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Abstract

Following the digital revolution, the traditionalidde between value creatic- R&D, pro-

duction and advertisingand value distribution and consumpti— sales, use and pc«use- is
blurring. Individuals and companies are called taclkange multiple inputs and outpule-

fore, during and after sale. The new contemporasityalue processes is gradually leading
a new convergence among parties. Companies arelehaty promote, inrmediate and in-
tercept the customers conversation; individuals esenmitted to the new social game
keeping companies under r-contractual observation. This study researchesefifects of -

WOM (ElectronicwWord of Mouth) of individuals through a nography on 20 worldwid
crowd-sourcing platforms. Findings demonstrate that tlesvroverlapping of dialogue at
sale can generate a positive loop between compamdsindividuals responsibility ance-

duce the distance between market and sc.

Keywords. Co-advertising; E-WOM; Co-value chain; Sociatesponsibility Company-
consumer communicatio@onsumer behavi; Netnography.

1. Introduction

Following the digitalrevolution, production, distribution and consumptare no longer lie-
ar steps in a supply chain. In the past, compani&de propose— value propositior— while
consumers purchasedexchange valt — and used products and servieeslue in use and
the three phases of “propositi— sale —use” followed a clear logical and chronologice-
guence in time and space. -sale data collection logistically implied being geat at poin
of sale, which was usually the scene of the disdpgund thephase of use took place at -
ferent time. Now, the continui of conversations is remodeling the value procefsase-
work and can reduce the distance between indivsdaial companies. In this context, te-
cent attempt by companies to promote, inediate and intercept the customer’s convers:
IS opening up a new ideological debate: is the sewial game bringing new value for t
gamers? Are we seeing a truly new form of valu-creation? In 2002, Gummesson pLr-
ward the idea of a “valueredion network society” which implies a science csaipline with
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“new foundation, new values, new assumptions or mathods”. In 2004, Lusch and Vargo
propose theiService Dominant Logimodel in which the consumer is always the protajon
in creating value. In 2008 Gronroos stated: “...atiogpvalue in use as a foundational value
creation concept, customers are the value cre@toyghe supplier can become a co-creator
of value with its customers”. Value is interactivelo-created by companies and consumers,
rather than merely exchanged (Leavy, 2004). Mocenty, Gummesson (2011) suggests
substituting the old B2B or B2C acronyms with tlevnA2A interaction: actors to actors, in-
teracting in many-to-many networks. In 2008, amessf the European Journal of Marketing
entitled Bridging the divideand focused on the new opportunities for coopamatietween
company and customer. In 2009, Schau, Mufiz an@dW@dclustered 52 articles from inter-
national marketing journals: all of them explicittjaim to examine collective customer be-
havior and its positive implication for the compasi There has been however less interest in
the implications for customers.

Despite the over-optimism of the new service-manketainstreammany authors sug-
gest cautioun. Prosumption is more than an econawstigity (Holt, 1995; Xie et al., 2008;
Firat, 1991), consequently, the theoretical debedqeires a multidisciplinary approach. Many
authors claim that new technologies are not redutie distance between individuals and
companies, which maintain their separate and camgaéary roles.

Humphreys and Grayson (2008), argue that when cosisutake over steps that create
use valugle.g., when they dispense their own soft drink &st-food restaurant or they as-
semble their own furniture for Ikea) their fundartamole in the economic system does not
change. They suggest considerusg valueandexchange valuseparately, as in fact the situ-
ation is different when consumers produce sometthiagthey themselves do not use but can
be sold to othersekchange value)magine a digital newspaper with free contentpsied by
readers and advertising revenuescfenge valuelollected by the editor. In this example,
who is driving the value creation process? It wasby chance that recently, thousands of
bloggers promoted a class action against the Hytfiim Post, claiming the publisher refused
to make fair payments despite profiting from treedwvertising revenues. At a first glance, the
exploitation risk is doubled by the fact that thestomer is the co-producer but in the same
time is the co-user of contents and, as potergader; he is the indirect buyer of advertising.

