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ABSTRACT 

 The customer-firm interaction has been pointed as a source of value creation 
(PRAHALAD; RAMASWAMY, 2004, VARGO; LUSCH, 2008), customer economic value 
attainment (CHAN et al., 2010) and competitive effectiveness (BENDAPUDI; LEONE, 
2003), making co-production an effective marketing tool from the managerial standpoint. 
From the consumers’ standpoint, co-production is also of interest, because it allows them to 
take part in the production process of a product or service (ETGAR, 2008). The increasing 
importance of co-production in marketing literature is illustrated by the growing number of 
empirical research on the theme (e.g., BENDAPUDI; LEONE, 2003, ORDANINI; PAISNI, 
2008, CHAN et al., 2010). Given the positive effects of co-production such as increasing in 
customer’s satisfaction (HUNT et al., 2010) and control (ERTIMUR, 2008), the use of co-
production as a managerial tool capable of enhancing positive responses even after a 
dissatisfying purchase episode is worthy of discussion. Based on Averill’s (1973) typology of 
control, co-production is considered here a way to provide behavioral control to consumers on 
the production process, while information and refund choice are considered to provide 
cognitive and decisional control respectively. The relationships between those three variables 
and behavioral intentions, that are, repurchase and positive word-of-mouth intentions, are 
investigated in this paper, as co-production, information, and refund choice are predicted to 
impact positively on positive behavioral intentions after a consumer’s dissatisfaction with the 
purchase. Two experimental studies were conducted to examine the above mentioned 
relationships, 97 Brazilian students participated in the first study and 90 French students in the 
second one. The first study manipulated co-production and information in a service context (a 
vacation travel offer), while the second study has manipulated co-production and refund 
choice in a product context (a writing desk offer). Results from the experimental studies 
supported most of the research hypotheses, indicating that co-production, information, and 
refund choice lead to higher repurchase and positive word-of-mouth intentions after a 
dissatisfying purchase, and that combining co-production with high information level leads to 
higher behavioral intentions than providing each one of them separately. Therefore, it seems 
that providing relevant information in situations where consumers co-produce makes them 
feel more able to do it, and, consequently, more satisfied with the process. From our findings, 
co-production, information and refund choice were proved to be important management tools 
which can improve repurchase and positive word-of-mouth intentions’ ratings after 
dissatisfaction. The implications of results, research limitations, and suggestions for future 
research are presented at the end of the paper.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 The importance ascribed to consumer’s participation has increased in recent years as 
marketing orientation has changed from a ‘marketing to’ to a ‘marketing with’ philosophy 
(LUSCH et al., 2007), meaning that consumers are now co-creating value with the firm 
(VARGO; LUSCH, 2004). The interaction between customer and firm has been pointed as a 
source of value creation (PRAHALAD; RAMASWAMY, 2004, VARGO; LUSCH, 2008), 
customer economic value attainment (CHAN et al., 2010) and competitive effectiveness 
(BENDAPUDI; LEONE, 2003), making co-production an effective marketing tool from the 
managerial standpoint. From the consumers’ standpoint, co-production is also of interest, 
allowing them to take part in the production process of a product or service (ETGAR, 2008). 
 At this point a relevant question can be made: “Could co-production bring some 
advantage to the company even when the purchase outcome for the consumer is negative?” 
One could argue that when a consumer participates in the production process s/he perceives to 
have more control and also more responsibility over the outcomes (ERTIMUR, 2008; 
BENDAPUDI; LEONE, 2003). That will be particularly important from a company’s 
perspective when the outcome is worse than expected by the consumer, so the company may 
have someone – the consumer who helped to produce the product or service- with whom 
“share” the responsibility for the negative result. Research involving attributional approach 
revealed that consumers perceive to be less deserving of refunds and apologies when they 
attribute the cause for product failure to themselves (FOLKES, 1984). Extending this 
reasoning to a co-production situation, co-productive consumers may share with the company 
the blame (the responsibility) for the negative outcome, and, consequently, may display 
higher positive behavioral intentions towards it, such as, positive word-of-mouth and 
repurchase intentions, after dissatisfying purchase episodes (also called in this paper “negative 
outcomes”).  
 This article represents an initial effort to investigate the relationship between co-
production and behavioral intentions after dissatisfaction with the purchase. Based on 
Averill’s (1973) typology of behavioral, cognitive, and decisional control, co-production is 
here considered a drive for behavioral control, while information and refund choice are 
considered drivers for cognitive and decisional control, respectively. The effects of co-
production, information and refund choice on repurchase and positive word-of-mouth 
intentions of consumers who get negative outcomes from their purchases are then analyzed 
through two experiments. 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Co-Production, Information, and Refund Choice 

