portion of this population volunteers or 

donates to institutions on a regular basis (Drucker, 2012).  

Furthermore, sociologists define “social integration” as a set of shared values that brings 

individuals together as a community, resulting in social and institutional structures (Turner, 

1991). Religion and donation are frequent components of an integrated system of personal 

shared values in the sociology domain (Parsons, 1991). People who share similar values create 

a community's institutional environment and giving might include institutions and behaviours 

such as willingness to dialogue and interact (Amin, 2017). In this sense, it is reasonable to say 

that individuals who share common values have similar thoughts and social understanding, as 

well as similar behaviours and attitudes (including DART and other co-creation practices) in a 

dynamical relationship where interactions occur through social behaviours. Thus, it is proposed 

that: 

 
Proposition 1: Institutionalised donation environment intervenes in the co-creation 

of value; 
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Figure 3 summarises Proposition 1: 

 
Figure 3: Proposition 1 

 
Source: Author (2021) 
 

When searching for institutional arrangements in scientific databases for this thesis, the results 
were mainly about institutional arrangements in private organizations. Nevertheless, NPOs also 
form institutional arrangements, as they are part of an independent set of institutions (Klafke et 
al., 2019). NPOs cooperate to share resources and establish social programs for the poorest 
people, according to Podolny and Page (1998). According to the authors, a sense of obligation, 
responsibility, and social service drives this collaborative relationship. It is the understanding 
that together, they are stronger to achieve their social goals more easily (Jang et al. 2016). 
Additionally, those who work for non-profit organizations tend to work more collaboratively 
than others who work for for-profit organizations. This is due to the fact that they (volunteers) 
have similar life objectives and beliefs as non-profits (Waddock, 1988). Stakeholders, donors, 
and non-profits pool their resources and form alliances for social improvement. This 
collaboration provides value co-creation, value exchange and engagement for social well-being 
(Seitanidi and Crane, 2008). 

The supplying organization, according to SDL, does not deliver value, but rather 
proposes it. When proposing value to the community, the NPO may emphasize how qualified 
its professionals are in terms of specialized expertise and skills. The end beneficiary, however, 
is both a resource integrator and the one who determines the value  (Vargo and Lusch, 2008). 
For Chandler and Lusch (2014), When a company proposes value, it aims to elicit engagement 
and a consequence, such as donations. Repetitive customer interaction is an important part of 
an organization's strategy for dealing with volatile markets, unpredictability, and limited 
resources (Bouncken et al. 2015). Such interaction, when intensified, turns into engagement 
(McColl-Kennedy et al. 2012). Relationships with other actors (social influence, for example) 
can have an impact on engagement, as can psychological variables including moral values, 
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altruistic obligation, satisfaction, and so on (Bouncken et al. 2015). In interaction experiences 
(value in context), if the actor is not engaged and willing to interact, the company does not 
achieve anything at all, and value cannot be proposed, much less perceived (Chandler and 
Lusch, 2014). 

Through this co-creation lens, actors co-create value together through "points of 
interaction" that correspond to specific moments and places that contribute to the experience of 
value co-creation (Grönroos, 2011; Vargo and Lusch, 2008). Therefore, non-profit 
organizations must effectively communicate and interact with current and prospective donors 
in order to intensify current donations and boost future fundraising. 

In the case of non-profits, they propose value by emphasizing their activities and 
outcomes and, in exchange, expect others to engage through donations (Verstraete and Jouison-
Laffitte, 2011). Hence,  value is initially identified by the recipient and then co-created 
throughout the interaction (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004). 

Therefore, it is proposed: 
 

Proposition 2: When actors co-create value through Dialogue, Access, 
Transparency or Risk Sharing (DART), people are more susceptible to donate. 
 
It is specifically proposed that value co-creation elements promote interaction between donors 
and NPOs, thereby enabling donations. Figure 4 illustrates Proposition 2, with the co-creation 
experience acting as the basis of value (Vargo and Lusch, 2008).  
 
Figure 4: Proposition 2 

 
Source: Author (2021) 

 

The next chapter shall present the methodology employed.   
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3. EMPIRICAL RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

This research employs an exploratory and descriptive sequential mixed-method (qualitative and 

quantitative approach) that includes semi-structured interviews, observations, report analyses 

and online data collection. The research methodology is divided into three qualitative phases 

and one quantitative. To start, the research problem and objectives will be reiterated in order to 

reclaim the essence of this thesis, followed by an explanation of the methodological foundations 

connecting them to the phenomena and, lastly, the details of the selected research technique. 

 

3.1 REVIEW OF THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND OBJECTIVES 

 

The exploratory research question that guides this work and the objectives are reiterated 

as follows: How does value co-creation happen in an institutionalised donation environment 

through the interaction between donors and non-profits? 

This question is unfolded into the following queries: 

(a) How does value co-creation occur in the interaction between NPOs and donors? 

(b) How do personal and cultural beliefs, values, habits, inter alios underline value 

co-creation in donation? 

 

Therefore, this study aims to explore the influence of institutionalised variables in the 

value co-creation process between NPOs and donors in an institutionalised environment. 

 

This main objective is unfolded into the following specific objectives: 

a) Identify the role of institutions in the value co-creation process in NPOs. 

b) Describe the interaction between NPOs and donors in an environment ruled by 

institutions. 

c) Represent a model of the value co-creation process in the donation context. 

d) Analyse the relation of DART elements in the co-creation of value in the 

donation process. 

 

This is an exploratory and descriptive study, as previously said, and the objective of any 

exploratory research is to describe, analyse, and assess a phenomena (Vergara, 2009).  

Therefore, value co-creation will be described, examined, and evaluated in the context of NPO-

donor relationships ruled by institutions.  
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3.2 RESEARCH DESIGN  

Figure 5 presents the research design of this study, which is composed of three 

qualitative phases and one quantitative phase.  

 
Figure 5: Mixed method research approach  

 
 

As shown in Figure 5, the first three grey squares correspond to the exploratory qualitative 

research step (Interviews, Observations and Reports), while the last one corresponds to the 

quantitative investigation (Online data collection). Both phases are described below considering 

its specificities.  

It is worth noting that for each of the three qualitative stages, a formal request for 

authorization and acceptance of participation (through email) was submitted to both NPOs and 

donors. The ethical standards included a consent request alerting respondents of the assurance 

of confidentiality and anonymity, if so desired. The same was done to the quantitative stage. 

Despite the fact that much of the data was open access and available, the social media 

administrator granted authorization after a request. 

 

3.2.1 Qualitative Research Step 

 

3.2.1.1 Methodological approach, research type and strategy foundations 

Considering the steps depicted in Figure 5, the first phase (represented by the first three grey 

boxes) corresponds to the exploratory study. Exploratory research attempts to collect data and 

identify patterns, ideas, insights, similarities, or inconsistencies (Yin, 2011, 2016), as well as 

improve knowledge of more complex phenomena like value co-creation (Gummesson, 2005; 

Yin, 2016). As the phenomenon of value co-creation is relatively recent, multifaceted, and 

surrounded by personal situations and experiences (Vargo and Lusch, 2008; Baker and Saren, 
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2016) and, recently, by institutions (Wieland et al. 2016; Klafke et al. 2019; Koskela-Huotari 

et al. 2020), a qualitative research type seemed to be consistent with the characteristics of the 

phenomenon.  

 In most cases, exploratory examination includes qualitative research approaches that 

focus on the participants' experiences (Yin, 2015; Gibbs 2014). Additionally, this type of 

research allows data collection from the participants’ point of view and from their perception 

of reality, registering meaning of real-life events (Gummesson, 2017). Qualitative methods play 

an important role in the field of organisational studies and are able to capture individual’s 

understanding and his/her point of view with more details than quantitative ones (Gummesson, 

2017). 

 Regarding the strategy, the case study is the approach chosen for the qualitative phase. 

Instead of a positive paradigm, the case study research approach has characteristics of realism 

(Yin, 2001). Shortly, in realism, the research problem usually refers to “how and why?”, while 

in positivism it refers to “what or how should it?” (Perry, 1998). As Gummesson (in Baker and 

Saren, 2016) recognise, many universities accept the use of case study (realism) research in 

marketing, while others prefer to analyse data using statistical techniques and conducting 

surveys. However, studies that employ only quantitative methods and techniques, arguably 

cannot handle the complexity of service systems and the new service market logic (Gummesson 

- in Baker and Saren, 2016; Valtakoski, 2019). Based on these statements, and on the author’s 

ontological and epistemological perceptions, three multiple cases were chosen for better 

description and exemplification.  

 In terms of the number of case studies required for any investigation, scholars claim 

that there is no predetermined number of cases that must be assessed in a qualitative study as 

long as the researcher is able to respond and analyse the questions that were previously 

addressed (Gibbs, 2014; Gummesson, 2017). As long as this is achieved, the number of cases 

is not relevant in qualitative studies (Gummesson, 2017). For example, Eisenhardt (1989), a 

qualitative management expert researcher, recommends four to ten cases. Additionally, Rao 

and Perry (2003) published a study in top Business Management Journals to determine the 

"optimal" number of interviews. They claimed that in management qualitative research, 

reliability was attained after ten interviews. Notwithstanding, as Perry (1998) argues, there 

really is no rule that establishes the “ideal” number of cases to be included in each research, 

leaving the decision to the investigator. Thus, for the purpose of this study, 3 NPOs of the 

healthcare sector and 6 donors were considered to compose the multiple cases, where each NPO 

encompassed 2 managers and 2 donors, corresponding to one case study for the qualitative 
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phase. Therefore, for one case study, four people were asked to be part of the research and 

expose their perceptions about the phenomenon under study. In total, 12 interviewees made up 

the final sample.  

The usage of NPOs from the same domain was chosen since the objective was to 

examine similarities and differences in the value co-creation processes of NPOs from the same 

market. This enables understanding of the phenomenon through the viewpoint of similar donor 

profiles and NPOs with similar causes. 

More details about the qualitative study design, such as data collecting and analytic 

techniques, are provided in the next section. 

 

3.2.1.2 Qualitative study design: data collection 

a) Interview Process 

The interviews were conducted using the semi-structured guideline on Tables 8a and 8b 

(appendix). Interviews were conducted to learn about the actors' perceptions of value co-

creation actions and attributes. Interviews are considered a suitable qualitative approach by Yin 

(2011) and Gummesson (2017) for revealing information about emotionally charged issues and 

allowing the interviewer to ask new questions through unexpected information (Gummesson, 

2017). The author created Tables 8a and 8b (appendix) based on the literature study, which 

included readings from other dissertations (mentioned in the references) and discussions with 

some marketing professors. 

The sample was composed of commercial or marketing managers who have worked 

in the third sector for several years and active donors who could provide more specific 

information about their donation reasons and value co-creation experiences, despite of other 

sporadic donor insights. Active donors, according to Wymer et al. (2006), are individuals who 

interact with the NPO on a regular basis, however the authors do not define the frequency. 

Because of that, it was considered active donors those that have had at least one contact or 

donation per month and that have been donating to the NPO for at least 5 years. Managers from  

Finally, three interviews involving donors and NPOs were considered. Specifically, 

each case study was composed of (2 managers) and 2 donors for each NPO.   

The interviews and observations were carried out to verify: 

a) the institutional variables presented in the value co-creation and donation process; 

b) the interaction between NPOs and donors following the value co-creation (DART) 

elements; 

c) the representation of model of the value co-creation process in the donation context. 
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The three selected NPOs are: i) NPO-Cancer, which is committed to caring for and 

assisting children with cancer; ii) the second NPO assists, treat and help parents and children 

with exceptional needs, herein identified as NPO-Exceptional Needs; iii) NPO-Health Problems 

is committed to assisting children suffering from lung diseases. All of them belong to the 

children health care system. The interviewed donors were named here in the text according to 

the initial letters of their names. Ex: Donor “A”,  NPO-Cancer, or Donor “R”,  NPO-

Exceptional Needs and so forth. 

All interviews were recorded, and each interview was catalogued as the template in 

Chart 1.  
 

Chart 1: Template of the interviewees’ record 
  Respondent                   Organisation            Date             Duration 

1) 
2) 

Source: Author (2021) 
 

Direct observations in the telemarketing/commercial sector and assessment of 

companies' reports were considered for data triangulation and to correct perceptions of hermetic 

phenomena, with the objective of verifying the interaction between NPO and donors and 

potential donors, publicity, fundraising, numbers, and so on. 

The following section introduces the other qualitative step, the Direct Observation. 

 

b) Direct Observation 

After the interview step, direct observation was performed in NPOs’ telemarketing/commercial 

department. This type of methodology captures the natural social behaviour dynamics in a way 

that would not be possible using other tools, such as interviews or questionnaires (Ghauri and 

Gronhaung 2005). A day was spent in the commercial/telemarketing sector of each NPO. The 

objective was to examine the organizations' communication and contact with donors and 

potential donors, including: (a) interaction between employees, potential donors, and regular 

donors; (b) advertising campaigns; (c) donation outcomes; and (d) stories and experiences 

commented on at random. The notes gathered during the direct observation stage were used for 

data triangulation throughout the content analysis. 

             The Report Analysis is the subject of the following section. 

 

c) Report Analysis 

Documentary evidence or bibliographical research are expected to be applicable to every case 
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study (Da Fonseca, 2002; Yin, 2011). This study looked at annual reports, NPO websites, and 

other public information related to the research objectives. Secondary data were obtained 

between January 2019 and July 2020 to remain updated. This was necessary as donations may 

vary according to the social, political and economic context (Drucker, 2012). 

Documents are secondary data that help data triangulation (Da Fonseca, 2002; Yin, 

2011) and should be used only for the purpose of data checking. Therefore, despite being part 

of the study database, they were not presented in the appendix  

The exploratory qualitative step explored not only value co-creation in NPOs, but, 

specifically, Proposition 1 which is: “Institutionalised donation environment intervenes in the 

co-creation of value in fundraising”. 

 

3.2.1.3 Qualitative study design: data analysis technique 

a) Categories of Analysis  

The categories of analysis are presented according to the research question and objectives of 

the present study. 

Regarding the research question, one must keep in mind that “to co-create” is a verb, 

and verbs imply actions. Value co-creation refers to the activities and traits that enable 

interaction and collaboration among players (Ramaswamy and Prahalad, 2004, 2004b). 

Consequently, value co-creation refers to processes, sequence of activities and features through 

which actors collaborate to create joint value (Ind and Coates, 2013; Osei-Frimpong and 

Owusu-Frimpong, 2017). The research question places the phenomena inside an 

institutionalized environment, and it is well known that institutional environments have a 

significant influence on social and organizational behaviour in terms of strategy, and process. 

Similar mindsets, social and cultural values, systems of meaning, and norms, which shape social 

reality, are the foundations of these ecosystems (DiMaggio and Powell, 1988; Scott, 1994). 

This way, Figure 6 highlights the broad categories of analysis with its variables considering the 

research question: 
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Figure 6: Research question and its categories of analysis 

 
Source: Author (2021) 

 

As depicted in Figure 6, the institutionalised donation environment was based on the frequency 

and the donors’ shared believes in relation to the donation act. Scott (2008) states that when 

actions are incorporated into people’s daily lives and become part of their mentality, just like 

something natural, it is possible to say that this action is legitimised. The repetition of certain 

actions becomes patterns, which are spread to other individuals (including organizations) 

(Benabou, 2008, Scott, 2008). That is, whenever a behaviour is generally accepted and 

legitimized among peers, it is more likely to be adopted by others (Hall and Taylor, 1996). In 

this sense, donation action could be adopted by donor’s friends, colleagues, relatives, 

descendants etc., and, consequently, an environment of this belief would be created.  

In respect to the value co-creation process, it was assessed if these frequent donors 

exhibited similar value co-creation actions or attributes (see Figure 4). This institutionalized 

donation environment may evoke more involved players who are open to dialogue and 

interaction, thereby affecting the value co-creation experience for both the donor and the 

organization. 

Figure 7 shows the categories of analysis in terms of the research objectives. 
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Figure 7: Connection between the main objective, specific objectives and research question 

 
Source: Author (2021) 

 

The first three specific objectives concern the institutionalised donation environment. To better 

observe this environment, questions and categories originated from the literature review were 

developed with the aim to emphasise (a) the institutional dimensions presented in donor x NPO 

interactions, such as those reviewed in the theoretical background chapter like norms, values, 

traditions, habits, beliefs etc.; (b) the external or internal factors (cultural, social, psychological 

and personal - see Figure 1) that affect value co-creation and donation process; (c) the types of 

values (Table 5) that could guide decisions to donate.  

The last specific objective concerned the process of value co-creation and donation 

intention. Therefore, attention was drawn to: (a) the value(s) proposed by the organisations, (b) 

the minimal occurrence of the DART model elements (dialogue, access, risk management and 

transparency); and (c) other practices that could stand out during these interactions between 

donors/potential donors and NPOs. 

 

a) Qualitative Data Analysis Technique 

A hybrid approach (deductive-inductive) of content analysis was used to analyse the data from 

the interview, observation and report analysis. The content analysis included the proper answers 

from the interview and the content expressed by the interviewees. Both the deductive and 

inductive approaches were employed, since the purpose was to highlight not just already  known 

categories, but also new elements that the participants emphasized.  Notes from the observation 

step were also collected, which were then used for data triangulation.  

Interviews type-up are a good way to retrieve, connect and classify results with the notes 
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taken by the researcher during the interview phase (Miles and Huberman,1994; Kuckartz and 

Rädiker, 2019). In this sense, tables, charts, word clouds, and framework were created and used 

to visualise the relations. Afterwards, this research made use of what Gummesson (2017) calls 

“co-operative process”, the review of the typed-up interviews by the participants in order to 

highlight some questions and give to the interviewers the chance of adding comments or 

expanding answers. 

To verify the relations, proxies were employed to detect value co-creation acts during 

the observation phase, in addition to documenting and analysing the interaction between NPOs 

and donors gathered through interviews. The proxies were drawn from the core practices and 

attributes of Prahalad and Ramaswamy's DART model - Dialogue, Access, Risk Management, 

and Transparency (2004). The proxies and results of the interviews were then compared with 

the field notes collected during the interview phase. 

The proper content analysis is the final stage of the main qualitative data analysis (of 

the interviews). After analysing the speeches for similarities and differences and drawing 

assumptions about the social phenomena, connections between theory and practice were 

established. 

The whole systematisation of the main qualitative data analysis followed the instructions 

of Kuckartz and Rädiker (2019) and Gibbs (2014). Their systematisation approach occurred 

through: (a) data input into the software or any other tool that allows systematisation, 

visualisation and study of data and ideas; (b) exploration of the material through the broader 

(floating) coding of data; (c) definition and aggregation of the thematic unit of analysis, which 

in this project took place through the participant’s sentence and/or contextual analysis; (d) 

confirmation of the categories of analysis using tools, such as word clouds, word frequencies, 

lexical analysis, summary grids, cluster and matrix analysis; and (e) the review of the data and 

results. 

To systematize each stage of the analytical process, content analysis was used in the 

interview evaluation. The emphasis was on both the content and the context, which were 

categorised with help of  the MAXQDA software. 

Initially, a pre-analysis was done, which is generally composed of non-stop reading 

(skimming reading) of the interviews, to then start the analytical systematisation for 

categorisation. In the pre-analysis, the ‘skimming reading’ of the documents was performed in 

order to better understand the content. As the reading progressed, insights (notes and 

paraphrases) equivalent to the exploration of the material were made. Naturally, there were 

conceptual units derived from the theoretical background to guide the analysis, which came 
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with a deductive technique. However, one must also be attentive to capture what the interviewee 

is saying, which is achieved with the help of the content and an inductive approach. 

In respect to categorisation, the units of analysis for coding and creating the code list 

were mostly derived from sentence and/or contextual analysis. Coding is simply a first step in 

categorizing the material in order to create a structure of thematic ideas (Gibbs, 2014). The code 

list was  grouped into the main ideas highlighted in the transcripts. For example, the co-creation 

of value was already clear as a category of analysis. Therefore, value co-creation is a larger 

code, a category, according to Gibbs’ classification (2014). The whole coding procedure used 

Gibbs' model to increase the robustness of the content analysis (2014). The participant's content 

was used as the basis for the analysis. Although key concepts must be verified, the priority was 

on the interviewee's reality, i.e. what he or she considers significant to be addressed. According 

to Gibbs (2014), the created list of codes, which includes certain categories, already provides 

analytical components. Subsequently, the codes and categories were analysed, and this analysis 

was refined by other tools, such as summary grids and matrix of relationships, the so-called 

“Refinement Tools” (Kuckartz and Rädiker, 2019). 