As Bowen (1990) suggests “it is one thing to leassembly and transport to the custom-
er, in return for a substantial cost advantage, likea; but another thing to use the consumer’s
knowledge and give no cost advantage”. FollowingvBa's original criticism, many re-
searchers emphasize the risk of exploitation (kedleal, 1990; Faranda, 1994; Brodkeal,
1997; Ballantyne & Varey 2008; Humphreys & GraysadQ8; Dujarier M.A., 2009; Salmon
C., 2008). These researchers claim that explortatio longer takes place in factories but is
moving into the home, where individuals generatepction but are not rewarded by the dis-
tribution of the value they have created. Fortulyathe consumer has a unique ability to de-
fend him or herself against firms, which reducedrier role to a sort of “part-time employ-
ee” of the service provider or as a “human resouatcegs disposal (Mills & Morris, 1986;
Bowen & Schneider, 1988; Bateson, 1983; Keh & 2f)1; Kelleyet al, 1992; Zeithaml &
Bitner, 2000)

Starting from the concept @buntervailing powemany authors open new perspectives.
In 2006, Arnould et al. write “consumer groups havgreater voice in the co-creation of val-
ue...and exhibit a sense of moral responsibility”’ptactice, individuals take part peer-to-
peerconversation with a mixture of narcissism andugtn in order to feel they belong to a
community, gain recognition and continue their pscof identity building. Since identity is
built on differences, in many cases the new calleatonversations are driven by a reaction
against market power (Dholakia Mt al. 2009). In this, context Chia (2012) analyzes how
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advertising is one of the most important elemendis€ussion between people, and also
exposure to advertising influences their interact

Many authors demonstrate that individuals’ convérea are strong influenced by the
social desire to share personal experiences, kige@land opinions about who they intel
with, in other words, companies or brands. Convensa are often based on the percep
that”... there are things that the firm cannot tell” (Firat A. et al, 2005). The phenomen:
of exploitation is sometimes a feeling, “a sociahstruct dangerous for firr” and as such
can feed on collective suggestion. Increasinglpupgh blogs, forums and others webt-
forms consumers gather to talk about brands, ptedaed services, both in positi— co-
advertising and in negative terr- co-destruction As stated by Plé and Caceres (201n-
appropriate or unexpected use of the availableuress in an interactiowill result in value
co-destruction for at least one of the partieDue to this fragile management of consui
WOM and eWOM, many topics of research are influenced by wizgional and psychag-
ical theory. In 2008Bendapui and Leone highlight the pskiological implication of inteic-
tivity. More recently, Gildeet al. (2011) describeustomer citizenship behavi¢, or the dis-
cretionary response of a customer to external syavitich require him or her to carry ¢
functions other than consumptic

If customers act as citizens, every opening by compam social topic- pollution free
production, safety in the workplace, training, vedation of immigration, equal opportunitie
etc. -represents a new opportunity for dialogue and cgerece. It s important to note thi
conversation about these topics can lead to effectisults when the company is awaree-
ing under norcontractual type of observation by the crowd. The&ans that the companc-
cepts a new mechanism of collective indirecttrol or “Public Scrutiny”, in other word:
people’s ethical control of the topic-line (Kozinets, 2002).

Ate and Buttgen (2008) introduce the concegcustomer orientation to the compi as
a sentiment, which can influence the mood of cosat8rn beween customer and compal
In fact, customers’ contributions are, in this tigh form oforganizational citizenship bev-
iour, which can be clearly affected by cultural atmasph(Bettencourt, 1997; Kendric
1985; Goudarzi, 2009). In this perspectithe working customers can be seen as emplc
and thesocialization of their worimplies strong commitment to the company (Bowet al.,
1990; Leary-Kellyet al, 1994; Manolis, 2001; Vijiandet al.,2009). What is clear is that tl
new social space lmging to the digital conversation is a new midgteund for the mah-
ing or tuning between market and society. In the degital space, individuals talk ass-
tomers and citizens in the same time. Cova and [24D7, 2009) suggest that the nevl-
lective conversations can be epitomized by the congecommunities

Within communitiesjndividuals are inspired klinking valueor gift logic and aim to de-
fend society. The authoesk whether this type of memarket can be considered as an el
in itself, separate from the market and capak protect citizens from the risk of exploitatic
From the same perspective, other authors focub@rdncept of ‘sharing’, as a fundamei
consumer behavior that is similar gift giving (Bergquist & Ljiundperg, 2001; Belk,
2010). Starting from the idea of n-shared collective conversation, a new type of cr-
gencecome into being. Market and society do not coincm@npanies and customer act
counterparts playing different roles but their retgsare converging.