 Co-production has been defined as consumer participation in production activities, 
such as product designing, resource aggregating or other processing activities leading to an 
output (product or service) that will be used or consumed (ETGAR, 2008). Co-production 
differs from customization as it allows consumers to really take part in the creation, execution 
and delivery of a product or service, while customization implies gathering information about 
consumers’ preferences to offer them a suitable product (ERTIMUR, 2008) or even to give 
them a choice menu of items they can choose from to get an appropriate product to their needs 
(LIECHTY et al., 2001). Due to this difference between co-production and customization, the 
former may be argued to provide higher levels of control (ERTIMUR, 2008). 
 Striving to understand how people evaluate and choose services between more 
participative ones (e.g., pump your own gas in a service station) – which includes co-



 

3 

 

production – and less participative ones (e.g., have an attendant to pump the gas for you), 
Bateson and Langeard (1982) found that control was the dimension that stood out in 
importance. Consumers who chose the more participative scenario perceived control as 
important while people from the less participative group reported risk as an important 
dimension. Consumers who chose more participative services also perceived less control in 
the traditional and less participative services. Thus, an inference can be made about how 
important control is for those who are willing to co-produce. 
 Averill’s (1973) widely mentioned typology of control (e.g., HUI; TOFFOLI, 2002; 
VAN ROMPAY et al., 2008) distinguishes behavioral control, cognitive control, and 
decisional control as three types of control. Behavioral control involves a direct influence or 
action on environment, cognitive control refers to a subject’s interpretation and appraisal of 
an event while decisional control represents the opportunity to choose among different 
courses of action. Co-production is considered here a way to provide behavioral control to 
consumers in the production process. 
 Besides the above mentioned association with control, there is another key aspect 
involving co-production: customers seem to take more responsibility over an outcome when 
they participate as co-producers (BENDAPUDI; LEONE, 2003), fact that may reduce the 
responsibility attributed to the firm. Folkes (1984) found that the locus of the cause for a 
failure influences market equity reactions, because when a failure is firm-related, consumers 
perceived to deserve a refund and an apology, but when the failure is consumer-related, a 
consumer deserves neither a refund nor an apology. So when the consumer is the responsible 
for the product failure, s/he does not expect the firm to do something to redress it. Due to the 
increase of control and responsibility, consumers who co-produce may share the blame over a 
negative outcome with the firm, or even attribute the blame entirely to themselves, 
consequently minimizing possible negative reactions towards the company and having more 
positive behavior intentions such as repurchase intent and word-of-mouth, compared to those 
consumers who do not co-produce. Moreover, in a co-production context, the process 
satisfaction – satisfaction with the process that leads to the final product or service – may be 
also greater, since the consumer can influence the purchase’s outcome, and with stronger 
process satisfaction, the positive behavioral intentions after a purchase may be greater, 
regardless whether the outcome is positive or negative. The positive effect of co-production 
on satisfaction was already proposed by Ertimur (2008) and empirically verified by Hunt et 
al. (2010). Based on this reasoning, we propose that: 

H1a: After a negative outcome, consumers who co-produce will exhibit higher 
repurchase intention, compared to those consumers who do not co-produce. 

H1b: After a negative outcome, consumers who co-produce will exhibit higher 
positive word-of-mouth intention, compared to those consumers who do not co-
produce. 

 As marketing has developed from a “market to” philosophy to a “market with” 
philosophy where the customer collaborates with the firm in the value creation process 
(LUSCH et al., 2007), it is important for the customer to have access to information s/he can 
use in order to co-create value. Dholakia et al. (2010) claim that information dominates value 
creation and its manipulation is converted into exchangeable value. 
 Information gain is one kind of cognitive control in Averill’s (1973) typology. 
Information leads to predictability and the ability to predict the consequences of an event, in 
turn, may induce feelings of control (STAUB et al., 1971), in a way that foreknowledge is an 
important determinant of perceived control (WORTMAN, 1975). The effect of predictability 
on perceived control has been emphasized in consumer research by Holt (1995) who showed 
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through an analysis of extensive observations of baseball spectators that their feeling of being 
able to predict action on the field enhanced the perception that they were involved in the 
game’s production and so how they interjected some control over it. In the context of service 
encounters, predictability can offer cognitive control to customers and service providers even 
though they have little direct control over the situation (BATESON, 1985). Thompson (1981) 
presents a typology for control slightly different from Averill’s (1973) typology, where 
information is considered, by itself, one type of control. The author also argues that 
information may engender feelings of control. 
 If control is higher with high information instead of low information, in cases of 
dissatisfying outcomes, consumers who had more information during the purchase will 
exhibit higher positive behavioral intentions once they may feel more in control of it. Another 
reason for this is that when the consumer has more information on a purchase situation, that 
should increase her/his process satisfaction, which, in turn enhances behavioral intentions, 
regardless the valence of the outcomes. Considering the preceding discussion and looking 
upon information as a value creation dimension (DHOLAKIA et al., 2010), the next 
hypotheses are formulated: 

H2a: After a negative outcome, consumers who receive more information will exhibit 
higher repurchase intention, compared to those consumers who receive less 
information. 