To refine the code list, a correlation matrix was performed in the software MAXQDA. 

With this matrix, it was possible to compare participant’s responses and observe who was 

saying what in reference to the selected codes. Then, still aiming to refine the codes and revise 

the categories, a similarity analysis was carried out to see the connections between the codes. 

In this step, the software performs a cluster analysis, presenting the codes that are the most 

similar. That is, one code was similar to another due to the content defined in them. At this 

stage, they become sets of codes. 

After the exploration and refinement analysis tools, some central axes of analysis were 

visualised. Apart from value co-creation, the strategic/marketing appeal and the institutional 

condition allowed the comprehension of behaviours, such as the (un)willingness to co-create 

value.  

Lastly, another important tool in this qualitative research was the field notes gathered 

during the interviews and the direct observations. They registered facial and verbal expressions, 

enveloped in feelings that appeared while participants were reporting their experiences and 

opinions about value co-creation. 

In summary, in order to triangulate the data, this work contemplated (a) interviews with 

NPO managers and donors; (b) multiple case studies - evidence from multiple case studies is 

often considered more attractive and thus more robust (Yin, 2016; Gummesson, 2017); (c) 

observations which aimed to check the natural behaviour of people in the context (Yin, 2016); 
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and (d) analysis of secondary data. This phase (d) ran through: (1) a statistical analysis of 

secondary data collected via the NPO’s access to online platforms (quantitative phase); (2) 

secondary data from NPO’s reports (qualitative phase). 

 

3.2.2 Quantitative Research Step 

 

3.2.2.1 Methodological approach, research type and strategy foundations 

The quantitative phase complemented the qualitative phase and aimed to provide a more 
complete picture of the phenomenon.  

Positivist research is commonly associated to quantitative methods which aim to answer 
“what or how should it" questions (Perry, 1998). According to Palinkas et al. (2015), 
quantitative research methods have some advantages, such as: (1) emphasising a deductive or 
generalising approach, (2) being very helpful for measuring outcomes; and (3) being very useful 
to test models (Lingard et al. 2008).  

The data was collected online for exploratory and descriptive purposes using an online 
data collecting approach. It was intended to explore donations intention through value co-
creation practices. 

As mentioned in the literature review, the donation intention is moved by attitudes. 
Specifically, Lwin and Phau (2014) mention that general attitudes towards NPOs significantly 
motivate donation intention, since donors that interact with NPOs usually support their cause, 
whether by promoting them, donating or volunteering. Likewise, individuals who have positive 
attitudes towards these NPOs are more prone to donate, and this is also the case in online 
platforms (Casidy et al. 2014).  

 

3.2.2.2 Quantitative research design: data collection 

The same NPOs of the qualitative study composed the sample of the quantitative research. 

Online users (donors and potential donors) from the respective NPOs fan page were part of the 

sample. 

The quantitative data were obtained from online posts in the Twitter or Facebook 

databases, depending on the NPO's preferred social media platform. The intent was to see if 

NPO postings, which were inductively categorized into DART elements (Table 9), were 

associated with people's reactions and interactions on digital platforms. This assessment would 

support evidence to check the relation of DART and other elements with the intention to donate. 

According to Da Silva et al. (2020), donation intention can be evaluated in terms of 

interaction, affection, and positives attitudes. In this sense, likes, shares, and comments are 
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subjected to donation intention. Lwin and Phau (2014) say that attitudes towards Non-profits 

significantly motivate donation intention. Likewise, Briggs et al. (2010) state that people’s 

attitudes toward charities precede their intentions of giving. This study relied on these 

statements to consider “donation intention”.   

Digital platforms are seen as useful sources, where NPOs´ posts can encourage the 

community to donate, join in an event, or even protest (Lovejoy and Saxton, 2012; Klafke et 

al. 2021). The data were collected from July 2019 to June 2020. The marketing/commercial 

managers of the NPOs provided the compiled file of postings. It was expected to understand 

what kind of messages published by the NPOs triggered greater reaction from users, answering, 

this way, specific objective d) “Analyse the relation of DART elements in the co-creation of 

value in the donation process.” 

 

a) Measures 

Some elementary measures were investigated based on previous literature examples (Cho et al. 

2014; Galiano-Coronil and MierTerán-Franco 2019). In an NPO context, Galiano-Coronil and 

MierTerán-Franco (2019) measured the sum of “likes” plus the number of “shares” for each 

post on Facebook and Twitter and found out that influencers (videos, texts, posts) are the most 

important means of building positive relationships when it comes to an organisation and their 

audience. Also, hashtag usage is a strong indicator of retweet (Galiano-Coronil and MierTerán-

Franco, 2019). Hence, the following measures were considered during the quantitative phase: 

(a) The posts: to find out what people are most talking about. 

(b) Number of messages liked, shared and commented: it demonstrates the user´s 

interest in the subject. 

Acknowledging this information, it was expected to understand what kind of online 
communication - manifested in terms of the DART elements – most impacted interaction (value 
co-creation), and potentially donation in a social network environment. According to Li (2017), 
the literature has ignored the effect of information communication via social media in many 
strategic domains, including donations, suggesting another literature gap that the present thesis 
aim to fill.  

Management literature suggests that, when NPO publishes on social networks or on its 
website information about what they “deliver” to the community, they are not just interacting 
with people, but they are also proposing value by spotlighting their activities and results. In 
return, they expect interaction, engagement, and donation from online users (Verstraete and 
Jouison-Laffitte, 2011; Da Silva et al. 2020). Commenting and sharing require a greater level 
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of user’s  commitment to the post and, as a result, to the organization. In this study, it was 
assumed that the dimensions of DART are antecedents of donation intention, because they are 
the value proposed to donors/potential donors. This assumption is based not just on the 
qualitative phase of the research, but also on exploratory readings of Neghina et al. (2015), Kim 
and Yang (2017), and Li (2017), who claim that attitudes toward and with NPOs substantially 
motivate donation intention. And that sharing and comments represent that the user is more 
involved with the organisation. Because value co-creation entails minimal interaction, “Likes” 
were interpreted as the donor/potential donor's perception of value. In this sense, they represent 
the minimum necessary for interaction in a value co-creation process. The consequence, 
donation intention, was reflected by the postings' "Comments." 

For the reason that it was intended to investigate whether the pandemic of COVID-19 
intervened in the value co-creation between online donors/potential donors, the pandemic 
outbreak was considered as an antecedent variable.  

It is relevant to point out an insight in relation to the donation intention which was 
brought to this study from the qualitative step. In such a field like the third sector, when online 
users begin to follow organisations (on Twitter or Facebook, for example), they are generally 
current donors or volunteers. In some cases, online users begin to follow the organisation for 
the reason that they are searching for the “right” NPO to donate, but they soon become engaged 
with the NPO’s cause by promoting it online or by working as volunteer, or even by donating. 
All these actions express engagement. 

 

b) Sample and Preparation of the Database  

As mentioned earlier in this section, the social networks chosen for this study were Twitter 
and/or Facebook.  

The number of likes, shares and comments for every NPO were collected after 
inductively classifying the posts based on the DART elements, with the intention of detecting 
the presence of an association between the number of publications, DART, and reactions.  

The total database comprised 757 posts. The gathered data refers to the period between 
July 2019 and June 2020. 405 posts were analysed from NPO-Cancer, 197 from NPO-
Exceptional Needs and 155 Posts from Health Problems.   

The data were organised in a broad spreadsheet containing the details of its 
characteristics according to Table 9. The postings were categorized inductively into DART 
elements. Since this attribute was not identified in the preceding qualitative step, risk sharing 
(equivalent to the ‘R' element) was not considered for analysis. Column 3 specifies each DART 
element, that is, what was considered in the inductive classification as Dialogue, Access, and 
Transparency. Because "Likes," "Comments," and "Retweets" were not inductively 
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categorized, they are marked as N/A - Not Applied. 
 

Table 9 - Database Organisation 

Variable Explanation 
Posts inductively classified 

according to DART Elements  
Number of (DART) 
posts according to 

each NPO 

Likes Total of likes that the 
respective post received 

N/A N/A 
 

Comments 
Total of user comments 

the respective post 
received 

N/A N/A 
 

Retweets 
Number of times that 

users forwarded the post, 
by retweeting it 

N/A N/A 
 

Dialogue (D) 

Dialogue entails both 
exchange of information 
and the establishment of 

shared beliefs via 
constructive interaction 

(of knowledge and 
experiences) 

(Gummesson and Mele, 
2003) 

Dialogue classification includes 
general information, any 
Throwback Thursday posts (TBT 
– going back in time), 
partnerships between NPO and 
other companies, tribute 
messages, a reading suggestion, 
etc. 

NPO-Cancer: 205 
NPO - E. Needs: 129 
NPO - H. Problems: 

94 

Access (A) 

Customers want access to 
experiences. It is not just 
the “owning asset”. Ex: 
drinking an export type 
coffee in a supermarket 
(Klafke and Didonet, 

2020). 

Access includes an appeal to 
interact with the NPO, posts by 
partners incentivizing donations 
to the NPO, visits etc. 

NPO-Cancer: 175 
NPO - E. Needs: 65 
NPO - H. Problems: 

27 

Transparency 
(T) 

The availability of 
information has increased. 

Customers are 
increasingly able to have 

access to previously 
unavailable information 

(Klafke and Didonet, 
2020).  

It combines the organization's 
trustworthiness with the 
consumer's information. Annual 
reports and donation reports, as 
well as videos of other 
organizations donating to the 
NPO, are examples of 
transparency. 

NPO-Cancer: 25 
NPO - E. Needs: 3 

NPO - H. Problems: 
34 

Source: Author (2021) 

 

Each post was categorised according to the DART elements for the purpose of comparison and 

analysis. Even though shares and comments may be considered donation intention, this study 

chose to focus on comments, for its deeper degree of psychological involvement with the post, 

hence engagement (Kim and Yang, 2017). For analytical purposes, the DART elements were 

coded as follows: 1 (D - Dialogue), 2 (A- Access), 3 (T - Transparency). All posts were 

classified as “before” (1) and “after” (2) the COVID-19 pandemic. 

The data analysis process was repeated for each of the companies studied separated for 

several reasons. Firstly, because of statistical stability, as the data were non-parametric. 
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Secondly, NPOs have distinct characteristics and sizes. Thirdly, while examining the donors´ 

reasons for donating it was revealed that some had a clear preference for one NPO over another, 

which was mostly related to the NPO's cause. As a consequence, it was chosen to measure them 

separately.   

 

3.2.2.3 Quantitative research design: data analysis 

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (IBM SPSS) software was used for the 

correlation analysis, which was the descriptive statistics technique chosen for the analysis of 

the proposed relationships. 

Descriptive analysis included mean, standard deviation (SD), median, maximum, and 

minimum values for continuous variables, and frequency distribution for categorical variables. 

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test revealed that all p-values were less than 0.001, indicating that 

the distribution was not parametric. As  the Levene's test revealed that the variances were 

homogenous, T-tests were performed to see whether there was any statistical difference 

between the postings examined before and after the epidemic outbreak. Spearman correlation 

coefficient was used to test correlations for the quantitative variables. Descriptive level of 

p<0.050 was adopted for all analyses. 

Since the obtained data offered longitudinal analysis, it was chosen to compare likes, 

shares, and comments before and after the Covid-19 pandemic outbreak. 

For the sake of a statistical stability issue, the variables Access (A) and Transparency 

(T) were combined as DAT2. Therefore, Dialogue is one category, while Access + 

Transparency is the other.  Table 10 summarises the chosen methodology.   
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Table 10: Data Collection and Analysis Technique 

Research Design Method 

Approach Qualitative and Quantitative - Mixed Method 

Type Exploratory and Descriptive 

Method/Strategy Multiple Cases 

Sample  

3 NPOs and 6 Donors (qualitative phase) = 3 
cases with 12 interviews in total 
Observations noted in the telemarketing sector of 
each NPO (qualitative phase) 
NPOs’ documents and reports (qualitative phase) 
NPOs and - online users - Donors and Potential 
Donors (Quantitative phase) 

Data Collection Technique 

1 - Interviews (Qualitative phase) 
2 - Observations (Qualitative phase) 
3 - Analisys of Reports (Qualitative phase) 
4 - Online Posts (Quantitative phase) 

Data Analysis Technique  

1 - Inductive and deductive Approach with 
MAXQDA software 
2 - Inductive and deductive Approach 
3 - Inductive and deductive Approach 
4 - Statistics with SPSS Software 

Source: Author (2021) 
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4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

 

The presentation follows the ordering that corresponds to the key questions in blocks 1, 2, and 

3 of the interview script in order to bring the findings obtained from the qualitative phase in a 

systematic manner: (i) NPOs’ and donors’ profiles (ii) donors’ and NPOs’ opinions about value 

co-creation and donation, (iii) Predecessors and reasons for co-creating value and donating (iv) 

Donors´ and NPOs´ experiences involving value co-creation, (vi) feelings and outcomes 

involved in these actions. Finally, the final topic of this chapter is related to the DART 

components' association with donations. 

 

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLED NPOs AND DONORS  

The studied NPOs are located in the South of Brazil. NPO-Cancer is an NPO whose objective 

is to help and assist children and adolescents with cancer, as well as their families. In 2019, the 

NPO-Cancer assisted over 4,000 youngsters across Brazil. The NPO celebrated its 29th 

anniversary in 2020. The two managers that were interviewed are graduated and post-graduated 

in Business Management and have worked for more than 8 years in the third sector.  

NPO-Exceptional Needs advocates for the rights of disabled children. It assists 

children with disabilities (Down syndrome, Autism, children with limited motor mobility) 

inside a broad range of specializations (speech therapy, teachers, physiotherapy) throughout 

their lives. 

NPO-Health Problems is a social organization with a pioneering methodology that 

supports children who have been hospitalized, primarily due to respiratory health problems, and 

who are living in poverty by encouraging their families' economic and social self-sufficiency. 

Two managers were interviewed: one social assistance that has worked for 8 years at the 

institution, and a marketing manager working for 2 years at the organisation. The marketing 

manager is concluding her graduate degree in Accountancy. 

As mentioned in the methodology section, the organisations were asked to choose two 

frequent donors that have made money donations for several years. Tables 11a, 11b, and 11c  

summarise each donor and manager profile as follows: 
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Table 11a: Donors’ and NPO-Cancer Managers’ Profiles 
NPO-Cancer  

Donor A (Male) 
NPO-Cancer  

Donor R (Female) 
NPO-Cancer 

Marketing Manager 
(Female) 

NPO-Cancer 
Telemarketing Manager 

(Male) 
64 years old 

Graduated in Business 
Management 

Retired, but owns an 
accounting company 

62 years old 
Incomplete 

graduation in 
Business 

Management 
Retired, but donates 
money and works as 

a volunteer 

33 years old 
Complete graduation 

and post-graduation in 
Business Management  

45 years old 
Complete graduation and 

post-graduation in Business 
Management 

Source: Author (2021) 
 

Table 11b: Donors’ and NPO-Exceptional Needs Managers’ Profiles 
NPO-Exceptional 

Needs 
Donor “V” (Female) 

NPO-Exceptional 
Needs 

Donor “F” (Female) 

NPO-Exceptional Needs 
Social Assistant 

Manager (Female) 

NPO-Exceptional Needs 
General Manager 

(Female) 
67 years old 
Graduated in 

Chemistry 
Retired, but still 
teaches at school  

65 years old  
Post graduated in 

Marketing and 
winemaker 

Owns and administrates 
some companies 

35 years old 
Graduated and post 
graduated in Social 

Service 

67 years old 
Graduated and post 

graduated in Business 
Management 
(Marketing) 

Source: Author (2021) 
 

Table 11c: Donors’ and NPO-Health Problems Managers’ Profiles 
NPO-Health Problems 
Donor “L” (Female) 

NPO-Health Problems 
Donor “M” (Female) 

NPO-Exceptional Needs 
Marketing Manager 

(Female) 

NPO-Exceptional Needs 
Social Assistant 

Manager (Female) 
70 years old 

Graduated and PhD in 
Geography 

Retired - University 
Professor 

70 years old 
Graduated and post 

graduated in Economics 
Retired - Public Service 

34 years old 
Finishing graduation in 

Accountability 

59 years old 
Graduated and post 
graduated in Social 

Service 
 

Source: Author (2021) 
 

All participants have been working for more than 5 years with or in the third sector. The donors 

were suggested by the NPOs themselves, as they are donors who are very involved with the 

organisation. 
 

4.2 VALUE CO-CREATION BETWEEN NPOs AND DONORS IN AN 

ENVIRONMENT RULED BY INSTITUTIONS - SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES “B” AND 

“C” 

This section corresponds to the description of the results regarding specific objectives ‘b’ and 

‘c’, i.e, the interaction between NPOs and donors in an environment ruled by institutions, and 

the creation of a model of the value co-creation process in the donation context. 
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4.2.1 Value co-creation in the donation context 

Randall et al. (2011) and Yi and Gong (2013) summarise value co-creation as a multidimension 

concept whose main dimensions include dialogue, connection and commitment. Prahalad and 

Ramaswamy (2004) state that value co-creation involves four basic elements, such as dialogue, 

access, risk sharing/management, and transparency.  

In the donation context, it was possible to see that value co-creation has two 

components. The first one refers to the DART model, which comes from the literature (whose 

elements were ratified by respondents (donors and managers). The second component came 

from  respondents, and it is related to what they individually add to the concept that can be 

considered analogous to value co-creation.  

For Donor “R”, value co-creation is a goal; an objective, something to be achieved: 

“Value co-creation is an objective that will engender concrete results, as long as it is 

collaborative.” 

The literature says that value co-creation is a form of experimental interaction. It 

suggests an intention to connect (Ballantyne et. al, 2011), but according to donor R, it is a means 

to reach something, and it only happens if this social action is collaborative. This meets the 

foundations of value co-creation, where the concept refers to processes, sequence of activities, 

through which actors collaborate in order to create value (Ind and Coates, 2013; Osei-Frimpong 

and Owusu-Frimpong, 2017).  

Another respondent defines it as coming together, becoming a part of a sum that would 

bring people out of terrible misery and, in the end, make people feel joy and satisfaction. Donor 

A says:  
“If everyone thought this way, about the importance to help the other, the little thing done would 
be a lot in the end. The total of people involved is going to generate this greater whole, offering 
joy and satisfaction to everyone. Co-creation means adding value in the entire chain because it 
makes people socially aware. When a person is in need (due to an illness), I imagine that he/she 
feels unprotected, helpless… The co-creation in this whole process is a huge emotion that comes 
from seeing and getting the work done.” 
 
“I am convinced that the amount I monthly donate will be added to others, which end up 
changing a family´s life”.  

 

For donor M, only when the family assisted is healthy, economically and psychologically stable 

is when she really sees the result of the whole value co-creation process. Consequently, being 

involved in the process of exchanging resources, is not enough for her. Only when the result of 

everything is positive, when the process results in social benefits, it is when she believes it is 

over. Donor M exemplifies donation as experiences that awaken fraternal connection, reduction 

of marginality. 
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Based on the excerpts above, it is feasible to conclude that value co-creation is a process 

(as has been found in many studies), a means to an end. Nonetheless, according to the 

participants, it should raise social consciousness, assist those in need, and minimize 

marginalization in the donation environment. The accomplishment of “the greater whole” (cited 

by Donor A) brings joy and happiness to the whole network. These feelings arise when an NPO, 

in this example NPO-Cancer, achieves its goal of assisting cancer patients (children) or families 

in need. This process's outcomes (satisfaction and joy) benefit everyone involved, not only the 

beneficiary (patient), i.e., the donor that feels satisfied by helping somehow, the workers that 

are able to keep their jobs and assist the children and their families, the community that knows 

it can count on this NPO, the patient itself that knows he/she is getting treated and so forth. It 

is the ecosystem evidence in the value co-creation process in the donation context. The 

institutional environment promotes such value (internally - religious beliefs or externally - 

donation certificate). 