New concepts likeeciprocity andsocial trustenter the marketing dictionary (Mathwic
Wiertz, & de Ruyter, 2008; Uzoamak, 1999; Paulia0& Feldman, 1981; Buttgen, 20(
Fisher, 1986, Jeong & Lee, 2013). In many casasyonerism ce generate a new looge-
tween company and consumer responsibility, andwuess can commit to thnew social
gameof being customer and citizen at wc
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2. The New Co-Value Chain Model

At the light of the theoretical debate, we now assghether the new digital conversation rep-
resents a new common ground of convergembe. logical framework of our empirical test
starts from thenumerous attempts, which have been made to coraiggtuhe processes of
working customer. Several classification schemes Haeen proposed to analyze consumer
inputs. Chase (1978) distinguishes services aaugridi the extent of “physical presence of
the customer in the system”; Mills and Morris (198&0 based their classification system on
the extent of interaction, a more useful way torabierize participation-intensive services
than the extent of simple customer contact (Farand84, Payne 2008). More recently,
Buttgen (2008) tests a model implying different ggwof co-production; Michel et al. (2008)
identify three different roles for the working camser and three different techniques used by
suppliers to encourage consumer involvement. Rc&tgar M. (2008) and Maglio et al.
(2008) propose a descriptive model of the conswmogroduction process. In 2012, Seraj an-
alyzes three specific online communities identifyithe users’ desire for social action and
their participation in the value creation.

Duque et al. (2009) explore hedonic and social fitefigavald (2010) suggests “there is
no value without enjoyment”; Helkkula et al. (20@B$cuss the difficulties in measuring dif-
ferent levels of enjoyment; Chu & Kim (2011); Thataal. (2012) analyze the increase in
new types of technology platforms which has ledht® growth in customizable content. The
literature explores the e-Word of Mouth as a nettepa. In 1993, Moorman introduce eWom
as the “willingness to rely on an exchange parim@hom one has confidence”.

Ten years later Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) desce/om as a more complex concept
ascribable to “any positive or negative statemeadlenby potential, actual, or former custom-
ers about a product or company, which is made abfailto a multitude of people and institu-
tions”. Individual who take part in collective cargation are talking as an individuahe
and/or as a pluraus. Chu & Kim (2011) suggest analyzing eWOM behawior depth with
the goal of identifying particular influential indduals. Kilambi, Laroche and Richard (2013)
emphasize the fact that “all members of a commukntgw and understand themselves as a
collective”. In this perspective, the contributiohpeer-to-peer communication in co-creation
of value becomes important especially with respedss viral-like advertising (Strutton et al.,
2011).

In the light of so many different approaches, weetlgp a new simplified matrix of con-
sumer input to the firm and related output (FigLyeOf course, input for the consumer con-
stitutes output for the firm and vice versa, aodvergencean take place only if the results
are positive for both parties.

There are essentially three types of value inputeni®y the consumer:

1) value in co-proposition the consumer gives his/her opinion independduelfpre
sale and use (co-advertising, co-planning, androdygtion);

2) value in co-selling the consumer interacts when buying the goodabolating in
the sale and logistics;

3) value in co-use the consumer interacts in use of the servicepast-sales assis-
tance.

At the same time, individuals receive two typesaliie inputs:
a) functional benefitsepresented by their cognitive and affective petioa of eco-
nomic advantages likerice, qualityandtime saving
b) social benefitlassified as personatne/identity; relational —us/friends and so-
cial —us/society.
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The arrows gaig in different directions are the key feature leé tliagram and indica
that these benefits are the result of more thantgoe of investment. For example, sot
benefit can accrue in all three phases of dialopre-sale saleandpostsale.

Figure 1 - The Caralue mode

Companies inputs/ Customers outputs Customers inputs/ Companies outputs
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Source: own

In order to test the robustness of the logic ofrttelel, we develop four research hyh-
eses.

H1 - Contemporarityconversations enable the Actors (companies andinhals)
to exchange multiple inputs and outy before, during and after the sale. T
means that the traditional divide between valueattom - R&D, production anc
advertising -and value distribution and consumpti— sale, use and post (- is
blurring.

H2 - CoAdvertising Relevanceco-advertising is the coreation construct with th
highest level of consumer involvement since indad&l conversations are strong
influenced by the social desire to share persorpkgences, knowledge and n-
ions about the companies or brands they interath.

H3 - Collective responsibilityconversations are often focussed on collectiv
plural topics —us/friendaus/society. This requires the company to accepew
mechanism of social or collective con.