H2b: After a negative outcome, consumers who receive more information will exhibit 
higher positive word-of-mouth intentions, compared to those consumers who receive 
less information. 

 According to Katz and Assor (2006), choice appears in several motivational 
frameworks even though research findings concerning the benefits and drawbacks of choice 
points out to both positive and negative outcomes. This paper does not address the negative 
outcomes of choice that come with choice overload (a meta-analytic review can be seen at 
Scheibehenne et al., 2010). Rather, this paper focuses on the benefits choice can bring, such 
as, the increase of perceived control (HUI; BATESON, 1991) and satisfaction (BOTTI; 
MCGILL, 2006). Choice is something desirable for consumers when considering that choice 
restrictions may generate emotional responses such as anger, resentment, and depression, as 
well as behavioral responses which may flow from compliance and adaptation to rejection and 
rebellion (BOTTI et al., 2008). 
 Averill’s (1973) conceptualization clearly identifies decisional control as choice, or 
more precisely as the individual’s opportunity to choose. Such a direct link between choice 
and control finds support in deCharms’ (1968) theory of personal causation, which posits that 
individuals who perceive their behavior as stemming from their own choices will perceive 
more control and in turn will be more highly task motivated than individuals who see their 
behavior as stemming from external force. This assumption that consumer choice may result 
in more consumer’s perceived control has empirically been supported (HUI; BATESON, 
1991; MILLS; KRANTZ, 1979). Langer (1975) found similar results dealing with illusion of 
control instead of perceived control. Giving an individual the opportunity to choose made him 
feel greater control even though he participated in a pure chance task. So giving consumers a 
choice like keeping the product or returning it and asking for a refund may also soften 
negative reactions after a dissatisfying purchase due to the increase of decisional control. If 
consumers perceive to have this choice, the process satisfaction is probably higher, fact that 
also contributes to higher behavioral intentions. Based on this, the following hypotheses are 
proposed: 
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H3a: After a negative outcome, consumers who have refund choice will exhibit higher 
repurchase intention, compared to those consumers who do not have refund choice. 

H3b: After a negative outcome, consumers who have refund choice will exhibit higher 
positive word-of-mouth intentions, compared to those consumers who do not have 
refund choice. 

 Once the linkages between behavioral intentions and co-production, information, and 
choice were drawn, the effects of matching these three independent variables are worthy of 
investigation, examining a potential additive causal relationship. Additive causal relationship 
exists when the causal effects of two variables (e.g. co-production and information) on a third 
one (e.g. repurchase intention) are added (KUMAR et al., 1999). Co-production, information 
and refund choice are all manageable by firms and can be provided according to the firms’ 
purposes and convenience. Having three managerial tools at hand, it is desirable to know 
whether combining them at the same time will reflect on more beneficial results than 
providing them individually. It is logical to assume that once a consumer has the chance to co-
produce a service or product, he or she will perceive to have more control over the situation 
and show more process satisfaction if a high level of information is available, once 
information brings predictability (BATESON, 1985) and also makes the consumer feel more 
able to perform the task required by co-production. Consequently, this consumer will 
demonstrate more positive behavioral intentions after a dissatisfying outcome. So the 
following hypotheses are formulated: 

H4a: After a negative outcome, consumers who co-produce and receive more 
information will exhibit greater repurchase intention when compared to those 
consumers who either co-produce or receive more information. 

H4b: After a negative outcome, consumers who co-produce and receive more 
information will exhibit higher positive word-of-mouth when compared to those 
consumers who either co-produce or receive more information. 

 Extending the same logic to the combination between co-production and refund 
choice, it is possible to consider that consumers who co-produce will feel better and perceive 
more control if they know it will be possible to return the product and ask for a refund in case 
of dissatisfaction with the product they helped to create. This may also enhance their process 
satisfaction in a way that these consumers will not feel so bad with a dissatisfying product and 
may have more positive behavioral intentions compared to consumers who could only co-
produce or ask for a refund. This leads to the last group of hypotheses: 

H5a: After a negative outcome, consumers who co-produce and have refund choice 
will exhibit higher repurchase intention when compared to those consumers who either 
co-produce or have refund choice. 

H5b: After a negative outcome, consumers who co-produce and have refund choice 
will exhibit higher positive word-of-mouth intention when compared to those 
consumers who either co-produce or have refund choice. 