The excerpt above highlighted some perspectives on value co-creation. The service 

offered by the NPO for its patients is composed of several people, such as the doctors, assistants, 

attendants, nurses, researchers, donors, government, among others. There is an evidence here 

that any actor in the process can determine value. For example, the patient who receives the 

treatment, the NPO who proposes value and receives donation, and the donor who feels 

satisfaction and joy after the donation act, all of them are the beneficiaries of this value co-

creation  and can determine value. 

It is stated in Premise 10 of SDL that value is unique and phenomenologically 

determined by the beneficiary. Only the beneficiary of the value co-creation process can 

identify value aggregations (Vargo and Lusch, 2008, 2014). However, who is the beneficiary 

in the donation context? Would it be the donor? It has been seen that donors identify NPOs´ 

value proposition. According to the premise, we can assume that the donor is a resource 

integrator of the process, he ties the knot. Then, donors would not be the beneficiary and could 

not “determine value”. Nevertheless, their participation in the value co-creation process is 

fundamental, because without them there can be no money, no work, no treatment, and, hence, 

no value. Thus, it is noted that the resource integrator, or each actor in the process is able to 

determine value even if this actor is an indirect participant or a beneficiary.  

Usually, the end user is the final beneficiary (Hardyman et al. 2015; Li, 2017;  Zhang 

and Chen, 2018). Consequently, this final beneficiary can determine value. If we zoom out the 

donation ecosystem, the patients and the families involved in the treatment are the final 

beneficiaries, and not the donor, who is a value aggregator.  
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     The qualitative research has shown that value proposition can be identified by many 

actors of the system, depending on the “zoom in” given to investigate the phenomenon. Many 

actors and indirect beneficiaries identify value in the process, such as the health professionals 

who often work as volunteers as well sharing their talents, private companies that want be 

partners of these NPOs, the society that knows the NPO is offering (satisfactory) service, or 

just general donors of time, treasure ($) or talent (TTT - Donor).  

Gummesson (2006) and Grönroos (2011) argue that most research on value co-creation 

are done without taking into account the network environment in which the phenomenon 

frequently happens. Simply because it would be too difficult to map. 

Back to the qualitative assessment, from the NPO manager perspective, value co-

creation seems to be a means to reach something greater and it is close to the NPOs´ cause 

itself. There is almost an invitation, an opportunity for the donor to participate in this social 

action - in other words, in this co-creation process. NPO-Cancer states: 
“... you know, the institute offers an opportunity, I think it's really nice to talk about it. Sometimes 
we have several negative filters, you know [changes to a pejorative tone] “Ah, you're asking me 
for money ...” - no! We are offering you the opportunity to help, to join our cause, this is a great 
opportunity! Do you know what I mean? I think that this is value co-creation: getting together, 
take this opportunity to participate and save children´s lives; this is our cause!” 

 

It can be observed a narrative of resource integration that engenders results such as cure, saving 

a life, accomplishment of NPO´s mission. This resource integration includes time and financial 

resources, as well as the NPO team's competencies and the patient's treatment itself. This is the 

value proposal for donors, as it noted by NPO-Cancer: 
“The great secret of the good result that we achieve (he is talking specifically about donations) 
is that we humanise sales techniques. Of course, I am not selling or buying anything, but I am 
employing some strategies to sensitize this donor. So, one of the strategies we do is to avoid 
discussing pricing and money in favour of discussing values. We talk about the lives, the people 
who volunteer here, about the importance of our scientific work to find the cure or develop 
medicines… and with a simple help of 20, 25 Reais, the person may be helping us save a life, 
help a family in suffering, in need. So, it is in this sense that we work and propose value.”  

 

Consequently, value is created via collaboration amongst all actors involved in accomplishing 

the NPO's goals. This achievement is only possible if the beneficiary perceives value. 

According to Vargo and Lusch (2008), organisations cannot create value, but only propose 

value, as stated in Premise 7, and this value is identified by the beneficiary as stated in Premise 

10.  

During the observation phase, it was possible to note that NPO-Exceptional Needs was 

concerned about showing its partners that it would be beneficial for them (private companies) 

to join a partnership and get involved with the NPO. Emphasis was given to the (positive) 
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reputation private companies may be related with. The community would have a very good 

perception of these private companies. It is like demonstrating that they do not only care about 

money, dividends, but about social causes too.  

Concerning the staff, NPO-Cancer reported a similar issue. I was told that the 

telemarketing team must first understand the significance of their work and why they do what 

they do (for example, contacting donors and potential donors to request fundraise). Moreover, 

as observed, it was also emphasized that people must first be motivated to interact with others. 

It can be observed there is no “one” value proposition since the value proposition is dependent 

on the actor with whom the NPO wants to interface, and it does not necessarily need to be the 

beneficiary.  

Although it is believed that zooming out the study to gain a broader perspective is 

important, the system's dyadic relations cannot be overlooked. This is because, as mentioned 

by the NPO-Exceptional Needs, subjacent motivators, interests, and situations may imply in 

various behaviours: “Our value proposition is based on humanisation and emotions. In the 

awareness that we are all collectively responsible for one another. We have good professionals, 

some money, the know-how and the good will to change children’s lives.” 

While NPO-Cancer and NPO-Exceptional Needs propose value in a similar way 

(focusing on the patient itself and on the good structure (professionals, know-how, capacity, 

reputation), NPO-Health Problems directs their efforts to demonstrate that they care for the 

family as a whole, not just the child or patient, and that the benefits the family gets are not only 

in terms of health, but also in terms of social stability and development.  
“The whole family is problematic, not just the child with the disease. They are usually 
unstructured, particularly emotionally…[We show that not only the child has the right to the 
continuous medication, but the mother can be cared. There are professionals to hear her, to 
medicate her, to qualify her, to “just be there”].” 

 

This section offers another insight to the literature, because in the value co-creation (donor x 

NPO interaction), the NPO is the beneficiary of this encounter, and, at the same time, the one 

that proposes value to the system. The donor is not the beneficiary, but rather a value 

aggregator, but still, he/she is able to determine value. That is, in a donation process, the patient 

or a family member is the ultimate benefactor of the value co-created. The phenomenon has 

shown that in a system one cannot truly argue that value is defined by the beneficiary (A4 - 

Value is always unique and phenomenologically determined by the beneficiary), because there 

is not a sequence of events that lead to a specific beneficiary. Along the system, there are actors 

collaborating and co-creating value, and so, each actor is capable of perceiving value. 
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4.2.2 Requirements for value co-creation to take place 

This section brings some understandings about the requirements NPOs must have to attract 

donors’ attention to their cause. It also highlights opinions on some reasons why donors decide 

to exchange resources with the NPO. 

In relation to the donor perception about the requirements for value co-creation, each 

respondent indicated certain attributes which are required for the value co-creation process to 

take place. Some of these are a person's inherent or developed traits, while others are NPO 

mandatory characteristics. All of these factors influence the conditions for value co-creation in 

this particular environment.  

The variables identified by the direct observation or added by the participants in the 

interviews were basic integrators of the value co-creation process, which can be considered 

requirements for this process. They are presented by the acronym: SPEB - Seriousness, 

Personality, Empathy and Background. So far, they have not been discussed in the literature.  

 

(S)eriousness of the Work:  
“Seriousness in the work carried out by the NPO favours engagement and partnership.”- 
Donor A. 
 
“….Also, there's the matter of trust. Donors must have faith in the organization to which they 
are contributing. Everyone on the board of directors, as well as everyone else who works there, 
must be honest.  It should be self-evident that the cash donated to the NPO will be used in 
accordance with the organization's regulations. You can't have complete control over 
everything, so you must believe that there are serious and transparent people getting the job 
done.” Donor L. 

 

So that value co-creation may occur, it is imperative that there be seriousness in the work done 

by the NPO. Donor A, for example, visits the NPO on a regular basis, reads the annual reports, 

follows it on social media, and exchanges ideas and information with other donors, despite the 

fact that he just donates monetarily and does not volunteer. 

Some antecedents of value co-creation have previously been recognized in the strategic 

marketing literature, such as loyalty, cooperation, engagement, and leadership (Neghina et al. 

2015; Zhang and Chen, 2008; Leclercq et al. 2016). These factors are inherent in the individual 

(or his activity); A personal attribute that facilitates the process of value co-creation. 

Seriousness, on the other hand, is related to the NPO's character and the work it does. It comes 

from the outside to the (inside) process; it is a trait of the organization, not of the person. As a 

consequence, value proposition does not really matter in this situation, because if the donor has 

heard negative rumours about the NPO, it does not really get the chance to propose anything. 
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To my knowledge, this organisational element - seriousness of the work - has not appeared as 

a predecessor of value co-creation.   

This research also revealed human attributes that enable value co-creation in an 

institutionalized donation environment, such as when people are brought together because they 

share similar values (awareness about the importance of donation). The intrinsic variables were 

as follows: 

 

(P)ersonality: From the Greek Persona, mask, which represents a person’s style of 

interacting with the world, the individual in his relationship with the world. It is frequently 

described in terms of an individual's most prominent traits as a result of genetics, experiences, 

and the environment (Nicholson, 2003; Westjohn and Magnusson, 2012). In this way, Donor 

A declares: “The person’s personality or even his/her life stories are components that promote 

value co-creation.” 

Here he explained that if a person is aware of what happens around him/her, as well as 

if he/she thinks about social issues and is attentive to them, this should encourage the co-

creation of something greater to society. This should encourage the person to interact and 

engage with an NPO’s cause and be part of this value co-creation chain (he used the word chain, 

although I believe he meant network). Another donor adds: “Some personal characteristics 

indicate some behaviours. Some actions are already expected, understand?” (Donor L). She 

reports that inspiring, excited people end up influencing others:  
“If I come here extremely happy to tell you that I support a non-profit organization and that it 
provides me great joy, and that today I went there, that I contributed with time, money, and 
attention, and that "it made my day," this enthrals other people. Excitement is contagious, and I 
believe it motivates people to step beyond of their comfort zone.” 

 

Similarly, Donor V states: 
“Any long-term volunteer in the third sector has already incorporated this activity into his or 
her life. Helping, donating, and co-creating value are all aspects of a person's personality. There 
are some people who get temporarily involved for a time, but after a while they realize they do 
not have the "profile" (she flicks her fingers to show it is "in quotes"), so they shrink away and 
do not insist. Actually, some people never had the actual willingness and attributes to become 
involved and assume his commitment” 

 

Besides, Donor M complements: 
“...Some individuals have a social profile because they already want to help others - this is a 
personal characteristic, you know - they always want to help others. 
 

      
Donor M is not particularly referring to the third sector. She says that some people help for 
personal interests, while others help because they feel compelled to do so; they feel a call.  
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(E)mpathy: Empathy, according to the participants, is required for value co-creation: 
 

“We have never conducted a donor survey, you know, such a survey could be interesting: why 
are you financially helping, right? I cannot be sure, but I think there are a lot of people, too, 
who must have that same bias. So, I think that it is being empathic: either you have been through 
the situation, or you put yourself in the person’s shoes and this engages you.” NPO-Cancer 
 
“There are individuals who walk by a homeless person and do not see them, or who pass by a 
child on the street and do not notice it; in this regard, there are people who do not care about 
this.  Many individuals answer "no," claiming that it is a state obligation and that they already 
pay a lot in taxes and will not spend any more because it is not their obligation. - Donor L 

 
Donor A usually answered to the questions very emotionally. His answers often contained 
analogies and/or examples: 

“When a person is in such need, cancer in this case, I imagine that he/she feels unprotected, 
helpless. When someone extends a hand, it is rewarding. I'm from the countryside, where people 
have to go to the city for medical aid or other services. Consider what it would be like for a 
person to arrive from the countryside, with financial problems, and find no one! She/he is 
completely powerless. This, I believe, is the most important value and demonstration of 
citizenship, of love, of respect, of empathy. See, a person is not in need because he/she wants to. 
And even if it had been provoked, like a car crash, he/she would still have the right to be properly 
assisted ... NPO-Cancer is doing the part that our government should do. In reality, this is the 
feeling, that someone is still doing something for someone”. Donor A. 

 
NPO-Exceptional Needs’ manager state that empathy is: 

“…something you learn; it is something given by example. My father had always been very strict 
and demanding about our attitude towards the disabled. He was a role model and had always 
said, "it can happen to your family in the future; it can be your son". 

 
Donor V, on the other hand, states that the lack of empathy and selfishness are two demotivators 
of donation: 

“Several times, individuals want to donate, but when the time comes, when the effective moment 
of help, collaboration, or engagement arrives, something prevails, so I believe you should truly 
include empathy and good will into your daily actions, into your life, but for real.” Donor V. 

 

Here, there is an indication of an institutional variable which is the mindset. The mindset to 
incorporate this social action in a person´s life. Mindset is a psychological facet, which indicates 
a determining state of mind, that stimulates individuals’ choices (Chandra and Shang, 2019). 
Hence, it may be said, that it stimulates value co-creation, donation, commitment etc. 

Empathy is ignored by the literature as a requirement element of value co-creation. 
However, it makes sense to find it in this donation context, as the donor’s empathy towards the 
disease can sensitise him/her and instigate their interaction with the NPO, which turns into 
engagement through greater participation in the value chain.  

 Empathy towards others increases one’s satisfaction with life and happiness. Tkach 
(2006) found empirically that those who routinely showed kindness to others (e.g., smile or 
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express empathy) reported greater levels of happiness and were more hopeful in life. 
 
(B) Background:  

“Perhaps it would have been more difficult to become involved with social problems if my 
parents had not provided me with a basic education (in values) and made me aware of the 
financial difficulties we were experiencing, perhaps it would be more difficult to get involved 
with social problems.” - Donor A. 

 
Both Personality and Background are centred on child rearing, whereby citizenship is shaped. 
Yi and Gong (2013) have already mentioned that value co-creation involves citizenship 
behaviours that are developed since childhood. Citizenship behaviours (including volunteering) 
are a demonstration that the person is committed to a better society. This refers to the third 
characteristic related to the process of co-creating value identified by Austin and Seitanidi 
(2012): transformational collaborations, which goes beyond the first two stages, which are more 
transactional (related to exchange and eventual relationship). Transformational is a higher level 
of convergence as it intends to co-create major changes in society. Donors and NPO unite their 
interests and ideals to establish social connections that favour social improvement. This 
collaboration already suggests a value co-creation experience: “The person, as a transformative 
force in society, and the corporation, as a socially responsible entity, must continue to complete 
the task. So, do you understand? We help donors in feeling more (emphasis on "more") 
responsible for social change.” NPO-Cancer. 

 
As this topic is about value co-creation between NPOs and donors in an ecosystem environment 
ruled by institutions, Figure 8 exposes some components identified so far during the interviews 
and observations steps.  

 
Figure 8: Elements of the value co-creation system in a donation environment 

 
Source: Author (2021) 
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It is important to recognise that figure 8 should not be interpreted as a process. Otherwise, it 

summarizes the most often stated components connected to the value co-creation process that 

were identified in qualitative approach. 

Value co-creation has a narrative of resource integration (of time and money etc.) and 

competencies (work of the NPO team, experts studying the disease in the research centre and 

the treatment of patients) that generate results, implying that value is created through the 

collaborative efforts of all actors involved. 

 

4.2.3 Donor’s and NPO’s activities and experiences involving value co-creation 

This section aims to identify actions and attributes of value co-creation, as well as to describe 

the interaction between NPOs and donors following the value co-creation DART elements.  

Grönroos (2011) points out that value co-creation is usually related to an all-

encompassing process. In value co-creation, people interact generating their own experiences, 

which form the basis of the value that is determined by them (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004). 

All  interviewees confirmed the presence of one, two or three essential attributes of the 

DART model that enable value co-creation. Although there is substantial evidence of dialogue 

and transparency in the donor x NPO interaction, other essential components, such as trust and 

knowledge, stood out in this context. Table 12 (Appendix) exposes them. 

None of the interviewees made explicit “risk sharing” which is one component of the 

DART model. This may be because the two biggest institutions (NPO-Cancer and NPO-

Exceptional Needs) are nationally known and recognised for their work. Additionally, these 

NPOs have ambassadors (football players) and web influencers that give more credibility to the 

organisation. Perhaps, all of this supports access and risk management.  

   NPO-Health Problems, on the other hand, is not so well-known in comparison with 

the two other NPOs. In this NPO, those who co-create value are generally small companies or 

locals that have already cooperated with it. It means that donors have “seen” the problems that 

the NPO faces on a daily basis and have been there long enough to know how serious the work 

and money management is done.  

 Either way, the boundary between risk management and transparency is subtle. While 

the former refers to an organization's failure to report information that might harm the 

consumer/beneficiary, the latter refers to efforts that promote transparency. Because the 

sampled NPOs are well-regarded and credited by society and its volunteers, and have proven a 

high level of transparency, this variable was not even a source of debate for them.  
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To compete for resources, successful non-profits must constantly demonstrate progress 

toward its mission, release financial reports and communicate the organisation “story” to call 

attention to the work they execute (Epstein, 2018). These are the acts that the NPOs under 

investigation seem to be concerned about. 

The Yin and Yang model (Figure 9) is presented to reflect the notion of the value co-

creation process as revealed in the qualitative study. It is important to keep in mind that this 

model is simply for representation and educational reasons and does not imply any 

philosophical meaning. It is an attempt to exemplify the relational exchanges given that the 

marketing literature has failed to offer a clear exemplification of how actors contribute to the 

beneficiary.  

 
Figure 9: Yin and Yang of Value Co-creation 

 
Source: Author (2021) 

 

Figure 9 illustrates a part of the interaction and exchange of resources, skills, and competences 

between the Donor (Yang - white) and the NPO (Yin - black). This interaction has left an 

indelible impact on each of them, as they remember the most memorable elements of their value 

co-creation experience (symbolised by the white circle in Yin and by the black circle in Yang). 

Thus, the NPO will later engage with another white part (Yang) (another stakeholder, 

beneficiary, donor, or another NPO...), and each of them will achieve or remember "something" 

else throughout the new interaction. 

  If a donor is not interested or willing to engage with the NPO during an interaction, 

the organization does not fulfil its objectives and no exchange happens. The environment 

remains unchanged. A joint activity is a type of social interaction in which two people 

coordinate their actions in space and time in ways that have an impact on the environment 

(Knoblich et al. 2011). Integrating activities, including events organized between the NPO, 
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donors, the community, and with the participation of those who are assisted, were  mentioned 

as significant co-creation experience or ways of raising funds.  

A manager (NPO-Exceptional Needs) declares: 
““The joy and happiness of the children are to be together at the event; there's also a lot of 
expectation. Children perform in our "feijoadas" (pork and bean stew) group celebrations; they 
dance and sing, and it's so pure, you know? Feijoadas, as a traditional cultural aspect, brings 
many people together. It's a joy.... These yearly events are crucial. Money comes in, and we get 
everything. For example, during this “feijoada” event, everything is donated: the work is 
donated, food is donated, decoration is donated, and we work there enthusiastically all day long. 
It is the same at our typical midwinter party, the ‘June party.” NPO-Exceptional Needs 

 

It seems that when actors co-create value through multiple ways (visiting, joining events, 

working) , people tend to donate or, at least, get more involved with the NPO. 

The environment and engagement have proven to be a key factor in value co-creating 

experiences. NPO-Cancer, for example, employs a management model with subordinates that 

is focused on donor engagement strategies. According to this approach, engagement entails 

attracting the donor's attention, evoking emotional reactions, engaging in the cause, and finally 

making a financial donation. Engagement is a component of organizational strategy.  

For Donors A and L and NPO-Health Problems, engagement is a frequent and 

continuous commitment. In this way, different people have varied ideas about what it means to 

be "engaged" in a value co-creation environment.  

NPO-Health Problem states: 
“Money donations alone do not constitute engagement. Donation is nearly the end of everything. 
Engagement takes time and effort. An engaged donor wants to know how the organization is 
doing, cares about the hardworking staff, the children and families who have been helped, and 
all of the actors involved (in the ecosystem). Someone who is interested in sharing a publication 
on social media demonstrates that he or she appreciates the organization's work by doing so.” 
NPO-Cancer. 