H4 - ConvergenceéActors conversations affocussed not only on customers’ e-
fits- price quality and tim- but also on citizens’ benefitadentity, friends, ando-
ciety. This leads to a new equilibrium or convergebetween the customerr-
spective- logic of moneand the citizen perspective -logic of gift-.
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3. M ethodology
In order to test our hypotheses, we divide theviddial benefits into two categoriesconom-
ic benefit and social benefiBoth inputs and outputs are measured thrasgghantic mining
of the key words used in online conversations. e t® identify web sentiment through
Netnography Analysis based on a sample of 20 creouateing platforms, like Innocentive,
Quora, TripAdvisor, Amazon Turk, etc.. Netnograghmnalysis as defined by Kozinets “pro-
vides information on the symbolism, meaning, andsconption patterns of online consumer
groups... it is an online marketing research techmifpr providing consumer insight”. We
thus opt to use pure observational online ethndyrap measure the normal flow of infor-
mation that users exchange, without any kind inégtistion from sources as used in Con-
sumer Behaviour Analysis. Analyzing this “Sociahgd we intend to identify factors that af-
fect online community usage like Usability and Sddity as defined by Preece (2001), or as
we understand them in our perspective of marketeydloney and Gift.

Conversation among participants from three sour€asebook, Twitter and Google Blog
Is monitored (see Appendix). The web voice wag fiienitored May-June 2012 and in a se-
cond phase May-June 2013. For each of 21 platferengathered a total of 600 texts (12,600
texts) and from these we excluded:

» Impersonal descriptions which give no informatidnoat the user’s experience;

» All messages from bloggers who belonged to the @myp

» All messages which were too brief to decipher abjety.

This left us with 4,601 texts and a total of ov@0D00 words in about 2,000 pages of
word scripts describing sentiment of consumershan 21 online communities. Initially we
tested open software for preliminary linguisticesaring, like T-Lab, but the absence of a cal-
ibrated search engine for a web monitoring of \different case histories showed the limits
of automatisrh Therefore, we opted for a manual check of costeResearchers were divid-
ed into 4 groups and a cross-linked system of obofrwords and phrases was used so that if
observers in one group were not unanimous in inddQy a message it was submitted to a
group of specialists.

For each of the 4,601 texts, a deep semantic asalgs conducted.

The following examples briefly illustrate the wangis of text mining. A simplified ma-
trix of consumer inputs to the firm and relatedputs is helpful to show the result of this first
conceptual screening (Figure 2)

The example shows how consumers’ posts were decdtiedrequency of occurrence of
the concepts is expressed as relative to a totHD@f but the original data-set, contains multi-
ple frequencies.

4. Results

As show in figure 3, the Contemporarity is confidn@l). In fact, several case histories
show actors co-acting at the same time in more tren process (Table 1). The overview
shows thatco-advertisingis the process with the highest level of consumgolvement
(28.2%) followed byco-planningof goods and services (16.4%ise (12.8%), co-selling
(12.7%),co-production(12.5%),co-post-sale$9.7%) ancco-logistic(7.8%).

! See Appendix for methodological details
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Figure 2 — The cwoalue chen key words: a conceptual framew (example from
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Also the CoAdvertising Relevance confirmed (H2)As we have seen, -advertising is
the coereation construct with the highest el of consumeinvolvement (Table ), but it is
important to analyze the relation between this @sscand the individual benefit percepti
Co-advertisingoroves to be closely correlatedme/identitywith a Pearson correlation of r
0.695 at 0.01 significance. This relationship iplamed bythe individual wishing to be
original” and the emotive involvement of individuals using thewn creativity. Moreovet
co-advertisingappears closely correlated friend/uswith a Pearson correlation of r2: 0.5
at 0.05 significance. Lastlycc-advertisingproves to beclosely correlated td¢ime, with a
Pearson correlation of r2: 0.498 at 0.05 signifceanThis last functional benefit can kx-
plained by the “time saving” benefit for individgalvho are collecting information about 1

products, whichlihey are going to purcha

Table 1 —Findings of

web monitoring of 4.601 te- Relative frequency of conce
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CO-PLANNING (collective research & innovation)
INNOCENTIVE
- co-research & 41.0| 275 2334 11 | 48| 24 - 240| 35| 1.7| 5.€ | 13.9| 51.0] | 408
prize contest
CITY 2.0 -
knowledge shart 88.2 - 11.8] - - - - 57| 1.4 - | 11.€| 3.0 | 78.3| | 136
ing
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CO-PRODUCTION (collective contents & tasks)