 Heretofore, theoretical foundation to the five hypotheses has been presented. The 
remainder of this work is organized as follows: the first experiment manipulates co-
production and information in a service context to examine their effects on repurchase and 
positive word-of-mouth intentions after a negative outcome. The second experiment maintains 
the same objectives of the first one, manipulating co-production and refund choice in a 
product purchase.  
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STUDY 1 

Method 

 A 2 (co-production: co-production and examine their effects on ) x 2 (information 
level: low and high) design was employed on the first study. Subjects were undergraduate 
students from a Brazilian university (n = 97) who voluntarily participated. Participants were 
randomly assigned to one of the scenarios. Both co-production and information were 
manipulated using descriptive scenarios simulating the purchase of a vacation travel. 
 Participants received a questionnaire with the following narrative: “After a tough 
semester at university, you decided to travel for vacation and you go to a travel agency to look 
at the possibilities.” The narrative sequence then varied to manipulate co-production and 
information. Participants who were assigned to a co-production scenario read that the 
following text: “When you arrive at the agency, the agent explains you can design your own 
trip itinerary, so your travel will have the exactly features you want.” Participants in the no 
co-production condition were provided the text: “When you arrive at the agency, the agent 
explains he can offer you three package options and that it is not possible to do a different 
package.” Low information scenarios presented the text: “The agent gives you price 
information. No other information is offered to you.” and high information scenarios provided 
the text: “The agent gives you a booklet where you find information about each city of this 
country’s region, such as touristic points, cultural events and celebrations. You also receive 
information about hotels, hostels and restaurants. The agent gives you price information.” 
After co-production and information manipulations, all participants received the following 
text about the travel outcome: “Imagine you took the trip and it was a negative experience 
because of the choices you made with the travel agency.” 
 Participants were then presented with a questionnaire which had one question to check 
co-production manipulation (“I helped design the trip I bought”) and two to check information 
manipulation (“Regarding the amount of information given by the travel agency, I consider it 
was: insufficient/sufficient; low information level/high information level”). The questionnaire 
also had statements rated on seven-point Likert scales (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely) to 
measure behavioral intentions. Repurchase intent was measured using a three items scale (α = 
.95) adapted from Zeithaml et al. (1996): “How likely are you to make purchases in this store 
again?”, “How likely are you to do more business with this store in the future?”, and “How 
likely are you to consider this store as your first choice to buy that kind of product?” Word-of-
mouth was assessed using a three items scale (α = .96) also adapted from Zeithaml et al. 
(1996): “How likely are you to recommend this store to friends, neighbors and relatives?”, 
“How likely are you to say positive things about this store to other people?”, and “How likely 
are you to encourage your friends and family to make business with this store?” The scales 
were factor analyzed and exhibit reliability, and discriminant and convergent validity 
(FORNELL; LARCKER, 1981).  

Results and Discussion 

 Both manipulations were effective (p < .001): Participants’ estimates of co-production 
were higher in co-production than in no co-production scenarios (Mcopr = 5.72 vs. Mnocopr = 
3.00; F(1, 93) = 59.37) and their perceptions of information level were greater in the high 
information than in the low information condition (Mhigh= 5.45 vs. Mlow= 2.50; F(1, 93) = 
85.55). 
 ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of co-production on repurchase (F(1, 93) = 
4.12, p < .05) and positive word-of-mouth intentions (F(1, 93) = 4.64, p < .05). In co-
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production scenarios, both word-of-mouth (Mwom = 1.98) and repurchase intention (Mrep = 
2.02) were greater than in no co-production scenarios (Mwom = 1.48; Mrep = 1.55), supporting 
H1a and H1b. 
 Information level did not have significant main effect on neither of the behavioral 
intentions (p >.05), so H2a and H2b could not be supported. The additive effects of co-
production and information on repurchase (F(1, 93) = 5.13, p < .05) and word-of-mouth 
intentions (F(1, 93) = 4.70, p < .05), however, were significant. Therefore, these intentions 
were higher when both co-production and high information level were available (Mrep = 2.41; 
Mwom = 2.43) than when co-production (Mrep = 1.63; Mwom = 1.53) or information (Mrep = 
1.42; Mwom = 1.43) were presented, separately. These results support H4a and H4b, offering 
evidence for the benefice of combining co-production and information on a service provision 
situation (see figures 1 and 2). 
 

 
Figure 1: Repurchase Intention as a Function of Co-production and Information 

 
 

 
Figure 2: Word-of-Mouth as a Function of Co-production and Information 
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 The results above mentioned show that participants’ repurchase and positive word-of-
mouth intentions were relatively low in co-production and in co-production with high 
information level scenarios, and this is not surprising, since those behavioral intentions were 
measured after a dissatisfying purchase. The relevant finding is that the presence of co-
production and information generates higher behavioral intentions compared to scenarios 
where these independent variables are absent. 
  