 

One last example of social engagement was mentioned by Donor R. Although she was never 

truly engaged in the third sector before her nephew´s treatment, she attended the service 

provided by the NPO-Cancer to treat her nephew. During her relative's treatment, she could 

interact with a variety of people, including nurses, physicians, other patients and family 

members in agony; donors, cleaners, and physiotherapists. She could also keep track about what 

the volunteers were up to. From the moment she got in touch with those participating in the 

value co-creation process, this new experience and this entire new circumstances influenced 

her feelings and made her engage not just via money donations but also through her voluntary 

(labour) efforts. She was involved in several minor social activities from another NPO with 

whom she had previously worked, where she learned new skills and ideas to offer to NPO-
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Cancer and co-create with. She brought fresh ideas, insights and experiences from her previous 

NPO involvement. 

Figure 10 presents a model that shows the value co-creation process in an 

institutionalized donation environment. It is based on interviews and observations and aims to 

illustrate the interaction between non-profits and actors. 

 
Figure 10: Value co-creation model in an institutionalised donation environment 

 
Source: Author (2021) 
 

The proposed model of co-creation in an institutionalized environment is based on the benzene 

ring of hydrocarbons, which is a hexagonal ring of carbon-containing structures that maintains 

equilibrium through connections' alternation. In value co-creation, the alternation of 

connections is represented by experiences, activities, and co-creation attributes that are added 

to the value co-creation. All of this is ruled by the institutionalised environment. For example, 

The NPO's value proposition is not only for the beneficiary, but for every actor in the system. 

The donor (Actor "A" in the figure) recognizes the value proposed by the NPO and decides 

whether to interact (or not) with the organization ("Actor B") by co-creating value. The donor 

(Actor "A") has his or her own mindset and beliefs (shown by the dotted lines), and past 

experiences (more recent and represented by the external connections – superficial layers). The 

dotted lines and the superficial layer that move along the ring represent the donor invoking an 

action or an attribute according to each (new) process of value co-creation; according to each 

new interaction or actor. 
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4.3 INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES IN THE VALUE CO-CREATION 

PROCESS - SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE A. 

Although some insights were already given in relation to institutional variables, this section 

elucidates those most used by the participants.  

 

4.3.1 Values - Religion - Social Influence - Isomorphism 

Some code clusters between values and religion could be identified using similarity analysis. 

Religion and values are two institutional variables that influence behaviour. Religion and values 

are external community elements within the institution. Values and religion are components of 

an integrated system of common principles in the social domain (Parsons, 1991). That is, the 

institutional environment of a community is made up of individuals who share the same beliefs. 

This indicates an existence of institutionalisation in the value co-creation process through 

external variables. 

Respondents eventually came back to the word "values" in their statements: personal 

and civic values, values established during child-rearing, and values ingrained in community 

thinking. 

Donor A and the NPO-Cancer marketing managers were the individuals who used the 

word "values" the most during the interview. A sense of identity and the desire to declare 

“values”: 
“When we contact donors or potential donors, we show them why people (patients) are here; 
they are not here for sightseeing. They are here because they are in need. We talk about values. 
We showcase the individuals whose lives we impact and how they (donors) may be a part of it.” 
NPO-Cancer 

 

Here is an example of how Donor A perceives monetary value: How much is 500 reais for me 

today?" Regardless of whether it is or not (...), what about 20 reais for me today? Perhaps a 

couple more litters of fuel in my vehicle. But what about the 20 reais for the less fortunate?” 

Donor A. 

Similarly, he criticizes society as a whole for the lack of civic responsibility and moral 

values. He clarifies:  
“For me, the term "value" has a deep meaning. It's quite intense, especially given the current 
pandemic Covid-19 pandemic. We are morally bankrupt. So, in my opinion, an organisation 
wanting to undertake on a significant task demonstrates that someone is doing something. I 
believe NPO-Cancer is doing just that, showing its viability, that it is possible to help those 
families who come from the countryside and have nowhere to stay, no support to care for their 
children, no food, no medications.” Donor A. 

 

Solidarity is also a citizenship behaviour, and people tend to learn it in childhood. Without 
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solidarity there is no social survival (Boechat et al. 2019). It may be related to religion, 

conviction and child-rearing, as identified in this study. Some participants stressed the 

importance of solidarity in this specific pandemic time. 

From the field notes and from the interviews, this study endorsed that past experience 

and habits contribute to future value co-creation. In fact, value co-creation may be considered 

a proper social action. 

Donor V says her father had always donated and sometimes even took her to volunteer 

at some NPOs: “"My father's family was extremely involved with the community in need; thus, 

donation act and going to the church have always been part of our family customs." Donor V. 

Donor A has always donated. He started donating to one Spiritist Centre and then went 

to NPO-Cancer on the suggestion of his niece. His family has always been involved with social 

causes, and he was touched by the stories his niece told him about the children, and he decided 

to donate to NPO-Cancer too. 

Donor L experienced something similar: “In fact, I think I inherited my family's 

donating habit. While my grandmother was alive, - my grandmother was Spiritist too -, she 

worked in a Spiritist centre that sheltered the elderlies, and I grew up in that environment.” 

Donor L. 

The remarks above reveal a lot about how the environment influences people's 

behaviour, particularly the legitimacy of the donation habit. However, this is also related to 

emotional and personal values, and it refers to the family memories derived from previous value 

co-creation experiences. 

 Specifically related to religion, Donor A says: “I am a member of the Spiritist Center, 

and there we make monthly payments to a number of families that we help - we don't sustain 

them, it's different. We provide financial and emotional support, and it is impossible for us to 

be uninvolved in their lives.” Donor A. 

 Religion has a strong effect on Donor M's donation awareness. She donates out of 

"penitence”. She assigns responsibility to the middle and upper classes, believing that such 

classes should engage in some stage of the value co-creation process, whether as a service 

provider, a "philosopher" of social solutions, a promoter of the NPO's cause, or, finally, a 

financial donor. She understands that value co-creation and donation are important ways for 

NPO-Health Problems to achieve its goals, and that the middle and upper classes should devote 

more money, time, and attention to social concerns.  

Religion is an external variable of an institution's community. Religion is a component 

of a socially integrated system of shared values (Parsons, 1991; Joas, 2001). That is, people 
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with the same shared values compose a community’s institutional environment. Donor A 

belongs to religion (Spiritism), whose doctrine has a premise of helping others; doing 

something for the benefit of others. So we have the term "religion" as well as religious doctrines. 

People can visit the Spiritist centre without necessarily doing good actions. As a result, 

generosity and giving is a unique feature of this individual's own mentality.  

After taking into account all of these aspects, we can infer that the institution plays an 

important role in this donation context. First, it has been shown to be a predictor of the donor's 

intention to co-create value. Second, because the NPO recognises the institution's relevance in 

this environment, when addressing donors and potential donors, it evokes memories of value 

co-creation from other donors, reinforced by a sense and call of citizenship, social 

responsibility, and strong social appeal. It is the system interfering in the actions. This was 

evidenced during the observation step. 

Donors A and V have suggested that when there is a mindset of donation, people co-

create more easily. This donation mindset directs behaviours, and it makes people think and act 

in a similar way. Donor A and Donor V's families are isomorphic. That is, they witnessed their 

parents and relatives donate, and they now have similar practices. If an action is widely 

validated and legitimized among peers, it is likely to be adopted by others (Friel, 2017; Casidy 

et al. 2014). In this sense, the act of donating may be adopted by the donor's friends, co-workers, 

relatives, descendants, and so on, establishing an atmosphere that is conducive to this belief. 

This evidence the existence of institutionalisation in the value co-creation practices through 

external variables (habits and tradition): “I donate because...well, it's part of me, right, this 

value; for me, it's like paying for water or electricity; it's already a lifelong payment, a 

responsibility.” Donor-M 

Individuality, according to NPO-Health Problems, is the reason society lacks some 

social habits, such as the value co-creation mentality and the donating habit.  

According to Donor L, certain nations, like the United States, are more active in the 

third sector than others. She stresses that in the United States, there is a more deeply ingrained 

culture of donating that extends beyond the third sector and includes universities, as many 

alumni or successful entrepreneurs have the habit of donating to universities. She says that in 

Brazil is already difficult for individuals to donate to health and even more difficult for them to 

donate to education. 
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4.4 OHER INSIGHTS: FEELINGS AND OUTCOMES INVOLVED IN THE 

VALUE CO-CREATION PROCESS 

Although this section was not part of the research's objective, these findings were essential to 

understanding the effects of value co-creation in the donation act. That is why they are a 

complement of the findings.  

The experience of value co-creation has a strong emotional influence on the individual. 
This refers not just to the regular beneficiary, patient, or NPO who receives the donated money 
(benefit), but also to the donor. 

NPOs indicated throughout the discussion that the majority of long-term donors have 
particular institutional qualities that inspire them to engage with them and truly help/carry on 
the cause. Religion, child-rearing, past social experiences, and personal/common values were 
these institutional variables revealed through the content analysis of the 12 interviews. Donors 
became involved after learning more about the NPO and witnessing the benefits it provides to 
society. Donors became aware of the organization's needs and then convinced others through 
word-of-mouth (WOM) or social influence. This is consistent with the findings of Russo-Spena 
and Mele (2012), who claim that value co-creation processes (DART) are beneficial and ratified 
after the client is pleased or word-of-mouth spreads.  

MAXQDA's cluster analysis identified a set of codes based on feelings and donation. 
That is, the feeling triggered during the donating act resulted in the formation of this cluster. 
When donors work together or interact, value co-creation occurs. The majority of them 
expressed satisfaction as a result of this process. 

Value co-creation is unquestionably a positive experience, particularly for Donors V 
and A. Several times during the interview, they were emotional, and several of their responses 
changed their tone of voice. 

For Donor A, there is no “simple” sense of accomplishment when making donations, 
but a sense of civic duty accomplished and joy. Civic responsibilities represent social values 
that help to preserve social standards in a society (Weber, 1958; Maio, 2006). In the case of 
Donor A, this value stems from his family's upbringing and previous experiences, along with 
his family's social influence, since his niece and father were both involved in the third sector. 
He  states: “That is what awakens us: why am I not doing it? ... it is the feeling of carrying out 
an obligation”. Donor-A 

Donor L describes a value co-creation event and its outcome: 
“…And the person, the volunteer, who goes out there to show affection to the child in the hospital 
or here at the Institution. I will give you an example: when I comfort a child on my lap, I feel 
great joy; I leave the place feeling grateful that I was able to show affection to a child who has 
no support, no family, and nothing. That makes me so happy that I can't wait to go back to the 
hospital the following week.” Donor-L 
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Donor R feels good after interacting with the NPO, and each contact culminates in a sense of 

usefulness.  

“Being a part of this is such a fulfilment, an inner thrill” adds another Donor. 

           “What should I say to you? I'm not compelled, but my mind keeps telling me that this is 

the greatest thing I've ever done. Donating is a sort of self-satisfaction no one else should be 

aware of, but the donor himself/herself.” Donor-V 

All the outcomes seen in the donors' domain were associated to their feelings, which is 

a personal benefit. NPOs, on the other hand, benefit much more because they must raise funds 

in order to survive Engagement was an outcome mentioned by all NPOs, but one consequence 

stands out due to its peculiarity. NPO-Health Problems believes that the most important and 

best consequence of this value co-creation process is not just being able to recover from the 

disease. They care about the family and want to provide economic and psychological freedom 

to the family and the community so that they can pursue their social rights. They offer a wide 

variety of (free) services to the family, including as courses, psychological therapy, or attorneys 

who assist abandoned moms sue the father if he does not pay alimony, among other things. 

 NPO-Cancer understands that the ultimate result of this process is the opportunity to 

sustain performing its work: “We expose the community the true reasons why individuals are 

here; we talk about these (personal, social) values, the lives we touch with our work here ...” 

NPO-Cancer 

  An experimental study in Zurich was based on sentiments elicited during the act of 

donating (Hill et al. 2017). Some value co-creation outcomes of their research (satisfaction, 

word-of-mouth or engagement) have previously been reported in the literature (in Storbacka et 

al. 2016; Daz-Perdomo et al. 2020). It is important to note, however, that engagement may be 

both a predecessor and an outcome. For instance, when a person is already involved 

(predecessor) in a social cause, she/he co-creates and is more likely to keep on co-creating 

value, as shown in this study. However, engagement may also be a consequence: experiencing 

value co-creation and being part of something "bigger" provides an inner joy and leads to an 

individual's engagement with the NPO's cause. It has been demonstrated that the more they 

interact, the more engaged they become, since the effects are visible. 
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4.5 THE ROLE OF DART ELEMENTS INTERACTING 

DONATIONS/CHARITABLE INTENTS - MAXQDA ANALYSIS 

This section aims to present the results corresponding to the specific objective “d” of this study. 

Without exception, all participants acknowledged the presence of one, two, or three essential 

DART model features that enable value co-creation. The only DART element that was not 

directly addressed was risk sharing. The excerpts below highlight key findings that indicate 

how value co-creation interferes with the donation process, according to participants' 

perspectives. 

The presentation refers to each value co-creation element separately. It also indicates its 

own subcategory of analysis defined throughout the coding procedure. 

 

4.5.1 Dialogue 

 
Figure 11: The Dialogue Factor 
Source: Output MaxQDA (2021) 
 

The category "dialogue" was identified as an important component in the process of value co-

creation and donation act.  Each group (donor x NGO) views this category as a part of value 

co-creation, although from a different angle. 

For managers, Dialogue often happens during interactions, visits, and events, among 

other activities in which donors or potential donors interact with other donors, NPO staff, 

volunteers, patients, and so on. Through dialogue, people have a greater knowledge of the 

service the NPO offers. Some people contact NPOs because they have relatives who have died 

as a result of the disease; hence, once they contact an NPO, they are already attempting to co-

create value. 

Although events and visits are sometimes considered access for donors, they recognize 

the importance of the NPO primarily via dialogue. Two main codes should be highlighted: 

"Interaction as a Facilitator of Value Co-creation" and "Knowledge about the NPO and 

Disease." The quotations below express some of their thoughts on each code. 
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Interaction is a facilitator of Value Co-creation 

“We present our project to the family and, from that point on, we always emphasize that it is a 
two-way street, since the family comes, receives certain benefits (care packages; medication, 
some food, clothing...), but the family receives much more, which is information and autonomy. 
It is not only a once-a-month interaction. The family must comply with what was agreed.” NPO-
Health Problems 
 
“We conduct a case study to see what actions we can take with the families.  Typically, there are 
two pillars: housing and social work. These pillars encompass education, health, citizenship and 
professionalisation (income).”  NPO-Health Problems 

 

Knowledge about the NPO & Disease 

 Donor M: “I perceive value in the proposal, as well as in the NPO's mission.” 
Author: “Which human resources or features facilitate value co-creation?”  
Donor R: “Relationships with existing donors, as well as scientific knowledge of the disease. 
The greater these are, the more likely it is that donation and value co-creation will occur.”  

 

4.5.2 Access 

Access was an element mentioned by managers and donors. Both groups also stressed the 

importance of "seeing" the job done, suggesting that concreteness is crucial and required for 

value co-creation. Donors have access via taking part in public open events and campaigns, as 

well as activities with families and children who benefit from the work of the NPO. To put it 

another way, all these activities result in value co-creation. 

 Managers believe that donor access occurs not just through passively events (only 

visits), but also when donors actively participate in the actions; they get involved. They claim 

that access is achieved through the donor's knowledge of the disease and past social 

(volunteer) experience. 

 In this scenario, access and dialogue (interaction) are the consequence of previous 

awareness of the situation. 

   Figure 12 exposes different perceptions regarding access: 

 

Figure 12: The Access Factor 
Source: Output MaxQDA (2021) 
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The codes belonging to this category were “Population-oriented Events and Campaigns”, 

“Visualisation / Concreteness of the NPO’s Work”, Visualisation / Concreteness of the NPO’s 

Work”, “Knowledge/Awareness in Relation to the Disease”, and “Activities Carried out with 

Donors and Families and Children”.  

 

Population-oriented Events and Campaigns 
“I recall taking part in a campaign... well, it wasn't really a campaign; it was an action that the 
NPO proposed, you know. We were all wearing  the same T-shirts and cleaning the squares 
surrounding the NPO. It was an enthralling experience. Families and other people passed by, 
they helped, they also liked it, and that was an interesting way to present and promote the NPO.”  
Donor M 

 
“There are two major events per year, the “NPO Exceptional Needs - Feijoada”, which happens 
in May, and the “NPO Exceptional Needs -  June Party”. These two events bring a lot of money. 
Everything we do at these events is supported by donations: the food, the decorations, 
everything." Donor V 

 

Visualisation / Concreteness of the NPO’s Work 
“When you invite your colleagues to NPO´s events, some of them decline, maybe due to a lack 
of empathy or interest? However, once they participate, they become more involved with the 
NPO. Some people do not donate money, but instead promote the NPO on social media, for 
example.” Donor V 
 
“It is challenging to advertise our activities and raise funds. Donors and the public must grasp 
the essence of our work. I think the process ends when it touches them, and they realize the 
consequences of their engagement”. NPO-Health Problems 

 

“My niece introduced me to the NPO-Cancer” (Donor A). When he visited it, he 

considered the service provided to be both touching and extraordinary. 
“Their work is indescribable; you have to see it to believe it”. Donor A 
 
“NPO-Exceptional Needs has been around for over 60 years; therefore the locals are familiar 
with our work. The organizations want to work with us. This NPO is a good reference for many 
people.” NPO-Exceptional Needs 
 
“Monetary donation is something very fragile. That is why we generally take photos of our work, 
of the care package we hand out to families, and we publish them on social media.” NPO-Health 
Problems 

 

Knowledge/Awareness in Relation to the Disease 

Researcher: “Within your personal understanding, what is an engaged customer, 

consumer, or even donor?” 

NPO-Exceptional Needs: 
“I believe it is more than just a question of making a monetary or material donation. The 
question is whether you will become interested in the NPO or not. Whether you're interested to 
learn more about what happens at the institution as a whole. I believe it is critical for individuals, 
particularly donors, to comprehend what the organization does. What types of treatments and 
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assistance it provides, and so forth.” 
 
“Autism is one of those rare diseases that we don't expect to see in our own family. Nonetheless, 
the sooner parents acquire knowledge, identify, and understand that their child needs therapy, 
the better the child's growth will be.” NPO-Exceptional Needs 

 

Activities Carried out with Donors and Families and Children 
“The main problem is to demonstrate to the community that anyone who wish to support can 
come and volunteer, but that there are other ways to help besides in person.” NPO-Cancer 
 
“We do a complete job with the families. This is another differentiation we have. We become 
involved with the parents, other family members, and so on.” NPO-Health Problems 

 

4.5.3 Transparency 

Figure 13 brings the most important subcategories related to transparency during the qualitative 

step research. 

 
Figure 13: The Transparency Factor 
Source: Output MaxQDA (2021) 

 

As a result of financial transparency, donors co-create value. Local events are another way for 

people to learn about the NPO's activities and allow access to it. Donors who attend these events 

get to witness what the NPO does with the funds they have donated. 

For managers, open access events or guiding visits are actions that already show 

transparency – you do not have to schedule a visit. 

Transparency was identified as a key element for value co-creation and donation by all 

participants. Furthermore, it was shown that while transparency is connected with financial 

concerns among donors, it is a source of volunteering and donation involvement for managers. 

The following quotations provide some insights on the Transparency subcategories: 

“Transparency Accountability”, “Lack of Transparency Undermines Value Co-creation”, 

“Transparency Favours Value Co-Creation” and “Transparency Engages Donors”.  