HUFFINGTON

POST -user gl 100| 51.2| 284 - | 37| 62| - || 333|533 22| 133 106 17[]2| 166

nerated content$

AMAZON

TURK-cloud | - |1000 - | - | - | - | - ||a37| 151 214 -| ~-| 204/ 57

labor/microtasky

QUORA-re- 11441 400 304 - | - |200| - . |531| 143 143 41 14B| 92

search tasks

CO-COMMUNICATION (collective creativity)

KLOUT -social| | | 590| 250] - | 2500 - || 21237 99| 281 135 227 176

rating

THREADLESS

_productcus- | 21.0| - | 750 22| - | 18| - ||131| 30| 12.9 218 188 32|27 271

tomisation

MOUNTAIN

DEW - product | 18.6| 20.7| 39.9 4.2 | 16.9] - | - 48 | 371 21| 146 60 35l 342

selection

CO-SELLING (collective or interactive shopping)

EBAY - e- 43| - | 102|536 21.7| 1.4 | 87| |342| 384 95 65 08 10| 300

commerce

FAB-content | | 1 ge0l200| - | - | 140 | 96| 340/ 96| 279 110 76| 200

markets

GROUPON- | 57| | _ | 400 134200| 200 |31.4| 414 31| 7.9 150 19| 162

buying groups

CO-LOGISTIC (collective or interactive logistic)

FACEBOOK

PLACES - - | - |320|230]| 350] 100] - 6.1 | 398 - | 33| 11.0 39p| 209

check-in

DOMINOS - | g5 1 _ | _ | .| 420|190/ 300[ | 83| 560 1568 69 73 60| 300

delivery

NEXTDOOR- | 1541 g1 | 81| 81 136450| 6.3|| 43| 380/ 22| -| 130 42h| 181

physical sharing

CO-USE (collective and peer-to-peer cooper ation)

WARCRAFT - | 1/ 51 | 507[236| - | 91| - ||160| 160/ 2574 202 10k 118 407

game sharing

DROPBOX- | 2| | 473 28| - | 400 28||201| 644/ 08 53 61 34| 200

joint application

AIRBNB - 196| 22| 104387 - | 200 - ||37.3| 2700 50/ 21 208 88| 266

house sharing

CO-POST USE (collective & peer-to-peer cooper ation)

TRIPADVISOR | 5 4 | | 44| .| 44| -| 522| 81| 647 06| 40 46 17p| 220

- Service ratlng

PINTEREST - | o051 | 24511.7| - | 64| 304 | 40| 120 17.3 320 93 253 409

social commercég

PIRATE BAY - | " la00| - | - |300]| 300 |163] 384 12| 81 58 30| 99

downloading

Total /Average | 18.0] 83| 29.7) 141 88 111 1d.d 14.4] 305 84| 129 99 23[7[ 4,601
Source: own 4
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Table 2 -Internal Relationship between types of content@c-Advertising
Price- | Quality - | Time - | Me identity| Friends- Society - Ethic]
Money| Customisa-| Freedom - Reputa- | Game- Fun -| - Moral - Al-

- Re- | tion-Dif- | -Con- | tion- Self | Emulation- | truism - Rela-
warc ference |veniencg esteem- | Me too- All | tion - Gift - Us
Difference | together- Us

Co-dvertising Egg‘igsr?” Corm. | 9o5: | -0.167 | 0.498* | 0.695** 0.539 7 0.332
& Communi-
cation Sig. (2-Tailed) | 0.87: | 0.481 0.026 0.001 0.01¢ 0.153

Source: own

Figure 3shows the correlations betweer-advertising and the value inputs of the-creation
model.

Figure 3 - The effects of cadvertising on the C-value Model

Companies inputs/ Customers outputs Customers inputs/ Companies outputs

I N + Co - Advertising L
Value in § :
co-proposition  /~=~--- - Co- Planning \ \ Price [~ Functional
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N . D\ T P Quali ¢
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A Time al
VA
A
Valuein  \____——-- »  Co-Selling L"‘\\\ \
co-selling — A\ \2695**
==l lLosicti P i
Co - Logistic A *Me / \dentity S Social
‘:539 ______ Benefits
| Us/Friends _ (Gift)
Valuein  \_ __oo—-- > Co - Use 0.332(N-5) _ otias
co-use — 1 Us/Society

Source: own

In order to compare the intensity of relationshygsween inputs and outputs of the-
value model, we tested a bivariate correlation with different levels of significance O.!
and 0.05. Our sample shows a first set of relat{Table 3).