Results of study 1 show that even when consumers face a negative experience, co-production 
enhances consumers’ repurchase intention and positive word-of-mouth and that providing 
consumers with high information level increases those behavioral intentions even more. 
Offering just higher information level did not have any positive impact on behavioral 
intentions when compared to a low information condition, so the predictability that stems 
from information was not sufficient to minimize the negative effects of a dissatisfying 
experience on this situation. Study 2 extends the investigation of the first study to the context 
of co-production of a product (instead of service), also based on the prediction that co-
production will lead to a higher level of repurchase intention and word-of-mouth after a 
negative outcome and predicting refund choice to lead to higher behavioral intentions as well. 

STUDY 2 

Method  

 Participants in this 2 (co-production: co-production and no co-production) x 2 (refund 
choice: choice of refund and no choice of refund) between-subjects design were 90 
undergraduate students from a French university. Descriptive scenarios were adopted once 
again, this time to manipulate co-production and refund choice in a desk purchase simulation.  
 Participants received the following narrative: “You have bought a computer to perform 
your personal and professional activities and now you need a desk where you can keep it on. 
You go to a store to look at some desks that are on display there.” Participants who were 
randomly assigned to a co-production scenario could subsequently read the text: “You ask the 
salesperson if you could design your own desk. The salesperson says that it is possible and 
calls an employee that promptly starts to draw your writing desk following your instructions. 
This way, your desk will have the features (height, width, divisions, accessories, etc.) you 
want.” Participants assigned to a no co-production scenario received a different text: “You ask 
the salesperson if you could design your own desk.  The salesperson says that it is not 
possible, because the factory could produce only desks identical to those on display at the 
store. So you keep looking at the models in the store.” With the purpose of manipulating 
refund choice, two diverse texts were given to participants, one narrative that contained the 
refund choice: “The salesperson informs you that the store has a guarantee satisfaction policy, 
which offers full refund in case of returning the product”, and another one that did not contain 
it: “The salesperson informs you that the store does not have a guarantee satisfaction policy, 
which means you will not get a refund in case of returning the product.” All students, 
independently from the scenario assigned, were told that they made the purchase and then 
received the narrative: “Imagine that you did not like the desk you have just bought.”  
 Co-production’s manipulation was checked through one question (“I  helped to design 
the desk I bought”) and so it was with refund choice’s manipulation (“The store offers me the 
possibility to get a refund in case I am not satisfied”). The same scales from study 1 were used 
to asses respondent’s repurchase intent (α = .88) and word-of-mouth (α = .95).  
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Results and Discussion 