 

Transparency Accountability 
“To become engaged with the NPO, it must have a solid financial structure; moreover, it has to 
be near my residence; I did not want to... I didn't want to take a bus, a vehicle, or any other 
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means of transportation to volunteer…” Donor M 
 
“Over and over... I keep coming back to the same point: transparency in the service that is done. 
It is the organization's way to communicate trust... We must trust the NPO; by doing so, the NPO 
may get more public engagement.” Donor A 
 
“Donors are given a report every year.…” NPO-Health Problems 

 

Lack of Transparency Undermines Value Co-creation 
“I believe (bad) news from fraudulent organisations keep donors away.” NPO-Health Problems 
 
“People tend to generalise everything: ‘there is an NPO where this and that happened, so I am 
not going to donate to any other one because of that’". NPO-Health Problems 
 
“Donors, particularly financial ones, must have faith in the Organization; this is essential. 
Donors must have complete faith and belief that every cash given will be used exactly as the 
NPO claims it will.” Donor L 

 

Transparency Favours Value Co-Creation 
“I think our greatest way of engagement is transparency”. NPO-cancer 
 
“Everything that is done here (unintelligible), we show to our ‘friends’, that is, the community, 
the private organisations, the municipality etc., you know?” NPO-Exceptional Needs 
 
“I believe that the seriousness of the work done, the transparency and the reputation (of the 
NPO) lead to a closer partnership. They strengthen the bonds.” Donor A 

 

Transparency Engages Donors 
“One way to engage people is to be transparent” NPO-Cancer 
 
“Financial reports influence donation” Donor M  

 

Despite the term "Lack of Transparency" did not represent risk management for the 

participants, it might be assumed as so. It has the potential to result in value co-destruction. 

From the perspective of the consumer, this process is triggered by a failure of the resource 

integration process to co-create expected value (resources) (Smith, 2013), which in this context 

is money that might be donated.   

Finally, adopting a two-case model, Figure 14 presents the DART elements shared by 

all respondents - in the centre - and those directly indicated by each participant (classified either 

as a donor or as an NPO). The code's length shows its frequency. 
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    Figure 14: DART elements 

 
Source: MaxQDA Output (2021) 

Note:  Purple = Dialogue; Black = Access; Green = Transparency 

 

The colours in the legend correspond to the DART elements. Everyone highlighted at least two 

or three elements of value co-creation. Nonetheless, it is obvious that in this context of donation, 

access is necessary for value co-creation and donation to take place. 

Figure 14 may be used to identify every interviewee's speech map and the prevalence 

of the DART element disclosed by them. Additionally, specific characteristics of them might 

lead to some understandings. These traits are attributed to the individual's personality or 

background (Table 13): 
 

Table 13 Participant’s experience in the third sector 

Donor Similar characteristics between them 

Donor V, Donor L, Donor M 
and Donor F. 

They are indifferent with transparency, since they have spent many 
years in the administration of the institution and are well-versed in 

the work that is done there. Maybe that's why dialogue is not 
essential. According to their perspectives, access is more important. 

Donor R 

She had a nephew who was suffering from cancer. As a consequence, 
while she did not require access to the NPO, she did require 

interaction with it. During her time there, she got to know the 
doctors, nurses, assistants, cleaners, administrative staff, other 

volunteers, and so on. Then she took the decision to donate. For 
her, dialogue and transparency may be the two most crucial elements 

to promote value co-creation. 

Donor A 
He obviously wants to obtain access to the NPO. He wants 

to see not just what is being done, but also the results, the 
concreteness of the investment/donation. He once desired to see the 
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NPO's room, which was built in a specialized hospital. He was also 
visibly touched in several parts of the interview, particularly while 

recalling his experience as a donor. 
 

Donor L 

She reminded me of Donor A. Both, coincidentally, practice the same 
religion, spiritism. She thinks that allowing anybody who would like 

to see the NPO's activities to do so would be the best way to be 
transparent. 

Donor M 

Transparency is a priority for her. Maybe it's due to her graduation 
field (Economics). She had previously heard of a number of 

fraudulent non-profit organizations, as well as corporations that 
redirected the funds received. It really is imperative, in her opinion, 
that the NPO releases financial reports, publishes photos on social 

media of the initiatives they promote with the contributed money, and 
so on.  

NPO-ICI 

Because of the complexities of the disease they treat, the organization 
makes a substantial contribution to the cancer debate, and how 

contributions enable them to continue their job. In this sense, in order 
to co-create value, they must involve society and remove people's 

worries about donating. 

NPO-Exceptional Needs 
One of the managers made no mention of dialogue. Perhaps this is 
because when people come to her, they have already gathered the 

essential knowledge and need something different. 

NPO-Health Problems 

For them, information and access are elementary variables 
to increase donation, therefore value co-creation. They believe they 

have to help not only the child, but also the family to change the 
environment around and chances to succeed. 

 
Source: Author (2021) 

 

4.6 THE ROLE OF DART ELEMENTS INFLUENCING DONATIONS / 

DONATION INTENTIONS-QUANTI 

The descriptive results (Table 14) showed that the three NPOs propose value in their social 

media mostly through Dialogue. Dialogue is the most DART element posted by them, followed 

by posts of access and transparency. 

 

 
Source: SPSS Output (2021) 

 

nº % nº % nº %
DAT

Dialogue 204 103,6 129 65,5 94 23
Access 175 88,8 65 33,0 27 7
Transparency 25 12,7 3 1,5 34 8
Sub Total 404 205,1 197 100,0 155 38,4

Pandemic Outbreak
Before 330 81,5 131 66,5 113 72,9
After 75 18,5 66 33,5 42 27,1
Sub total 405 100,0 197 100,0 155 100,0

Table 14. Frequencies - Quali

Variable NPO - Cancer NPO-Exp.Needs NPO-HP
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During the inductive classification of the posts into DART elements, it was able to notice that 

the dialogue and access posts that generally produced the most "Likes," "Shares," or 

"Comments" were those with pictures, rather than only text, as observed in an invitation to join 

in a jumble sale. The invitation consisted of two posts, one with a photograph and one without. 

The post with the photograph generated more reactions. 

At all non-profits, the number of posts reduced at least 50% after the pandemic outbreak. 

Prior to the pandemic, NPO-Cancer, NPO-Exceptional Needs, and NPO-Health Problems 

published 330, 131, and 113 postings, respectively. After the pandemic outbreak, the number 

of posts throughout all NPOs was reduced. NPO-Cancer dropped its postings by roughly 77%, 

NPO-Exceptional Needs by 49%, and NPO-Health Problems by 62%. According to the 

interviews, the emergence of the pandemic took the examined NPOs unprepared, and managers 

were forced to prioritise other things over social media and its postings. For example, many 

hospital treatments just ceased, thus NPO-Cancer had to work hard to resolve this first than any 

other social media management. Many NPO-Health Problems donors abruptly ceased their 

monthly contributions because they were scared of the unknown; of the future, because the 

disease was completely new and obscure. 

The analysis of the frequencies of the quantitative variables (Table 15) shows that NPOs 

have received, on average, a higher number of “Likes”, then of “Shares” and, finally, of 

“Comments” on their posts, with great variability among them. It makes sense, since “liking” a 

post requires less cognitive effort and commitment than commenting on it (Zhou et al. 2020). 

 

 
     Source: SPSS Output (2021) 

 

The amplitude of the data (min and max), as evidenced by the lowest and highest numbers in 

Standard Min. Max.
Deviation

Like 166,9 83,0 324,3 0,0 3.499,0
Commen3 10,1 3,0 28,0 0,0 371,0

Sh2re 26,9 10,0 69,5 0,0 956,0

Like 135,6 38,0 236,8 0,0 1.811,0
Commen3 4,6 1,0 8,8 0,0 61,0

Sh2re 12,6 5,0 24,2 0,0 265,0

Like 33,1 29,0 27,4 0,0 246,0
Commen3 2,4 1,0 4,1 0,0 43,0

Sh2re 5,2 2,0 7,6 0,0 47,0

Table 15. Frequencies - Quanti

Variable nº Mean Median

NPO-HP

155

NPO-Cancer

405

NPO-Exp.Needs

197
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Table 15, is what draws attention. A large standard deviation is also shown. This is possible 

because the data is "raw," which means it has not been normalized or modified for statistical 

analysis. As previously stated, this corresponds to the author's epistemological and 

methodological concerns. 

The non-parametric nature of the cases was established by the Komolgorov-Smirnov 

test (p<0.001). The ANOVA test was used to compare means because it has better statistical 

stability than the Mann-Whitney test. The objective was to see if there were any variations in 

the distribution of means between the groups/categories. 

The above-mentioned variables, i.e., ‘Like’, ‘Share’, and ‘Comment’, are represented 

by the code “DAT2” in Tables 16, 17 and 18. These tables show the univariate analysis. 

 

 
 Source: SPSS Output (2021) 
 
According to the Anova test, the type of DART elements posted had no influence on the number 

of comments for NPO-Cancer. There was no statistically significant difference between the two 

groups, in the number of comments posted before or after the pandemic outbreak. 

 
  Source: SPSS Output (2021) 

 

For NPO-Exceptional Needs, the Anova test revealed that the nature of DART elements had no 

Tabela 16.  NPO - Cancer - ANOVA - Comment

Variable nº Mean (Standard 
Deviation)

p

DAT2
Dialogue 204 12,17 (33,20) 0,143 (A)

Access + Transparency 200 8,09 (21,42)
Pandemic Outbreak

Before 330 9,74 0,556 (A) 

After 75 11,85
(A) = ANOVA ( Levene Test >0,05)

Variable nº Mean (Stand. Deviation) p

DAT2
Dialogue 129 4,38 (8,60) 0,624 (A)

Acces + Transparency 68 5,03 (9,14)
Pandemic Outbreak

Before 131 4,21 (8,29) 0,383 (A) 

After 66 5,38 (9,80)

Table 17. NPO - Exceptional Needs - ANOVA - Comment

(A) = ANOVA ( Levene Test >0,05)
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effect on the quantity of comments. There was no statistically significant difference between 

the two groups. When we consider that all parts of DART reflect (collectively) value co-

creation, this result makes sense. If this is the case, the averages should not differ significantly. 

There was also no statistical significance in the number of comments before or after the 

pandemic breakout, despite the fact that the data dispersion (131-66) has a large amplitude, and 

this could result in statistical instability.   
 

 

 Source: SPSS Output (2021) 

 

Finally, when it came to NPO-Health Problems, the findings revealed that the type of DART 

elements had no effect on the amount of comments. There was no statistically significant 

difference between the two groups. Likewise, the number of comments posted before and after 

the pandemic breakout had little statistical relevance. 

Thus, it is evident that there was no statistically significant difference between Dialogue 

and Access + Transparency when it comes to the DAT2 group acting on the intention to donate 

(indicated by the “Comments”). 

It can also be observed from the tables above that there was no statistical significance 

in relation to the comments in any of the NPOs before or after the pandemic outbreak. For 

example, the average of comments before the pandemic outbreak in the NPO-Exceptional 

Needs was 4.2 and 5.3 after the pandemic outbreak. The final (descriptive) average was 4.6 

(Table 15). This has no statistical difference. 

Users may have stayed active in social causes despite the pandemic. Even if the 

environmental context has changed, people's engagement has not changed much. 

As mentioned before, the literature has indicated that “Like” is the least intense form of 

Table 18.  NPO - Healthy Problems - ANOVA - Comment

Variable nº
Mean (Stand. 

Deviation) p

DAT2
Dialogue 94 2,64 (4,95) 0,353 (A)

Acces + 
Transparency

61 2,00 (2,49)

Pandemic 
Outbreak

Before 113 2,30 (4,76) 0,674 (A)

After 42 2,62 ( 1,72)

(A) = ANOVA ( Levene Test >0,05)
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interaction between organisation and online users, whereas that “Comment” means 

engagement, given the greater cognitive effort to comment on something. 

Having said so, Table 19 shows the correlations between "Comments" and "Likes," as 

well as "Comments" and "Shares." Although “Share” is not a variable of analysis, it was decided 

to exhibit the correlations between “Likes and Comments” and “Shares and Comments.”  

 
Source: SPSS Output (2021) 

 

To facilitate the presentation of Table 19, the results shall be presented as "Correlation Before 

and After the Pandemic Outbreak", and "General Correlation" to illustrate the association 

between DART elements and comments regardless of the pandemic event. 

After the pandemic outbreak, NPO-Cancer and NPO-Exceptional Needs strengthened 

the association between "Likes and Comments" and "Shares and Comments."  

NPO-Cancer had a consistent pattern of behaviour before and after the pandemic 

outbreak; in other words, the association was strong, positive, and statistically significant. In 

fact, following the pandemic outbreak, the correlation between “Likes x Comments” and 

“Shares x Comments” grew stronger.  As this is an NPO that treats children with cancer, it has 

a good portfolio of donors, and it has been active in society for a long time. These reasons, as 

well as the emergence of the pandemic, may have led to current and potential donors spending 

more time online and becoming more active. During the qualitative research phase, a manager 

of this NPO mentioned that several current and regular contributors had phoned the 

organization to raise the amount donated. It is likely that the pandemic and some of its 

consequences (unemployment rate, suspension of treatments, among other things shown on TV 

every day) increased people's awareness of social problems. 

Prior to the pandemic, the association for NPO-Exceptional Needs was already 

moderate and statistically significant. After the pandemic outbreak, the behaviour remained 

unchanged, indicating that the association between the variables remained moderate and 

Parameter nº r* p nº r* p nº r* p
NPO - Cancer

Like 405 0,753 <0,001 330 0,733 <0,001 330 0,847 <0,001
Sh2re 405 0,593 <0,001 75 0,591 <0,001 75 0,657 <0,001

NPO - Exceptional Needs
Like 197 0,615 <0,001 131 0,612 <0,001 131 0,680 <0,001

Sh2re 197 0,460 <0,001 66 0,460 <0,001 66 0,462 <0,001

NPO - Healthy Problems
Like 155 0,326 <0,001 113 0,532 <0,001 113 0,070 0,662

Sh2re 155 0,393 <0,001 42 0,308 <0,001 42 0,309 0,047

* Spearman 

General Result Before Pandemic Outbreak After Pandemic Outbreak

Table 19 : Analysis of the correlations between the quantitative variables - Outcome COMMENT
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still statistically significant. 

In relation to NPO-Health Problems, the data before to the pandemic outbreak was more 

stable than the data after the pandemic outbreak. The correlation between “Likes and 

Comments” was stronger after the pandemic outbreak, however, it has lost its significance. It 

is reasonable to claim that a behavioural shift has occurred, but it might have happened at 

random. In any case, the change in behaviour may be attributed to the pandemic itself, as there 

has been a social behavioural shift. Individuals are more concerned about the future and 

adapting to the new reality. The qualitative research step with this NPO also confirmed that 

money donations reduced after the pandemic outbreak. Particularly to this NPO, most of the 

donors are locals, that is, people that live in the neighbourhoods of the NPO. 
 

Correlation General Results 

By conducting a broad comparison, considering the total intention to donate (from July 2019 to 

June 2020) the following conclusions can be drawn: Table 19 shows that NPO-Cancer has a 

strong and positive association between “Comments” and “Likes” (75 percent). At 60%, the 

association between "Comments" and "Shares" is moderate and positive. This implies that as 

the number of likes and shares grows, so does the chance of comments. 

NPO-Exceptional Needs has a moderate positive correlation of 62% between 

“Comments” and “Likes”, but a weaker and positive between “Comments” and “Shares” 

(46%).  

NPO-Health Problems, has a weak and positive association of 32% between 

“Comments” and “Likes”, and an equally weak and positive between “Comments” and 

“Shares” (39%). This indicates that for this NPO, individuals who like and share a post are 

unlikely to comment on it. To put it another way, a like does not always guarantee that it will 

be associated to a comment. 

From the aforementioned, it is evident that for the NPO-Cancer´s users, the co-creation 

of value via social platforms may be associated to a desire to donate. Social media platforms 

facilitate donor's engagement in their causes. The same may be said for NPO-Exceptional 

Needs. NPO-Health Problems was the only NPO with a weak correlation. In this regard, certain 

conclusions may be drawn from the qualitative study phase. This NPO has more recent social 

media activity than the other two. Moreover, within the same period of time, NPO-Exceptional 

Needs and, in particular, NPO-Cancer published a larger number of postings. 

Other factors that can influence value co-creation between actors include the NPO's 

reputation in society and "social knowledge awareness" (inferences from the qualitative step 
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that may be reflected in online behaviour/interaction between NPO and users). In comparison 

to NPO-Health Problems, which is smaller and has less presence on social media, NPO-Cancer 

and NPO-Exceptional Needs stand out in terms of annual revenue, number of followers, and 

organizational size.  
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5. CONCLUDING REMARKS  

 

Service-Dominant Logic consists of an alternative perspective to understand the world of social 

and economic exchanges between human actors. Through it, this thesis explored the co-creation 

of value throughout the interaction between non-profit organisations and donors for fundraising 

in an institutionalised donation environment; as evidenced by the frequency of donation acts 

and the donors' shared beliefs.  

Ranjan and Read (2016) pointed out that researches on value co-creation, for the most 

part, are centred on the participation and interaction of consumers in organisational processes 

(i.e. innovation or feedback), leaving gaps for the determination and exploration of other forms 

of value co-creation at the meso-level and macro-level (Institutional), which was detected 

during the exploratory readings for this study. This doctoral dissertation had the proposal to fill 

this gap by focusing on the donor x NPO interaction affected by the institutionalisation.  

Regarding the specific objective “a”, whose purpose was to identify the role of 

institutions in the value co-creation process in NPOs, the results showed that the institutional 

environment plays a central role also in this donation context. First and foremost, it has been 

proved to be a driver of the donor's willingness to co-create value. According to the interviews, 

donors who had been raised in a social context where citizenship behaviours were part of their 

daily lives and where they were more conscious of the social needs of others are more prone to 

co-create value with non-profits. Second, because the NPO is aware of the institution's 

significance, it evokes value co-creation experiences when contacting donors and potential 

donors. 

External variables like religion and charitable donating habits have also been identified 

as key contributors in the value co-creation process. 

The value co-creation experience had a significant (positive) emotional impact on the 

individual. It is essential to emphasize that we are addressing not only to the "ordinary" patient, 

but also to the donor and the non-profit organization. Non-profit organizations are generally 

supported by donors for institutional reasons (religion, background, habit, beliefs, etc.) or 

because they have been affected by a disease and require assistance from the NPO. When 

donors engage with the NPO, they feel relief, inner joy, or a sense of having fulfilled their civic 

duty. It was even mentioned by Donor A that he is the beneficiary of this relationship, but it is 

known that the NPO, on the other hand, is the main beneficiary of this relationship, because 

this value co-creation ensures the NPO’s (financial) sustainability.  

Shared beliefs are one way to co-create value through donation (legitimation). They 
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influence human behaviour and are part of institutions such as religion, customs, and tradition, 

among others (Scott, 2008). When an action is widely acknowledged and validated among 

peers, it is more likely to be adopted by others (Friel, 2017). In this sense, donation action was 

adopted by donor’s friends, relatives etc., creating an environment of this mindset. 

Taking into consideration the particular objectives "b" and "c," which attempted to 

describe and illustrate the interaction between NPOs and donors in terms of value co-creation, 

the following results may be mentioned: 

a) Value co-creation is a positive collaborative result. Each step of the value 

creation process is made up of an adding value chain, with the donor seeing himself/herself as 

a connection in this system, supporting the NPO with whatever amount he/she can to help the 

organization fulfill its social mission. There is no value co-creation if the donor does not 

perceive value in the NPO's value proposition. Thus, it is clear that the donor's perception of 

value in relation to the NPO's value proposition is a prerequisite component of the donor's 

intention to co-create value. A variety of value aggregators (stakeholders) affect the 

beneficiary's viewpoint and perception of value, including governments that must transfer funds 

to the third sector, the community, and the donors themselves. Hence, to keep and attract new 

funders, volunteers, company investments, and so on, non-profits must define and correctly 

communicate the value they provide to society. 

b) Some antecedents contribute to the value co-creation process in this donation 

environment. Without exception, all participants acknowledged the existence of one, two, or 

three essential DART model elements that enable engagement and hence value co-creation.  

Although there is substantial evidence that dialogue and transparency are important 

components in the donor-NPO relationship, other critical elements, such as trust and reputation, 

stand out more in this sector. None of the participants directly stated a component from Prahalad 

and Ramaswamy's (2004) model: Risk Sharing / Risk Management, which may be attributed to 

the trustworthiness of the NPOs. As these institutions have shown to be very transparent, with 

numerous audited annual reports, it was not even a matter of discussion. Another explanation 

is that the majority of the donors interviewed had previously developed administrative activities 

in the NPO. Consequently, they know how the system works by experiencing and seeing 

themselves what is done with the money received. However, the code “Lack of Transparency” 

may be recognized as “Risk Management”.  