 Participants’ estimates of co-production were higher in co-production scenarios (Mcopr 
= 5.98) than in no co-production scenarios (Mnocopr = 1.41; F(1, 86) = 455.12, p < .001), 
indicating that co-production manipulation was effective. Likewise, participants’ perception 
of choice were greater in the refund choice than in the no-choice condition (Mchoice= 6.09 vs. 
Mnochoice= 1.98; F(1, 86) = 151.21, p < .001). 
 Results for co-production in study 2 were similar to study 1: ANOVA revealed a 
significant main effect of co-production on repurchase intention (F(1, 86) = 12.79, p < .005) 
and word-of-mouth (F(1, 86) = 10.29, p < .005). As predicted, repurchase intention and word-
of-mouth were greater on co-production scenarios (Mrep = 2.54, Mwom = 2.70) when compared 
to no co-production scenarios (Mrep = 1.84, Mwom = 1.93). These results support hypotheses 
H1a and H1b.  
 Refund choice also had significant main effect on repurchase intention (F(1, 86) = 
9.25, p < .005) and word-of-mouth (F(1, 86) = 7.98, p < .05), the scenarios with refund choice 
having greater behavioral intentions (Mrep = 2.49, Mwom = 2.64) than the no choice scenarios 
(Mrep = 1.90, Mwom = 1.98). These results support H3a and H3b. Nevertheless, there was no 
significant additive effect of co-production and refund choice on repurchase (F(1, 86) = 0.22, 
NS) or word-of-mouth intentions (F(1, 86) = 0.28, NS), offering no support for H5a and H5b. 
Similarly to study 1, behavioral intentions were relatively low in the presence of the 
independent variables, but they were higher than in scenarios where co-production and refund 
choice were absent.  
 Study 2 reasserts findings from study 1 for co-production, showing that it can 
minimize effects of a dissatisfying outcome over behavioral intentions. Study 2 results also 
show that giving a refund choice in a product purchase also enhance behavioral intentions 
after a negative outcome, but offering co-production and refund choice together did not make 
any difference, frustrating the idea that co-production and refund choice would had greater 
effect than each one of them individually. 
 Finally, participants’ perception of scenarios realism was assessed through a seven-
point Likert scale. The scenarios were considered realistic and possible to happen with them 
(Mrealism = 4.60; Mrealism = 4.48, for study 1 and 2 respectively). 
 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
 This paper investigates the effects of co-production, information and refund choice on 
purchase and positive word-of-mouth among consumers after a dissatisfying episode. 
Findings of studies 1 and 2 strongly support that co-production enhances consumers’ positive 
behavioral intentions towards the company after a negative outcome, softening its potential 
harmful effects. 
 Co-production, information and refund are tools that firms may manage in order to 
capture and retain clients. The main contribution of this article is to investigate ways of how 
firms may arrange its production process, regardless a product or service context, to reduce 
negative effects on behavioral intentions after dissatisfaction. 
 The refutation of hypotheses H2a and H2b suggests that information alone does not 
have effects over behavioral intentions after a dissatisfying outcome, but the confirmation of 
hypotheses H5a and H5b indicates that co-production with high level of information brings 
better results on those intentions than co-production with low level of information. That is 
because a consumer may not feel comfortable in participating of the production process if he 
or she does not have the necessary information to do it right. Providing relevant information 
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in situations where the firm offers consumers co-production is highly desirable, because it 
may let individuals feel more able to do it, more in control of the situation and more satisfied 
with the process. Since both information (AVERILL, 1973) and co-production (ERTIMUR, 
2008) mean to have more control, their combination may lead to more positive effects for 
individuals exhibiting a high desire for control. Future research could investigate this 
moderating role of desire for control. An inference that can also be made by looking at the 
confirmation of hypotheses H5a and H5b is that firms should try to engage consumers in 
simple tasks when offering them the possibility to co-produce, so the information offered to 
consumer does not have to be too complex. Complex information could be harmful if 
consumers do not understand it, insofar as they could believe that co-production is not worthy 
in such demanding information processing, or even worse, they could think they are not able 
to perform such tasks. 
 The refutation of hypotheses H6a and H6b (referred to the co-production and refund 
choice additive effect) and the confirmation of hypotheses H3a and H3b (referred to the direct 
effect of refund choice on behavioral intentions), on the other hand, show that refund choice 
can positively influence behavioral intentions after a negative outcome, but offering co-
production and refund choice jointly did not turn any better those intentions than offering 
them individually. Consumers tend to behave in a more positive way when they have a refund 
choice than when no choice is given, because this choice would lead to greater control and 
process satisfaction. But why did not refund choice enhance even more behavior intentions 
when offered together with co-production?  Maybe because it does not make the consumer 
feel more capable of performing the task required by co-production. Nevertheless, these 
aspects can be further analyzed in future research.  
 It can be also object of future research the relationship between co-production and 
other already cited constructs such as satisfaction, self-efficacy and desire for control.  
 Self-efficacy is an individual’s judgment of his/her own capability to perform a certain 
action in order to achieve a desired outcome (BANDURA, 1982; 2006). This judgment 
influences consumers’ behavioral response (MCKEE et al., 2007) and may have a moderating 
effect when it comes to co-production, as it requires customer participation. The extent to 
which consumers feel able to perform a co-production’s activity may influence their 
behavioral intentions in such manner that consumers high in self-efficacy who co-produce 
may have greater repurchase and word-of-mouth intentions than consumers low in self-
efficacy who also co-produce. Consumers low in self-efficacy may prefer situations where the 
purchase outcome is not influenced by their actions. 
 Likewise, desire for control may also moderate the relationship between co-production 
and repurchase intentions. Desire for control refers to an individual’s motivation to control 
life’s events (BURGER; COOPER, 1979) and thus it may affect individual’s willingness to 
control a purchase’s outcome by co-producing it. Consumers high in desire for control who 
co-produce may have greater repurchase and word-of-mouth intentions compared to those 
consumers who also co-produce but have low scores for desire for control. 
 Our findings show important effects of co-production (and information and refund 
possibility) on positive behavioral intentions after dissatisfying purchase. Nevertheless, the 
mechanisms behind these effects are still unexplored. During the paper, we presented 
different paths through which these effects could happen. Particularly, future research should 
investigate three potential mediators of these relationships: perceived control, process 
satisfaction and causal attribution. That investigation would complete the “picture”, the 
understanding of the whole phenomenon evolving these relationships. These mediating roles 
are addressed next. 
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 As we have already pointed, co-production is an important dimension of control 
(BATESON; LANGEARD, 1982; ERTIMUR, 2008). The amount of control customers 
perceive while they co-produce may influence their inclination to make purchases in the same 
store again and recommend it to other people even after a negative outcome. Similarly, 
process satisfaction may also influence repurchase and word-of-mouth intentions when there 
is no outcome satisfaction. One could probably expect that the greater the perceived control 
and the process satisfaction are, the greater the behavioral intentions after a negative outcome 
are. 
 Co-production and behavioral intentions after dissatisfaction could also be moderated 
by causal attribution. There are three causal properties of phenomenal causality as it can be 
seen on Folkes (1984) and Weiner (2000): stability (if the cause is relatively permanent or 
temporary), locus (whether the cause is located in the consumer or in the seller), and 
controllability (whether the cause is controllable or not). If a co-productive consumer 
attributes the cause of the dissatisfying outcome to the firm and also thinks it is permanent 
(e.g. the firm does not have the necessary resources to enable the co-production process), this 
consumer probably will exhibit lower repurchase and positive word-of-mouth intentions after 
a negative result than a consumer who attributes the cause to his or herself as a temporary one 
(e.g. s/he was not paying enough attention to the task, but it will not happen again). 
 The paper has achieved its proposition: to investigate whether co-production, 
information and refund choice could lead to higher repurchase and positive word-of-mouth 
intentions after a negative outcome. The two experimental studies conducted showed that they 
can lead to higher behavioral intentions, though information only had significant effects when 
combined with co-production. New studies can go beyond the limitations of this paper by 
investigating how the variables that have just been mentioned may influence this relationship, 
establishing a complete framework about the theme which encompasses the way how co-
production affects behavioral intentions. 

REFERENCES 

AVERILL, James R. Personal Control over Aversive Stimuli and its Relationship to Stress. 
Psychological bulletin, v. 80, n. 4, p. 286–303, 1973. 
BANDURA, A. Self-Efficacy Mechanism in Human Agency. American Psychologist, v. 37, 
n. 2, p. 122-147, 1982. 
BANDURA, A. Guide for Constructing Self-Efficacy Scales. In: PAJARES, F.; URDAN, 
T. C. Self-Efficacy Beliefs of Adolescents, Greenwich: Information Age Publishing, 2006, p. 
307-337. 
BATESON, J. E. G. Perceived Control and the Service Encounter. In: The Service 
Encounter, ed. CZEPIEL, J. A.; SOLOMON, M. R.; SURPRENANT, C. F. Massachusetts / 
Toronto: Lexington Books, p. 67-82, 1985. 
BATESON, John E.G.; LANGEARD, Eric. Consumer uses of common dimensions in the 
appraisal of services. In: MITCHELL, A.; ABOR, A. Advances in Consumer Research, v. 
9, p. 173–176, 1982. 
BENDAPUDI, Neeli; LEONE, Robert P. Psychological Implications of Customer 
Participation in Co-Production. Journal of Marketing, v. 67, n. 1, p. 14–28, 2003. 
BOTTI, S.; MCGILL, A. L. When Choosing Is Not Deciding: The Effect of Perceived 
Responsibility on Satisfaction. Journal of Consumer Research, 33 (September), 211–219, 
2006. 



 

12 

 