Another “counter-intuitive” antecedent of self-interest was identified: knowledge. It is 

just a matter of knowing that the person is a "good" citizen. Co-creation occurs when there is 

an image that one wishes to portray to society. They do it out of vanity, so that other people 
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know that they are nice, that they donate, but they do it for themselves; a personal vanity that 

the person wants to show off to the world. This is a motivating factor for value co-creation to 

exist, albeit it is not judged as good or bad, right or wrong; it just emerges empirically. 

Moreover, seriousness of the NPO's work might be identified as a condition for value 

co-creation, and therefore donation. Although in this study "seriousness" is not a personal trait 

(as is commonly assumed in the literature), here, it is associated to the characteristic of the work 

and workers of the NPO. Additionally, this study reinforced that past value co-creation 

experiences and community social engagement play an important role in future value co-

creation experiences.   

The Yin and Yang model is driven by the deeper traits of an individual, which are 

represented by the model's dotted lines. The institutional environment in which an individual is 

immersed shapes his or her traits. There is a more superficial layer which shelters experiences 

of value co-creation carried out in other moments (more recent) of his/her life. When there is 

interaction or the intent to co-create, all or part of this (dotted or superficial connections) may 

be connected to a new other actor. That is, the donor, for example, may offer to a NPO fresh 

event ideas that he/she has implemented in another organization. The organization, on the other 

hand, allows this actor to carry out such an event/idea. 

In relation to the specific objective d (quantitative phase), the association between 

DART elements (value co-creation elements) and donation intention, the descriptive statistics 

showed that there is no statistically significant difference between Dialogue, and Access + 

Transparency posts in the 3 organisations. It does not make much of a difference if the published 

post refers to Dialogue, or Access and Transparency. This does not matter in the number of 

comments. Likewise, once the co-creation process begins (proposition of value by the NPO 

through the post and the donor's first interaction through the like), it can be seen that "Likes" 

and "Shares" have a strong and moderate positive correlation with "Comments" for NPO-

Cancer and NPO-Exceptional Needs, respectively. That is, social media are platforms that help 

donors to engage with NPO´s cause. 

It should be noted that the results of this research cannot be generalised. However, it can 

be said that the study is valid and applicable to the organisations participating in the research, 

and perhaps, to NPOs with similar profiles. 

This study has balanced the interest of scholars and practitioners by promoting a 

responsible research. According to Shapiro and Kirkman (2018), third sector research balances 

the interests of shareholders with the social and economic outcomes of companies and society, 

through rigorous research methods to understand puzzling local phenomena. 
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  An interesting aspect of this research was the perceived behaviour of the participants 

and those observed in the telemarketing room. A favourable environment for value co-creation 

was identified because it is full of shared stories, interests and similar mindset. Additionally, 

there is a strong social awareness and commitment to carry out social transformations, 

something that was mentioned in the literature by Austin and Seitanidi (2012). 

 

5.1 MAIN THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS 

This study focused on the institutionalized donation environment. It really is an institutionalized 

environment because of the interaction of the ecosystem's many actors who share a common 

mindset. When actors interact, this value co-creation ecosystem adjusts, because they belong to 

an institutionalized environment. Also, in this non-profit ecosystem, the NPO is not only the 

actor that proposes value, but the beneficiary of this value co-created.  

Specific objective “a” has a considerable theoretical implication as it adds to the 

marketing literature the role of external variables in the value co-creation process. Second, it 

somehow adjusts SDL’s axiom 4 (Value is unique and phenomenologically determined by the 

beneficiary). SDL degrades the comprehension of co-creation processes, excluding the value 

perception identification of the various actors that compose the system, where many will 

benefit, in a way or another, from the value engendered by the interactions. One cannot simply 

exclude, nor even minimise that on dyadic relationships (as on every dyadic exchange) value 

can be perceived by those involved, and not only by the beneficiary. Id est, there must be 

many beneficiaries if there is a perception of benefits throughout the ecosystem. 

Because marketing literature has been concerned with expressing the value co-creation 

process per se, without taking into much account external variables, as described in the 

Literature Gap section, specific objectives "b" and "c" developed the Yin and Yang model, a 

didactic representation of the value co-creation process in an institutionalised environment. 

These specific objectives also revealed new forerunners to the value phenomenon of value co-

creation: SPEB (Seriousness of the NPOs’ Work, Individuals’ Personality, Empathy and 

Background).  

Specific objective “d” offered further understanding of donation intention by examining 

the types of communication used by non-profits and assessing their consequences (in this case: 

“Likes”, “Shares” and “Comments”). It extended the scope of engagement and value co-

creation beyond the organisation and customer relationship, that is generally physical, to other 

groups of individuals, such as online users. 
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5.2 MAIN EMPIRICAL CONTRIBUTIONS 

Managers should ensure that value co-creation events and donation practices are widely 

recognized and legitimized among peers since shared views (legitimacy) have been shown to 

impact value co-creation behaviours. It was confirmed that the donor's friends, family, and 

others engaged in the donation activity foster a mentality and environment of value co-creation. 

Direct observation during the qualitative phase revealed that non-profits employ 

marketing strategies to propose value, mostly through humanizing "sales technique" and 

explaining to the community that their services are a result of the government's inability to 

provide it efficiently to society. NPO-Cancer and NPO-Exceptional Needs, in particular, adopt 

not only humanized sales tactics, but also rigorous financial controls and administrative 

procedures that have been shown to be effective for organizational administration and 

demonstrating to society how donated funds have been handled. 

The quantitative phase indicated a favourable association between value co-creation and 

donation intent. To put it another way, effective online post management entails a positive 

association with likes, shares and comments. In this respect, non-profits must pay attention to 

the content and ways in which they are shared on social media.  

 

5.3 RESEARCH LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 

There are certain shortcuts in this study, like in any other social science research. Hence, the 

following limitations and future studies are suggested. 

Firstly, this study did not explore the phenomenon under the lens of the Actor Network 

Theory (ANT). ANT was indicated to be used in the qualification committee as a complement 

theory to analyse the phenomenon. It could not, however, be applied because of its 

methodological and epistemological characteristics. In this regard, it is proposed that ANT be 

used in combination with the required modification to further our knowledge of this 

phenomenon.  

Institutionalism admits the distinct existence of structure and agency, which varies in 

relation to the existence of a primacy of one. ANT, on the other hand, rejects the existence of 

both distinct things - structure and human action - by assuming a relational ontology and 

attempting to comprehend the agency dispersed across a relational network - hence the idea of 

human and non-human agents.  

Multilevel analysis is possible with ANT, just as it is with Institutional Theory. 

Multilevel analysis examines and extends many relationships, particularly those that are more 

complicated. And value co-creation may be hindered by a variety of connections that may grant 
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(or not!) social reality approval. The way in which actions and information are generated and 

informed has an impact on how ideas reach new actors. 

It makes sense to choose ANT when the protagonist of the network is an individual or 

an organisation. In this thesis, the protagonist is the institution, because it rules behaviours. 

Naturally, there are other essential players in this process, such as donors, the ultimate treatment 

beneficiary, among others. Nonetheless, institutions have the most important role, which ANT 

does not emphasize. Institutional analysis is broader and more complicated, which is why 

exploratory and qualitative researches, as described in the methodology section, are necessary. 

To put it another way, the analysis in this study took place in an institutionalised donation 

context, which implies that external variables that were not explicitly stated influenced value 

co-creation actions and money donations.  

Due to a number of methodological and epistemological concerns, the ANT approach 

could not be employed in this study. ANT's epistemological foundations are different from 

those of IT. it would be impossible to include both viewpoints since the social act occurs in 

distinct ways for each of them. Also, ANT's phenomenology has a different way of collecting 

data (mapping), which deserves in-depth attention. Generally, ANT mapping happens through 

observation, as it is necessary to capture the type of action that flows from one actor to another 

(dyadic relation). Thus, the term "worknet" rather than "network or system" is preferred by 

ANT (Vertesi and Ribes, 2019). In terms of methodology, the researcher should not 

predetermine who the actors are or how the interactions will take place. Starting with the 

mapping of disputes is recommended (Ferreira et al. 2010). The actors in this thesis were 

identified from the beginning. Finally, ANT explains new communication paradigms, including 

non-human ones, such as technology and animals, emphasising the idea that human and non-

human actors are connected in a network. SDL is an exclusive human relationship theory It 

does not include technology (e.g., sensors, wearable devices, modems, algorithms, etc.) or other 

non-human approaches (animals) in the interaction; this (Technology) is being examined from 

the Services Literature viewpoint and not SDL. 

 Another limitation refers to the sample. This study did not take into account NPOs from 

other sectors or segments, which might be a subject of future research. However, different types 

of non-profits may use completely different fund-raising strategies, reflecting a wide range of 

perspectives in the value co-creation process. Environmental non-profits, as well as 

those people that engage, eventually “go out to the streets” with posters. These activities have 

not been identified in previous investigations of the health-care system's third sector. 

Consequently, the idea in this study was to compare similarities and differences of the same 
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sector. The qualifying committee and a reviewer of a publication based on this dissertation 

raised this issue. As a result, it's listed under "Future Research." 

Still, because the author of this study worked in the third sector for a long time, NPOs 

were selected by convenience. NPOs, on the other hand, indicated the donor's sample according 

to the frequency of donations (donors should donate at least once a month and for several years). 

Likewise, the sample should have similar donation mindset, which is part of the 

institutionalized environment. In this sense, it is suggested that mixed type of donors should be 

chosen for future research. Perhaps the reasons for co-creating value would bring different 

outcomes. A larger number of participants would be required for such a sample. 

It should be noted that context-related elements such as economics, politics, and the 

state of public calamity declared as a result of the COVID-19 were taken into account, as they 

may have an impact on responses or even the donor's and NPO's willingness to provide specific 

information. However, because reality is socially constructed, and social science is context and 

time dependent (DiMaggio and Powell, 1988; Vargo and Lusch, 2008), this research was 

conducted during a health crisis (COVID-19 pandemic). As a consequence, several behaviours 

and explanations that would not have happened otherwise were observed, providing a chance 

to comprehend value co-creation in a completely unexpected co-creation scenario. 

Apart from contributing to the marketing literature, this dissertation has a very strong 

human and social appeal, because it underlines theories and situations that influence our society, 

and this is what social science is about, as echoed by Tihanyi (2020). After all, we are 

researching managerial reality and its difficulties. 
 
  



 102 

REFERENCES 

Akaka, M. A., and Vargo, S. L. (2014). Technology as an operant resource in service (eco) systems. 
Information Systems and e-Business Management, 12(3), 367-384. 

Akaka, M. A., and Vargo, S. L. (2015). Extending the context of service: from encounters to 
ecosystems. Journal of Services Marketing, 29(6-7), 453-462. 

Akaka, M. A., Koskela-Huotari, K., & Vargo, S. L. (2019). Further advancing service science with 
service-dominant logic: Service ecosystems, institutions, and their implications for innovation. 
In Handbook of Service Science, Volume II (pp. 641-659). Springer, Cham. 

Akingbola, K., Rogers, S. E., and Baluch, A. (2019). Volunteers and Change Management. In 
Change Management in Nonprofit Organizations. Palgrave Macmillan, Cham, 127-150. 

Akhilesh, K. B. (2017). Co-Creation and Learning. In Co-Creation and Learning. Springer, New 
Delhi, 45-54. 

Albuquerque Filho, J. B., and Machado-da-Silva, C. L. (2009). Práticas organizacionais e estrutura 
de relações no campo do desenvolvimento metropolitano. Revista de Administração 
Contemporânea, 13(4), 626-646. 

Allen, F., Qian, J., and Qian, M. (2005). Law, finance, and economic growth in China. Journal of 
financial economics, 77(1), 57-116. 

Altinay, L., Sigala, M., and Waligo, V. (2016). Social value creation through tourism enterprise. 
Tourism Management, 54, 404-417. 

Alves, H., Fernandes, C., and Raposo, M. (2016). Value co-creation: Concept and contexts of 
application and study. Journal of Business Research, 69(5), 1626-1633. 

Amin, A. (2017). An institutionalist perspective on regional economic development. In Economy. 
Routledge, 59-72 

Archambault, E. (2001). Historical roots of the nonprofit sector in France. Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Sector Quarterly, 30(2), 204-220. 

Augusto, P. O. M. (2007). Teoria institucional: qual o lugar da agência. Encontro Anual Da 
Associação Nacional Dos Programas De Pós-Graduação Em Administração. Rio de Janeiro: 
ANPAD. 

Austin, J. E., and Seitanidi, M. M. (2012). Collaborative value creation: A review of partnering 
between nonprofits and businesses: Part I. Value creation spectrum and collaboration stages. 
Nonprofit and voluntary sector quarterly, 41(5), 726-758. 

Austin, J. E., & Seitanidi, M. M. (2014). Creating value in nonprofit-business collaborations: New 
thinking and practice. John Wiley & Sons. 

Avner, M. A. (2016). Advocacy, Lobbying, and Social Change. In The Jossey‐Bass Handbook of 
Nonprofit Leadership and Management, 396-426. 

Baker, M. J., and Saren, M. (Org.). (2016). Marketing theory: a student text. Sage Publications. 
Baldus, B.J., Voorhees, C. and Calantone, R. (2015). Online brand community engagement: scale 

development and validation. Journal of Business Research, 68(5), 978-985. 
Ballantyne, D., and Varey, R. J. (2006). Creating value-in-use through marketing interaction: the 

exchange logic of relating, communicating and knowing. Marketing theory, 6(3), 335-348. 
Barthi, K., Agrawal, R, and Sharma, V. (2015). Value co-creation literature review and proposed 

conceptual framework, International Journal of Market Research, 57(4), 571-603. 
Benabou, R. (2008). Joseph Schumpeter Lecture. Journal of the European Economic Association, 

6(2-3), 321-352. 
Bennett, R., and Sargeant, A. (2005). The nonprofit marketing landscape: guest editors' introduction 

to a special section. Journal of Business research, 58(6), 797-805. 
Berger, P. L. and T. Luckmann (1967). The social construction of reality. New York, Doubleday. 
Berger, P., & Luckmann, T. (1996). Modernidad, pluralismo y crisis de sentido. Estudios públicos, 

(63). 
Blouin, M. C., Lee, R. L., and Erickson, G. S. (2018). The impact of online financial disclosure and 

donations in nonprofits. Journal of Nonprofit and Public Sector Marketing, 30(3), 251-266. 
Boechat, J., Palagar, V., & Mesquita, W. (2019). Religious and Social Assistance in Brazil: An 



 103 

analysis of the Support Networks of Pentecostal Churches in a Brazilian Favela. Journal of 
Sociology, 7(2), 79-91. 

Boris, E. T., and Steuerle, C. E. (Org.). (2006). Nonprofits and government: Collaboration and 
conflict. The Urban Insitute. 

Bouncken, R. B., Gast, J., Kraus, S., and Bogers, M. (2015). Coopetition: a systematic review, 
synthesis, and future research directions. Review of Managerial Science, 9(3), 577-601. 

Briggs, E., Peterson, M., & Gregory, G. (2010). Toward a better understanding of volunteering for 
nonprofit organizations: Explaining volunteers’ pro-social attitudes. Journal of 
Macromarketing, 30, 61– 76 

Brodie, R. J., Hollebeek, L. D., and Conduit, J. (Org.). (2015). Customer engagement: 
Contemporary issues and challenges. Routledge. 

Brodie, R. J., Fehrer, J. A., Jaakkola, E., & Conduit, J. (2019). Actor engagement in networks: 
Defining the conceptual domain. Journal of Service Research, 22(2), 173-188. 

Brown, S. (2007). Are we nearly there yet? On the retro-dominant logic of marketing. Marketing 
Theory, 7(3), 291-300. 

Brown, S., and Patterson, A. (2009). Harry Potter and the service-dominant logic of marketing: A 
cautionary tale. Journal of Marketing Management, 25(5-6), 519-533. 

Brown, S. (2012). Wake up and smell the coffin: An introspective obituary. Journal of Business 
Research, 65(4), 461-466. 

Bryson, J., Sancino, A., Benington, J., and Sørensen, E. (2017). Towards a multi-actor theory of 
public value co-creation. Public Management Review, 19(5), 640-654. 

Burke, P. F., Dowling, G., and Wei, E. (2018). The relative impact of corporate reputation on 
consumer choice: beyond a halo effect. Journal of Marketing Management, 34(13-14), 1227-
1257. 

Cabral, S., Mahoney, J. T., McGahan, A. M., and Potoski, M. (2019). Value creation and value 
appropriation in public and nonprofit organizations. Strategic Management Journal, 40(4), 465-
475. 

Casidy, R., Teah, M., Lwin, M., and Cheah, I. (2014). Moderating role of religious beliefs on 
attitudes towards charities and motivation to donate. Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and 
Logistics. 

Catani, A. M., Catani, D. B., and Pereira, G. R. D. M. (2001). As apropriações da obra de Pierre 
Bourdieu no campo educacional brasileiro, através de periódicos da área. Revista Brasileira de 
Educação, (17), 63-85. 

Chandler, J. D., and Lusch, R. F. (2015). Service systems: a broadened framework and research 
agenda on value propositions, engagement, and service experience. Journal of Service Research, 
18(1), 6-22. 

Chandra, Y., & Shang, L. (2019). Philanthropy research in china: The influence of informal 
institutions. Third Sector Review, 25(1), 105. 

Cho, M., Schweickart, T., and Haase, A. (2014). Public engagement with nonprofit organizations 
on Facebook. Public Relations Review, 40(3), 565-567. 

Christopher, M. (1996). From brand values to customer value. Journal of Marketing Practice: 
applied marketing science. 

Cossío-Silva, F. J., Revilla-Camacho, M. Á., Vega-Vázquez, M., and Palacios-Florencio, B. (2016). 
Value co-creation and customer loyalty. Journal of Business Research, 69(5), 1621-1625. 

Da Fonseca, J. J. S. (2002). Apostila de metodologia da pesquisa científica. João José Saraiva da 
Fonseca. Universidade Estadual do Ceará. 

Da Silva, L. C., Mainardes, E. W., Teixeira, A. M. C., & Júnior, L. C. (2020). Brand orientation of 
nonprofit organizations and its relationship with the attitude toward charity and donation 
intention. International Review on Public and Nonprofit Marketing, 17(3), 353-373. 

De Carvalho, C. A. P. (2000). A transformação organizacional das ONGs no Brasil: um processo 
de isomorfismo com as ONGs do norte. 

De Melo, M. F. (2016). ONGS e relações institucionais: primeiro, segundo e terceiro setores. 



 104 

Ciências Sociais Unisinos, 52(1), 88-99. 
De Órganos, P. D. D. (2005). Processo de doação de órgãos: percepção de familiares de doadores 

cadáveres. Revista Latino-am de Enfermagem, 13(3), 382-7. 
Díaz-Perdomo, Y., Álvarez-González, L. I., & Sanzo Pérez, M. J. (2020). Non-profit 

organizationbusiness value co-creation: conceptualization and scale development. Harvard 
Deusto Business Research, IX(1), 3-19. 

DiMaggio, P. and Powell, W. (1983). ‘The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and 
collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review, 48(2), 113-123. 

DiMaggio, P., and Powell, W. (1988). The iron case revisited. Community organizations, 77-99. 
DiMaggio, P. and Powell, W. (1991) The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (2005). A gaiola de ferro revisitada: isomorfismo institucional e 

racionalidade coletiva nos campos organizacionais. RAE-Revista de Administração de 
Empresas, 45(2), 74-89. 

Dobrzykowski, D. D., Tran, O., and Tarafdar, M. (2010). Value co-creation and resource based 
perspectives for strategic sourcing. Strategic Outsourcing: An International Journal, 3(2), 106-
127. 

Do Nascimento, C. A. X., Meneghatti, M. R., Hsu, P. L., & da Silva, D. (2019). Revisitando Co-
criação–Estudo Bibliométrico. Marketing & Tourism Review, 4(1). 