BOTTI, S.; BRONIARCZYK, S.; HÄUBL, G.; HILL, R.; HUANG, Y.; KAHN, B.; 
KOPALLE, P.; LEHMANN, D.; URBANY, J.; WANSINK, B. Choice under restrictions. 
Marketing Letters, v. 19, p. 183-199, 2008. 
BURGER, J. M.; COOPER, H. M. The Desirability of Control. Motivation and Emotion, v. 
3, n. 4, 1979. 
CHAN, Kimmy Wa; YIM, Chi Kin (Bennett); LAM, Simon S. K. Is Customer Participation 
in Value Creation a Double-Edged Sword? Evidence from Professional Financial Services 
Across Cultures. Journal of Marketing, v. 74, p. 48-64, 2010. 
deCHARMS, R. Personal Causation, New York: Academic Press, 1968. 
DHOLAKIA, N.; ZWICK, D.; DENEGRI-KNOTT, J. Technology, Consumers, and 
Marketing Theory. In: MACLARAN, P.; SAREN, M.; STERN, B.; TADAJEWSKY, M. 
Marketing Theory, 1 ed. London: Sage, 2010. 
ERTIMUR, Burcak. The Role of Perceived Control in Co-Production, European Advances 
in Consumer Research, v. 8, p. 334–35, 2008. 
ETGAR, Michael. A Descriptive Model of the Consumer Co-Production Process. Journal of 
the Academy of Marketing Science, 36 (1), 97–108, 2008. 
FOLKES, Valerie S. Consumer Reactions to Product Failure: An Attributional Approach. 
Journal of Consumer Research, v. 10, p. 398-409, 1984. 
FORNELL, Claes; LARCKER, David F. Evaluating Structural Equation Models with 
Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error. Journal of Marketing Research, v. 18, n. 
1, p. 39–50, 1981. 
HOLT, Douglas B. How Consumers Consume: A Typology of Consumption Practices. 
Journal of Consumer Research, v. 22, n. 1, p. 1–16, 1995. 
HUI, Michael K.; BATESON, John E.G. Perceived Control and the Effects of Crowding and 
Consumer Choice on the Service Experience. Journal of Consumer Research, v. 18, n. 2, p. 
174–84, 1991. 
HUI, Michael K.; TOFFOLI, Roy. Perceived Control and Consumer Attribution for the 
Service Encounter. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, v. 32, n. 9, p. 1825-44, 2002. 
HUNT, David; ONETO, Stephanie G.; VARCA, Philip. Satisfaction in the Context of 
Customer Co-Production. In: DAHL, Darren W.; JOHAR, Gita V.; van OSSELAER Stijn 
M. J. Advances in Consumer Research, v. 38. Duluth, MN: Association for Consumer 
Research, 2010. 
KATZ, Idit; ASSOR, Avi. When Choice Motivates and When It Does Not. Educational 
Psychology Review, v. 19, n. 4, p. 429-442, 2006. 
KUMAR, V.; AAKER, D. A.; DAY, G. S. Essentials of Marketing Reseacrh. New York: 
John Wiley & Sons, 1999. 
LANGER, Ellen J. The Illusion of Control. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
v. 32 n. 2, p. 311-328, 1975. 
LIECHTY, John; RAMASWAMY, Venkatram; COHEN, Steven H. Choice Menus for Mass 
Customization: An Experimental Approach for Analyzing Customer Demand with an 
Application to a Web-Based Information Service. Journal of Marketing Research, v. 38, n. 
2, 183–96, 2001. 
LUSCH, Robert F.; VARGO, Stephen L.; O’BRIEN, Matthew. Competing through service: 
Insights from service-dominant logic. Journal of Retailing, v. 83, n. 1, p. 5-18, 2007. 
MCKEE, Daryl; SIMMERS, Cristina S.; LICATA, Jane. Customer Self-Efficacy and 
Response to Service. Journal of Service Research, v. 8, n. 3, p. 207-220, 2007. 
MILLS, R. T.; KRANTZ D. S. Information, Choice, and Reactions to Stress: A Field 
Experiment in a Blood Bank with Laboratory Analogue. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, v. 37, p. 608–620, 1979. 



 

13 

 

ORDANINI, Andrea; PASINI, Paolo Service co-production and value co-creation: The case 
for a service-oriented architecture (SOA). European Management Journal, v. 26, p. 289-97, 
2008. 
PRAHALAD, C.K.; RAMASWAMY, Venkat. Co-Creation Experiences: The Next Practice 
in Value Creation. Journal of Interactive Marketing, v. 18, n. 3, p. 5–14, 2004. 
SCHEIBEHENNE, Benjamin; GREIFENEDER, Rainer; TODD, Peter M. Can There Ever Be 
Too Many Options? A Meta-Analytic Review of Choice Overload. Journal of Consumer 
Research, v. 37, p. 409-425, 2010. 
STAUB, Ervin; TURSKY, Bernard; SCHWARTZ, Gary E. Self-Control and Predictability: 
Their Effects on Reactions to Aversive Stimulation. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, v. 18, n. 2, p. 157–62, 1971. 
THOMPSON, Suzanne C. Will it Hurt Less if I Can Control It? A Complex Answer to a 
Simple Question. Psychological Bulletin, v. 90, n. 1, p. 89–101, 1981. 
VAN ROMPAY, T. J. L.; GALETZKA, M.; PRUYN, A. T. H.; GARCIA, J. M. Human and 
Spatial Dimensions of Retail Density: Revisiting the Role of Perceived Control. Psychology 
& Marketing, v. 25, n. 4, p. 319-335, 2008. 
VARGO, Stephen L.; LUSCH, Robert F. Evolving to a New Dominant Logic for Marketing. 
Journal of Marketing, v. 68, p. 1–17, 2004. 
VARGO, Stephen L.; LUSCH, Robert F. Service-dominant logic: continuing the evolution. 
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36, 1-10, 2008. 
WEINER, B. Attributional Thoughts about Consumer Behavior. Journal of Consumer 
Research, v. 27, p. 382-387, 2000. 
WORTMAN, Camille B. Some Determinants of Perceived Control. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, v. 31, n. 2, p. 282–94, 1975. 
ZEITHAML, V. A.; BERRY, L.; PARASURAMAN, A. The behavioral consequences of 
service quality. Journal of Marketing, v. 60, n. 2, p. 31-46, 1996. 
 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