Doyle, P. (2000). Value-based marketing. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 8(4), 299-311. 
Drucker, P. (2012). Managing the non-profit organization. Business and Economics. Routledge. 
Dubois, A., and Gadde, L. E. (2017). “Systematic Combining”: An approach to case research. 

Journal of Global Scholars of Marketing Science, 27(4), 258-269. 
Duncan, T., & Moriarty, S. E. (1998). A communication-based marketing model for managing 

relationships. Journal of marketing, 62(2), 1-13. 
Duray, R. (2011). Process typology of mass customizers. In Mass Customization. Springer, London, 

29-43 
Eckhardt, G. M., Houston, M. B., Jiang, B., Lamberton, C., Rindfleisch, A., and Zervas, G. (2019). 

Marketing in the sharing economy. Journal of Marketing, 83(5), 5-27. 
Edvardsson, B., Tronvoll, B., and Gruber, T. (2011). Expanding understanding of service exchange 

and value co-creation: a social construction approach. Journal of the academy of marketing 
science, 39(2), 327-339. 

Edvardsson, B., Kleinaltenkamp, M., Tronvoll, B., McHugh, P., and Windahl, C. (2014). 
Institutional logics matter when coordinating resource integration. Marketing Theory, 14(3), 291-
309. 

Ehrenthal, J. C. (2012). A Service-Dominant Logic view of retail on-shelf availability (Doctoral 
dissertation, Rohner+ Spiller AG). 

Ehrenthal, J. C., Gruen, T. W., & Hofstetter, J. S. (2014). Value attenuation and retail out-of-stocks: 
A service-dominant logic perspective. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics 
Management, 44(1-2), 39-57. 

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of management 
review, 14(4), 532-550. 

Epstein, M. J. (2018). Performance Measurement and Management Control: Challenges for 
Applications and Research in New Settings. Performance Measurement and Management Control: 
The Relevance of Performance Measurement and Management Control Research. Managerial 
and Financial Accounting, 33, 3-12. 

Ferreira, A. A. L., Freire, L. D. L., Moraes, M., & Arendt, R. J. J. (2010). Teoria ator-rede e 
psicologia. Rio de Janeiro: Nau. 

Fifield, P. (2009). Strategic Marketing Decisions Module: Lecture Presentation. University of 
Southampton 

Fifield, P., and Seligman, J. (2009). Delivering the Value Proposition Module: Lecture 
Presentation. University of Southampton. 



 105 

Finnemore, M. (2009). Norms, culture, and world politics: insights from sociology's 
institutionalism. International organization, 50(2), 325-347. 

Freese, J. (2007). Replication Standards for Quantitative Social Science. Sociological Methods and 
Research, 36(2), 153–172. 

Friel, D. (2017). Understanding institutions: different paradigms, different conclusions. Revista de 
Administração, 52(2), 212-214. 

Füller, J., Hutter, K., and Faullant, R. (2011). Why co‐creation experience matters? Creative 
experience and its impact on the quantity and quality of creative contributions. RandD 
Management, 41(3), 259-273. 

Fyall, R. (2016). The power of nonprofits: Mechanisms for nonprofit policy influence. Public 
Administration Review, 76(6), 938-948. 

Galiano-Coronil, A., and MierTerán-Franco, J. J. (2019). The Use of Social Digital Networks by 
NGDO from a Social Marketing Perspective. Social Sciences, 8(6), 192. 

Ghauri, P. N., and Gronhaug, K. (2005). Chapter 7: Datasources. Ghauri PN, Gronhaug K, Research 
Methods in Business Studies: A Practical Guide (3rd ed.), Prentice Hall. 

Gibbs, G. R. (2014). Using software in qualitative analysis. In The SAGE handbook of qualitative 
data analysis, 277-294. 

Greenwood, R., Suddaby, R., and McDougald, M. (2006). Professional service firms. Research in 
the Sociology of Organizations, 24(6), 283-306. 

Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., Lawrence, T. B., and Meyer, R. E. (Org.). (2017). The Sage handbook 
of organizational institutionalism. Sage. 

Grönroos, C. (1995). Relationship marketing: the strategy continuum. Journal of the academy of 
marketing science, 23(4), 252-254. 

Grönroos, C. (2008). Adopting a service business logic in relational business-to-business 
marketing: value creation, interaction and joint value co-creation. In Otago forum, 2(9), 269-287. 

Grönroos, C. (2011). Value co-creation in service logic: A critical analysis. Marketing 
theory, 11(3), 279-301. 

Grönroos, C. (2017). On value and value creation in service: a management perspective. Journal of 
Creating Value, 3(2), 125-141. 

Grönroos, C., and Ravald, A. (2011). Service as business logic: implications for value creation and 
marketing. Journal of service management. 

Grönroos, C., and Voima, P. (2013). Critical service logic: making sense of value creation and co-
creation. Journal of the academy of marketing science, 41(2), 133-150. 

Gummesson, E. (2001). Are current research approaches in marketing leading us astray? Marketing 
theory, 1(1), 27-48. 

Gummesson, E. (2005). Qualitative research in marketing: Road‐map for a wilderness of 
complexity and unpredictability. European journal of marketing. 

Gummesson, E. (2006). Qualitative research in management: addressing complexity, context and 
persona. Management Decision. 

Gummesson, E. (2007). Exit services marketing-enter service marketing. Journal of customer 
behaviour, 6(2), 113-141. 

Gummesson, E., and Mele, C. (2010). Marketing as value co-creation through network interaction 
and resource integration. Journal of Business Market Management, 4(4), 181-198. 

Gummesson, E., Mele, C., Polese, F., and Díaz‐Méndez, M. (2012). Value co‐creation and 
university teaching quality. Journal of Service Management. 

Gummesson, E., Mele, C., Polese, F., Galvagno, M., and Dalli, D. (2014). Theory of value co-
creation: a systematic literature review. Managing Service Quality. 

Gummesson, E. (2017). Case theory in business and management: reinventing case study research. 
Sage Publications. 

Hall, P. A., and Taylor, R. C. (1996). Political science and the three new institutionalisms. Political 
studies, 44(5), 936-957. 

Hall, A., Bockett, G., Taylor, S., Sivamohan, M. V. K., and Clark, N. (2001). Why research 



 106 

partnerships really matter: innovation theory, institutional arrangements and implications for 
developing new technology for the poor. World development, 29(5), 783-797. 

Handelman, J. M., and Arnold, S. J. (1999). The role of marketing actions with a social dimension: 
Appeals to the institutional environment. Journal of marketing, 63(3), 33-48. 

Hansen, A. V. (2017). What stories unfold: empirically grasping value co-creation. European 
Business Review. 

Hansmann, H. (1980). The role of nonprofit enterprise. Yale Law Journal, 89(5), 835–901. 
doi:10.2307/796089. 

Harangozó, G., and Zilahy, G. (2015). Cooperation between business and non-governmental 
organizations to promote sustainable development. Journal of Cleaner Production, 89, 18-31. 

Hardyman, W., Daunt, K. L., and Kitchener, M. (2015). Value co-creation through patient 
engagement in health care: A micro-level approach and research agenda. Public Management 
Review, 17(1), 90–107. doi:10.1080/14719037.2014.881539 

Harmeling, C. M., Moffett, J. W., Arnold, M. J., & Carlson, B. D. (2017). Toward a theory of 
customer engagement marketing. Journal of the Academy of marketing science, 45(3), 312-35. 

Heinonen, K., Helkkula, A., Holmlund‐Rytkönen, M., Mustak, M., Jaakkola, E., and Halinen, A. 
(2013). Customer participation and value creation: a systematic review and research 
implications. Managing Service Quality: An International Journal. 

Helkkula, A., Kelleher, C., and Pihlström, M. (2012). Characterizing value as an experience: 
implications for service researchers and managers. Journal of service research, 15(1), 59-75. 

Holbrook, M. B. (2006). Rosepekiceciveci versus CCV: The resource-operant, skills-exchanging, 
performance-experiencing, knowledge-informed, competence-enacting, co-producer-involved, 
value-emerging, customer-interactive view of marketing versus the concept of customer value:‘I 
can get it for you wholesale’. The service dominant logic of marketing: Dialog, debate, and 
directions, 208-223. 

Hollebeek, L. D., Srivastava, R. K., and Chen, T. (2019). SD logic–informed customer engagement: 
integrative framework, revised fundamental propositions, and application to CRM. Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science, 47(1), 161-185. 

Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatística – IBGE (2015): 
https://ww2.ibge.gov.br/home/estatistica/economia/peas/2014_2015/default.shtm Access on July 
20, 2019. 

Instituto Brasileiro de Gestão Pública (2017): https://ibgpbrasil.org/2017/04/21/terceiro-setor-
movimenta-8-do-pib-no-mundo/ 

IDIS - Instituto para o Desenvolvimento do Investimento Social (2017): https://idis.org.br/wp-
content/uploads/2017/11/country-giving-report-2017-brasil.pdf Access on Apil 13, 2020. 

Ind, N. and Coates, N. (2013). The meanings of co‐creation. European Business Review, 25(1), 86-
95. 

Jaakkola, E., and Alexander, M. (2014). The role of customer engagement behavior in value co-
creation: a service system perspective. Journal of service research, 17(3), 247-261. 

Jaakkola, E., Helkkula, A., and Aarikka-Stenroos, L. (2015). Service experience co-creation: 
conceptualization, implications, and future research directions. Journal of Service Management. 

Jacobs, R. N., and Sobieraj, S. (2007). Narrative and legitimacy: US congressional debates about 
the nonprofit sector. Sociological Theory, 25(1), 1-25. 

Jang, H. S., Feiock, R. C., and Saitgalina, M. (2016). Institutional collective action issues in 
nonprofit self-organized collaboration. Administration and Society, 48(2), 163-189. 

Jenner, P., and Fleischman, D. (2017). Enhancing social enterprise sustainability: A value co-
creation pathway. e-Journal of Social and Behavioural Research in Business, 8(1), 57. 

Joas, H. (2001). The Gift of Life: The Sociology of Religion in Talcott Parsons' Late Work. Journal 
of Classical Sociology, 1(1), 127-141. 

Klafke, R., Flávio Von Der, O., Didonet, S. R., & Toaldo, A. M. M. (2019). Service-dominant logic 
and non-profit organizations: A value creation perspective. Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector 
Marketing, 33(1), 65-83. 



 107 

Klafke, R., Didonet, S.R. (2020). Institutional theory, culture and value co-creation: how do they 
stick together in donation? Artigo publicado no Congresso XLIV ENCONTRO DA ANPAD - 
EnANPAD 2020 Evento on-line - 14 a 16 de outubro de 2020. 

Klafke, R., Urdan, A. T., Didonet, S. R., & Arnold, M. (2021). Institutional theory, culture and 
value co-creation: how do they stick together in donation?. International Review on Public and 
Nonprofit Marketing, 1-20. 

Kluckhohn, C. (1951). Values and value-orientations in the theory of action: An exploration in 
definition and classification. 

Knoblich, G., Butterfill, S., & Sebanz, N. (2011). Psychological research on joint action: theory and 
data. Psychology of learning and motivation, 54, 59-101. 

Kohtamäki, M., and Rajala, R. (2016). Theory and practice of value co-creation in B2B systems. 
V. 56, 4-13. 

Koskela-Huotari, K., Vink, J., and Edvardsson, B. (2020). The institutional turn in service research: 
taking stock and moving ahead. Journal of Services Marketing. 

Kotler, Philip (1998). A generic concept of marketing. Marketing Management, 7(3), 48. 
Kuckartz, U., and Rädiker, S. (2019). Analyzing qualitative data with MAXQDA. Switzerland: 

Springer International Publishing. 
Lanning, M. J., and Michaels, E. G. (1988). A business is a value delivery system. New York: 

McKinsey. 
Latour, B. (1996). On actor-network theory: A few clarifications. Soziale welt, 369-381. 
Lawrence, T. B., & Suddaby, R. (2006). 1.6 institutions and institutional work. The Sage handbook 

of organization studies, 215-254. 
Leclercq, T., Hammedi, W., & Poncin, I. (2016). Ten years of value cocreation: An integrative 

review. Recherche et Applications en Marketing (English Edition), 31(3), 26-60. 
Leftwich, A. (2010). Beyond institutions: Rethinking the role of leaders, elites, and coalitions in the 

institutional formation of developmental states and strategies. In Forum for Development Studies, 
37(1), 93-111. 

Lepak, D. P., Smith, K. G., and Taylor, M. S. (2007). Value creation and value capture: A multilevel 
perspective. Academy of management review, 32(1), 180-194. 

Lepak, D.P., Smith, K.G., Taylor, M.S. (2016). Forum Value creation and Value Capture: a 
Multilevel Perspective. Acad. Manag. Rev. 32, 180–194. 

Li, H. (2017). Information and donations: a study of nonprofit online communication (Doctoral 
dissertation, Rutgers University-Graduate School-Newark). 

Lima, D. H., and de Vargas, E. R. (2012). Estudos internacionais sobre inovação no setor público: 
como a teoria da inovação em serviços pode contribuir? Revista de Administração Pública-RAP, 
46(2), 385-401. 

Lindgreen, A., Hingley, M. K., Grant, D. B., and Morgan, R. E. (2012). Value in business and 
industrial marketing: Past, present, and future. Industrial Marketing Management, 41(1), 207-214. 

Lindgreen, A., & Wynstra, F. (2005). Value in business markets: What do we know? Where are we 
going? Industrial marketing management, 34(7), 732-748. 

Lingard, L., Albert, M., and Levinson, W. (2008). Grounded theory, mixed methods, and action 
research. Bmj, 337. 

Loos Pinto, C., Carvalho Vieira, K., and Teixeira Veiga, R. (2019). O Campo de Estudos em Lógica 
Dominada pelo Serviço: uma Análise Bibliométrica. Revista FSA, 16(4). 

Löbler, H., and Hahn, M. (2013). Measuring value-in-context from a service-dominant logic’s 
perspective. In Review of Marketing Research. Emerald Group Publishing Limited, 255-282. 

Lopes, T. S. A., and Alves, H. (2020). Coproduction and cocreation in public care services: a 
systematic review. International Journal of Public Sector Management. 

Lovejoy, K., and Saxton, G. D. (2012). Information, community, and action: How nonprofit 
organizations use social media. Journal of computer-mediated communication, 17(3), 337-353. 

Lwin, M., and Phau, I. (2014). An exploratory study of existential guilt appeals in charitable 
advertisements. Journal of Marketing Management, 30(13-14), 1467-1485. 



 108 

Maglio, P. P., Vargo, S. L., Caswell, N., & Spohrer, J. (2009). The service system is the basic 
abstraction of service science. Information Systems and e-business Management, 7(4), 395-406. 

Maier, F., Meyer, M., and Steinbereithner, M. (2016). Nonprofit organizations becoming business-
like: A systematic review. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 45(1), 64-86. 

Maio, G. R., Olson, J. M., Bernard, M. M., and Luke, M. A. (2006). Ideologies, values, attitudes, 
and behavior. In Handbook of social psychology. Springer, Boston, MA, 283-308. 

Malhotra, N. K., Hall, J, Shaw, M and Oppenheim, P. (2006). Marketing Research: An Applied 
Orientation. Frenchs Forest, N.S.W. 

McColl-Kennedy, J. R., Vargo, S. L., Dagger, T. S., Sweeney, J. C., & Kasteren, Y. V. (2012). 
Health care customer value cocreation practice styles. Journal of service research, 15(4), 370-
389. 

McColl-Kennedy, J. R., Gustafsson, A., Jaakkola, E., Klaus, P., Radnor, Z. J., Perks, H., and 
Friman, M. (2015). Fresh perspectives on customer experience. Journal of Services Marketing. 

McKinney, W. (2010). Data structures for statistical computing in python. In Proceedings of the 
9th Python in Science Conference, 445, 51-56. 

Merchant, A., Ford, J. B., and Sargeant, A. (2010). Charitable organizations’ storytelling influence 
on donors’ emotions and intentions. Journal of Business Research, 63(7), 754–762. 

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as myth and 
ceremony. American journal of sociology, 83(2), 340-363. 

Meyer, H. D., & Rowan, B. (Eds.). (2012). The new institutionalism in education. SUNY Press. 
Meyer, J. W., and Scott, W. R. (1992). Organizational environments: Ritual and rationality. Sage 

Publications, Inc. 
Miles, M. B., and Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded sourcebook. 

Sage. 
Minkiewicz, J., Evans, J., and Bridson, K. (2014). How do consumers co-create their experiences? 

An exploration in the heritage sector. Journal of Marketing Management, 30(1-2), 30-59. 
Mizruchi, M. S., and Yoo, M. (2017). Interorganizational power and dependence. The Blackwell 

companion to organizations, 599-620. 
Möller, K., and Rajala, A. (2007). Rise of strategic nets—New modes of value creation. Industrial 

marketing management, 36(7), 895-908. 
Möller, K. (2013). Theory map of business marketing: Relationships and networks perspectives. 

Industrial Marketing Management, 42(3), 324-335. 
Mongelli, L., and Rullani, F. (2017). Creating Value in Nonprofit-Business Collaborations: New 

Thinking and Practice, by James E. Austin and M. May Seitanidi. San Francisco: John Wiley and 
Sons, 2014. Business Ethics Quarterly, 27(1), 151-154. 

Morgan, R. M., and Hunt, S. D. (1994). The commitment-trust theory of relationship marketing. 
Journal of marketing, 58(3), 20-38. 

Namisango, F., & Kang, K. (2018). Social media, organisation-community relationships and co-
creation: a case of nonprofit organizations. In Americas Conference on Information Systems 2018: 
Digital Disruption, AMCIS 2018. 

Neghina, C., Caniëls, M. C., Bloemer, J. M., and van Birgelen, M. J. (2015). Value cocreation in 
service interactions: Dimensions and antecedents. Marketing theory, 15(2), 221-242. 

Ngo, L. V., and O’Cass, A. (2012). Performance implications of market orientation, marketing 
resources, and marketing capabilities. Journal of Marketing Management, 28(1-2), 173-187. 

Nicholson, I. A. (2003). Inventing personality: Gordon Allport and the science of selfhood. 
American Psychological Association. 

North, D. (1990) Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

North, D. C. (1991). Institutions, ideology, and economic performance. Cato J., 11, 477. 
North, D. (2005) Understanding the Process of Economic Change. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 

University Press. 
Oertzen, A. S., Odekerken-Schröder, G., Brax, S. A., and Mager, B. (2018). Co-creating services—



 109 

conceptual clarification, forms, and outcomes. Journal of Service Management. 
Olak, P. A. & Nascimento, D. T. (2010). Contabilidade para Entidades sem Fins Lucrativos 

(Terceiro Setor). (3 ed.) São Paulo: Atlas. 
Oliveira, E., and Panyik, E. (2015). Content, context, and co-creation: Digital challenges in 

destination branding with references to Portugal as a tourist destination. Journal of Vacation 
Marketing, 21(1), 53-74. 

Oliver, R. L. (1980). A cognitive model of the antecedents and consequences of satisfaction 
decisions. Journal of marketing research, 17(4), 460-469. 

Onishi, T. (2007). Japanese fundraising: A comparative study of the United States and Japan. 
International Journal of Educational Advancement, 7(3), 205-225. 

Osei-Frimpong, K., and Owusu-Frimpong, N. (2017). Value co-creation in health care: a 
phenomenological examination of the doctor-patient encounter. Journal of Nonprofit and Public 
Sector Marketing, 29(4), 365-384. 

Palinkas, L. A., Horwitz, S. M., Green, C. A., Wisdom, J. P., Duan, N., and Hoagwood, K. (2015). 
Purposeful sampling for qualitative data collection and analysis in mixed method implementation 
research. Administration and policy in mental health and mental health services research, 42(5), 
533-544. 

Parry, G., and Tasker, P. (2014). Value and servitization: Creating complex deployed responsive 
services. Strategic change, 23(5-6), 303-315. 

Parsons, T. (1956). Suggestions for a Sociological Approach to the Theory of Organizations-I. 
Administrative science quarterly, 63-85. 

Parsons, R. J. (1991). Empowerment: Purpose and practice principle in social work. Social work 
with groups, 14(2), 7-21. 

Payne, A. F., Storbacka, K., and Frow, P. (2008). Managing the co-creation of value. Journal of the 
academy of marketing science, 36(1), 83-96. 

Pedro, I. H., and Andraz, J. M. (2019). Alumni Commitment in Higher Education Institutions: 
Determinants and Empirical Evidence. Journal of Nonprofit and Public Sector Marketing, 1-36. 

Peñaloza, L., and Mish, J. (2011). The nature and processes of market co-creation in triple bottom 
line firms: Leveraging insights from consumer culture theory and service dominant logic. 
Marketing Theory, 11(1), 9-34. 

Perry, C. (1998). Processes of a case study methodology for postgraduate research in marketing. 
European journal of marketing. 

Perry, R. (2019). Comparative analysis of nations: Quantitative Approaches. Routledge. 
Podolny, J. M., and Page, K. L. (1998). Network forms of organization. Annual Review of 

Sociology, 24, 57-76. 
Porter, M. E., and Kramer, M. R. (2019). Creating shared value. In Managing sustainable business. 

Springer, Dordrecht, 323-346. 
Powell, T. C. (2001). Competitive advantage: logical and philosophical considerations. Strategic 

management journal, 22(9), 875-888. 
Prahalad, C. K., and Ramaswamy, V. (2004). Co‐creation experiences: The next practice in value 

creation. Journal of interactive marketing, 18(3), 5-14. 
Prahalad, C. K., and Ramaswamy, V. (2004b). The future of competition: Co-creating unique value 

with customers. Harvard Business Press. 
Puffer, S. M., McCarthy, D. J., and Boisot, M. (2010). Entrepreneurship in Russia and China: The 

impact of formal institutional voids. Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 34(3), 441-467. 
Ramaswamy, V. (2008). Co‐creating value through customers' experiences: the Nike case. Strategy 

& leadership. 
Randall, W. S., Gravier, M. J., Prybutok, V. R. (2011). Connection, trust, and commitment: 

dimensions of co-creation? Journal of Strategic Marketing, 19(1), 3-24. 
Ranjan, K. R., and Read, S. (2016). Value co-creation: concept and measurement. Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing Science, 44(3), 290-315. 
Rao, S., & Perry, C. (2003). Convergent interviewing to build a theory in under‐researched areas: 



 110 

principles and an example investigation of Internet usage in inter‐firm relationships. Qualitative 
Market Research: An International Journal. 

Revilla Hernández, M., Santana Talavera, A., and Parra López, E. (2016). Effects of co-creation in 
a tourism destination brand image through twitter. 

Ribeiro, J. L. O. (2017). Uso de técnicas de mineração de dados em Python para classificação de 
pássaros baseado nas medidas dos ossos. 

Rindfleisch, A., O'Hern, M., and Sachdev, V. (2017). The digital revolution, 3D printing, and 
innovation as data. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 34(5), 681-690. 

Russo-Spena, T., and Mele, C. (2012). “Five Co-s” in innovating: a practice-based view. Journal 
of Service Management, 23(4), 527-553. 

Saarijärvi, H., Kannan, P. K., and Kuusela, H. (2013). Value co-creation: theoretical approaches 
and practical implications. European business review, 25(1), 6-19. 

Sánchez-Fernández, R., and Iniesta-Bonillo, M. Á. (2007). The concept of perceived value: a 
systematic review of the research. Marketing theory, 7(4), 427-451. 

Savitskaya, I. (2011). Environmental influences on the adoption of open innovation: Analysis of 
structural, institutional and cultural impacts. Lappeenranta University of Technology. 

Scapens, R. W. (1994). Never mind the gap: towards an institutional perspective on management 
accounting practice. Management accounting research, 5(3-4), 301-321. 

Schumpeter, J. A. (2010). Capitalism, socialism, and democracy. Routledge. 
Schiller, A. (2015). Philanthropy as political liquidation. Society, 52(6), 580-584. 
Scott, W. R. (1994). Institutions and organizations: Toward a theoretical synthesis. Institutional 

environments and organizations: Structural complexity and individualism, 55-80. 
Scott, W. (1995) Institutions and Organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
Scott, W. (2001) Institutions and Organizations, 2nd edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 
Scott, W. (2008) Institutions and Organizations: Ideas and Interests. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 
Scott, W. R. (2010). Reflections: The past and future of research on institutions and institutional 

change. Journal of change management, 10(1), 5-21. 
Seitanidi, M. M., & Crane, A. (2009). Implementing CSR through partnerships: Understanding the 

selection, design and institutionalisation of Nonprofit-business partnerships. Journal of business 
ethics, 85(2), 413-429. 

Selznick, P. (1957). Leadership in Administration. New York: Harper and Row. 
Selznick, P. (1996) ‘Institutionalism: Old and new’. Administrative Science Quarterly, 41, 270-277. 
Seo, M. G., and Creed, W. D. (2002). Institutional contradictions, praxis, and institutional change: 

A dialectical perspective. Academy of management review, 27(2), 222-247. 
Shapiro, D. L., & Kirkman, B. (2018). It’s time to make business school research more 

relevant. Harvard Business Review, 19. 
Sheth, J. N., Newman, B. I., and Gross, B. L. (1991). Why we buy what we buy: A theory of 

consumption values. Journal of business research, 22(2), 159-170. 
Silva, F. R. R. D. (2014). Entre a epistemologia e a ontologia: a teoria da estruturação de Anthony 

Giddens. Tempo Social, 26(2), 123-136. 
Singh, J. V., and Lumsden, C. J. (1990). Theory and research in organizational ecology. Annual 

review of sociology, 16(1), 161-195. 
Skarmeas, D., Saridakis, C., and Leonidou, C. N. (2018). Examining relationship value in cross-

border business relationships: A comparison between correlational and configurational 
approaches. Journal of Business Research, 89, 280-286. 

Slimane, K. B., Chaney, D., Humphreys, A., and Leca, B. (2019). Bringing institutional theory to 
marketing: Taking stock and future research directions. Journal of Business Research, 105, 389-
394. 

Smith, S. R., and Phillips, S. D. (2016). The changing and challenging environment of nonprofit 
human services: Implications for governance and program implementation.  



 111 

Smith, A. M. (2013). The value co-destruction process: a customer resource perspective. European 
Journal of Marketing. 

Solomon, M., Russell-Bennett, R., and Previte, J. (2012). Consumer behaviour. Pearson Higher 
Education AU. 

Spena, T. R., Caridà, A., Colurcio, M., and Melia, M. (2012). Store experience and co‐creation: 
The case of temporary shop. International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management. 

Storbacka, K., Brodie, R. J., Böhmann, T., Maglio, P. P., & Nenonen, S. (2016). Actor engagement 
as a microfoundation for value co-creation. Journal of Business Research, 69(8), 3008-3017. 

Suddaby, R., & Greenwood, R. (2009). Methodological issues in researching institutional 
change. The Sage handbook of organizational research methods, 177-195. 

Taghizadeh, S. K., Jayaraman, K., Ismail, I., and Rahman, S. A. (2016). Scale development and 
validation for DART model of value co-creation process on innovation strategy. Journal of 
Business and Industrial Marketing. 

Thome, H. (2015). Values, sociology of. James D. Wright (editor-in-chief), International 
Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences (2nd edition, Vol: 25). Oxford: Elsevier, 47-
53. 

Throsby, D. Economics and Culture. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001. 
Tihanyi, L. (2020). From “that’s interesting” to “that’s important” Academy of Management 

Journal, 63(2). 
Tijdink, J. K. et al. (2016). How do scientists perceive the current publication culture? A qualitative 

focus group interview study among Dutch biomedical researchers. BMJ open, v. 6, n. 2, p. 
e008681. 

Tkach, C., & Lyubomirsky, S. (2006). How do people pursue happiness?: Relating personality, 
happiness-increasing strategies, and well-being. Journal of happiness studies, 7(2), 183-225. 

Turner, B. S. (1991). Missing bodies–towards a sociology of embodiment. Sociology of Health and 
Illness, 13(2), 265-273. 

Turowetz, J., Hollander, M. M., and Maynard, D. W. (2016). Ethnomethodology and social 
phenomenology. In Handbook of contemporary sociological theory. Springer, Cham, 387-410. 

Umebayashi, M. (2018). Doações para ONGs no Brasil: estudo de casos e análise FSQCA. 
Master’s dissertation. Escola Superior de Propaganda e Marketing - ESPM. 

Urban National Center for Charitable Statistics (2015): Available on: https://nccs.urban.org/ 
Valentinov, V., Hielscher, S., and Pies, I. (2015). Nonprofit organizations, institutional economics, 

and systems thinking. Economic Systems, 39(3), 491-501. 
Valtakoski, A. (2019). The evolution and impact of qualitative research in Journal of Services 

Marketing. Journal of Services Marketing. 
Van Dijk, J., Antonides, G., and Schillewaert, N. (2014). Effects of co‐creation claim on consumer 

brand perceptions and behavioural intentions. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 38(1), 
110-118. 

Van Doorn, J., Lemon, K. N., Mittal, V., Nass, S., Pick, D., Pirner, P., and Verhoef, P. C. (2010). 
Customer engagement behavior: Theoretical foundations and research directions. Journal of 
service research, 13(3), 253-266. 

Van Puyvelde, S., Caers, R., Du Bois, C., and Jegers, M. (2016). Managerial objectives and the 
governance of public and non-profit organizations. Public management review, 18(2), 221-237. 

Vargo, S. L., and Lusch, R. F. (2004). Evolving to a new dominant logic for marketing. Journal of 
marketing, 68(1), 1-17. 

Vargo, S. L., and Lusch, R. F. (2008). Why “service”? Journal of the Academy of marketing 
Science, 36(1), 25-38. 

Vargo, S. L., and Lusch, R. F. (2009). A service-dominant logic for marketing. In The SAGE 
handbook of marketing theory, 219-234. 

Vargo, S. L., and Lusch, R. F. (2016). Institutions and axioms: an extension and update of service-
dominant logic. Journal of the Academy of marketing Science, 44(1), 5-23. 

Vargo, S. L., Maglio, P. P., and Akaka, M. A. (2008). On value and value co-creation: A service 



 112 

systems and service logic perspective. European management journal, 26(3), 145-152. 
Vargo, S. L., Wieland, H., and Akaka, M. A. (2016). Innovation in service ecosystems. Invited 

Paper Journal of Serviceology, 1(1), 1-5. 
Vargo, S. L., and Lusch, R. F. (2017). Service-dominant logic 2025. International Journal of 

Research in Marketing, 34(1), 46-67. 
Vargo, S. L., and Lusch, R. F. (Org.). (2018). The SAGE handbook of service-dominant logic. 

SAGE Publications Limited. 
Vaughan, D. (2008). Bourdieu and organizations: the empirical challenge. Theory and Society, 

37(1), 65-81. 
Vergara, S. C. (2009). Projetos e relatórios de pesquisa em Administração. In Métodos de pesquisa 

em administração. São Paulo: Atlas, 3-44. 
Verhoef, P. C., Reinartz, W. J., and Krafft, M. (2010). Customer engagement as a new perspective 

in customer management. Journal of service research, 13(3), 247-252. 
Verstraete, T., and Jouison-Laffitte, E. (2011). A conventionalist theory of the business model in 

the context of business creation for understanding organizational impetus. Management 
international/International Management/Gestiòn Internacional, 15(2), 109-124. 

Vertesi, J., & Ribes, D. (2019). DigitalSTS: A field guide for science & technology studies. 
Princeton University Press. 

Voorberg, W., Bekkers, V., and Tummers, L. (2014). Co-creation in social innovation: A 
comparative case-study on the influential factors and outcomes of co-creation. 

Waddock, S. A. (1988). Building successful social partnerships. MIT Sloan Management Review, 
29(4), 17. 

Wan, J., Lu, Y., Wang, B., and Zhao, L. (2017). How attachment influences users’ willingness to 
donate to content creators in social media: A socio-technical systems perspective. Information and 
Management, 54(7), 837–850. 

Webb, J., Schirato, T., and Danaher, G. (2002). Understanding Bourdieu. Sage. 
Weber, Max (1958). The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. Translated by T. Parsons.  

New York: Scribners. 
Weber, S. (2001). Institution and interpretation (Vol. 440). LIT Verlag Münster. 
Weber, E. U., and Morris, M. W. (2010). Culture and judgment and decision making: The 

constructivist turn. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5(4), 410-419. 
Westjohn, S. A., Singh, N., and Magnusson, P. (2012). Responsiveness to global and local 

consumer culture positioning: A personality and collective identity perspective. Journal of 
International Marketing, 20(1), 58-73. 

Wieland, H., Koskela-Huotari, K., and Vargo, S. L. (2016). Extending actor participation in value 
creation: an institutional view. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 24(3-4), 210-226. 

Wiepking, P., and Bekkers, R. (2010). Does who decides really matter? Causes and consequences 
of personal financial management in the case of larger and structural charitable donations. 
Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 21(2), 240-263. 

Woodruff, R. B. (1997). Customer value: the next source for competitive advantage. Journal of the 
academy of marketing science, 25(2), 139. 

Worth, M. J. (2018). Nonprofit management: Principles and practice. Sage Publications. 
Yang, Z., and Su, C. (2014). Institutional theory in business marketing: A conceptual framework 

and future directions. Industrial Marketing Management, 43(5), 721-725. 
Yi, Y., and Gong, T. (2013). Customer value co-creation behavior: Scale development and 

validation. Journal of Business research, 66(9), 1279-1284. 
Yin, R. K. (2011). Applications of case study research. Sage Publications. 
Yin, R. K. (2016). Qualitative research from start to finish. Guilford Publications. 
Zhang, X., and Chen, R. (2008). Examining the mechanism of the value co-creation with customers. 

International Journal of Production Economics, 116(2), 242-250. 
Zhang, T., Lu, C., Torres, E., and Chen, P. J. (2018). Engaging customers in value co-creation or 

co-destruction online. Journal of Services Marketing. 



 113 

Zhang, J. Z., & Watson IV, G. F. (2020). Marketing ecosystem: An outside-in view for sustainable 
advantage. Industrial Marketing Management, 88, 287-304. 

Zhou, Y., Berezina, K., Hui, W., & Kim, W. G. (2020). Commitment is an act, not a word: 
Examining members’ commitment to travel-related online communities. International Journal of 
Hospitality Management, 91 

Zwick, D., Bonsu, S. K., and Darmody, A. (2008). Putting Consumers to Work: Co-creationand 
new marketing govern-mentality. Journal of consumer culture, 8(2), 163-196. 

  



 114 

APPENDIX 

 

Table 8a is dedicated to the donors’ interview and Table 8b is to the NPOs. 
 
Table 8a: Exploratory Interview Script/Roadmap - Donor 

General Information - Donor 

Focus Co-Creation of Value and Donation 

Sample Donors  

Objective Check if the institutionalised donation environment favours the co-creation of 
value between actors; Does institutionalisation facilitate / intervene in the co-
creation of value, which, therefore, results in fundraising? Are people with a 
donation mindset more open minded and open to value co-creation? It is 
known from the literature, that the involvement between people [called 
interaction or engagement too - McColl-Kennedy et al. (2012)] “breaks down 
barriers”, leaving people more open minded and less defensive. So, what 
attributes and actions influence value co-creation.  

Stage Topics Interview – Donors 
Introduction Project Presentation  

Presentation of the researcher (Renata Klafke) 
Presentation of the project 
Consent to participate 

Initial Stages Introduction of the 
interviewee 

Name, age, income, education, occupation. 
Have you ever worked or donated to another organisation? 
Before Donating/volunteering, have you ever had any experience in helping 
others? How was this experience? 

1. Donor 
Information/Opinion 

What is the relevance of this NPO to society? Please explain. 
Is your donation constant or sporadic? (involvement) 
For what reasons do you donate? 
For what reason do you donate to this NPO and not to another one? 
How do you feel before and after you do the donation? What feelings arise? 
Does anyone in your family donate too? 
When you donate, do you believe you are co-creating value? Please explain 
(how and why). 

2. Donor Activities Please, tell me about your experiences with this NPO. (Here I expect the 
interviewee speaks 
about his/her experience to understand his/her engagement/interaction and 
value co-creation). 
What kind of value do you perceive as being proposed by the organisation 
(helpful staff, service quality, trust, easy access (location), price etc.?). 

3. Value Co-creation 
Process and 
Institutions 

How and why do you get involved / engaged with this NPO? 
In your perception, what variables justify your engagement? Why do you 
engage with the third sector? 
What, eventually, would hinder your involvement with an NPO? 
Have you ever participated of an event or designed a service or anything with 
the NPO? Please give an example. 
Have you ever solved any problem with the service provider/NPO? Give an 
example. 
How do other participants, such as staff medical members, other volunteers 
and NPO manager participate in this engagement? 
What factors lead to the co-creation of value? (Mindset?  Transparency? 
Social norms? Service Ecosystem? **Ecosystems' denotes actor-
environmental interaction and energy flow (Vargo and Lusch, 2016).  
What human features would favour value co-creation? 
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 Source: Author (2021). 
 * If the donor does not know the word “value co-creation”, the term will be introduced according to the 
understanding of the seminal authors of the term: Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004). 
** If the donor does not know the word “Service Ecosystem”, it will be introduced according to the seminal authors 
of the term: Vargo and Lusch (2004, 2008). 

 

  

Outcomes Value Co-creation 
Outcomes 

What are the results of the value co-creation processes? 
In the end, does co-creation add value to the service received / provided to 
community or to yourself? 
What does the organisation achieve with your engagement? 
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Table 8b: Roadmap for Exploratory Interviews – NPO 
General Information - NPO 

Focus Value Co-Creation and Institutions 

Sample NPO - Managers 

Objective Check if the institutionalised donation environment favours the co-creation 
of value between actors; Does institutionalisation facilitate / intervene in the 
co-creation of value, which, therefore, results in fundraising? Which external 
variables positively influence donation? How is value proposed and co-
created between NPOs and donors?  

Stage Topics NPO (Managers) Intervew 
Introduction Project Presentation  

Presentation of the researcher - Renata Klafke  
Presentation of the project 
Consent to participate 

Initial Stages Introduction of the 
interviewee 

Name, age, income, education, occupation. 
What are your main tasks and responsibilities in the Organisation? 
Do you have previous experience of working in similar 
activities/organisations? 

1. Organisational 
Information 

What is the relevance of the NPO´s services to the society? 
What are the main competitors? 
Are there organisational goals/targets? 

2. Organisational/Manager 
Activities 

What are your main duties/activities in this NPO? 
What is the desired result of this activity? 
How is the value proposition created by the NPO? 
What is the NPO consumer and donor profile? 
How are the funds raised? 
How long have these fundraising strategies been in place? 

3. Value Co-creation 
Process 

What is the definition of "customer engagement" in your 
understanding? 
How does NPO engage the community? 
In your perception, what variables justify donor engagement? 
What hinders donor engagement? 
In your opinion, why does the consumer use the service or 
donate to this NPO and not to another one? 
How is your understanding about value co-creation? Which 
activities involve value co-creation? * 
What factors/conditions lead to value co-creation? Mindset? Service 
Ecosystem**? 
What resources (time, money, work, engagement etc) favour value 
co-creation? 
What communication strategies drive engagement? 
What strategies/champaigns generally attract donor´s interest in 
donation? 
What are the main platforms (social media, television, radio?) do 
you work with for content marketing?  
What kind of information does your customers access through your 
content marketing? (ACCESS??) 
How does the NPO interact with donors? (Identify DART 
Elements) 
Can you briefly describe the donor x NPO interaction process? The 
team, the consumer, and the donor. 
How do other participants / team members participate in the value 
co-creation process? What about other organisations? 
Is there a perception of a mentality of giving or co-creating value in 
the community? 
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Source: Author (2021). 
* If the donor does not know the word “value co-creation”, the term will be introduced according to the 
understanding of the seminal authors of the term: Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004). 
** If the donor does not know the word “Service Ecosystem”, it will be introduced according to the seminal 
authors of the term: Vargo and Lusch (2004, 2008). 
 

Outcomes Value Co-creation 
Outcomes 

What are the results of the co-creation process? 
What does the organisation achieve with donor´s engagement? 
How does the dialogue impact the decision-making (Donor to 
donate)? 
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