Co-advertisingis confirmed to be correlated with three differbnefits. A new ver
significant correlation is betweeco-sellingandprice with a Pearson correlation of r2:0.7
at 0.01 significancerlhis relationship can be explained by the fact customers who arn-
volved in coselling focus their conversations on this econoissae. A second univocal r-
relation is betweeno-ogistic andquality with a Pearson correlation of r2: 0.506 at 0.(g-
nificance This relationship is explained bye functional goals of this form of cooperatis

which mean customers discuss new forms of cooperanabled by physical or logistic
conditions.
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Table 3 — Internal relationships between diffetgpes of content of conversations

Price Qualiy Time Me/ldentity Us/Friends| Us/Society

Pearson Corrg-  0.069 - 0.240 0.122 0.264 0.279] 0.675*

Co- lation

Planning | Sig (2 tailed) 0.774 0.308 0.610 0.260 0.234 0.001
N 20 20 20 20 20 20
Pearson Corrg- -  0.079 - 0268 - 0265 - 0.2p4 0.110 0.312

Co- lation

Production | Sig (2 tailed) 0.741 0.253 0.258 0.388 0.642 0.181
N 20 20 20 20 20 20
Pearson Corrg-  0.062 - 0.167, 0.498* 0.695* 0.539* 0.332

Co- lation

Advertising | Sig (2 tailed) 0.827 0.481 0.026 0.001 0.014 0.153
N 20 20 20 20 20 20
Pearson Corrg  0.718** 0.131 0.427 0.232 0.304 - 0118
lation

Co-Selling |55 (2 tailed) - 0.583 0.061 0.325 0.193 0.621
N 20 20 20 20 20 20
Pearson Corrg-  0.069 0.506* 0.006 - 0.169] - 0.058 0.153
lation

Co-Logistic [ ;05 tailed) 0.773 0.023 0.805 0.477 0.826 0.521
N 20 20 20 20 20 20
Pearson Corrg- 0.121 0.316 0.085 - 0.11p 0.266 - 0.304
lation

Co-Use g (2 tailed) 0.610 0.175 0.720 0.629 0.257 0.193
N 20 20 20 20 20 20
Pearson Corrg- - 0.124 0.379 0.265 0.329 - 0.043 0.056

Co-post lation

Use Sig (2 tailed) 0.603 0.099 0.259 0.157 0.856 0.814
N 20 20 20 20 20 20

** Correlation n is significant at the 0.01 lev@Hailed)
* Correlation n is significant at the 0.05 levehtéled)
Source: own

A third group of significant and multiple relatidnps is connected tco-planningactivi-
ties. First of all we observe thab-planningis closely correlated tgociety/gift/uswith a
Pearson correlation of r2: 0.675 at 0.01 signiftearF-rom a theoretical point of view, these
relationships introduce a rational and cognitiveelipretation of social sensitivity. People
commenting on their personal experience of co-pfapmse words, phrases and sentences
which show their awareness of being intellectuaplamners. Last, but not least, it is neces-
sary to observe the weak correlatitmetweenco-useandco-post usand social benefits. This
Is partially surprising because friendship and eiyoivere expected to be at the core of co-use
and co-post use activities.

The Collective Responsibility is confirmed (H3). émder to test this hypothesis, we
ranked the conversation on the basis of three bl@saof identity me relationships,friends
and society us- The first five communities involving a strong elem of identity me, ap-
pear often well positioned in terms of relationsHiends- and societyus. There are also
intermediate situations like Groupon where consgnsaow interest in sharing purchase cou-
pons with friends but do not find the game innox&atenough to give distinction of self-
identity. Overall, there are few communities where consumer gives a low value to friend-
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ship (Amazon MTurk, eBay, City 2.0.). Moreover, wa$ are very high in thesociety” vari-
ables and reveal an increas awareness of ethical implications of being contuslp cn-
nected (Figure 4).

Figure 4 -The percentage of identi-me, relationship friends and societ -us

Source: own

Finally, we confirm also the Converge' (H4). The fact that theocial variableswere
cited in almost the whole of the texts shows thatrisks of consumer exploitation exist
are largely balanced out by consumer attentioméosbcial content of services. What ig-
nificant is that consumer and citizen interestict appear in inverted order: for example
could be objected that communities like eBay andu@on have a very small social din-
sion, but as a matter of fact, we found that diaéog often aboufollowing the rule, and
about the experiential and phhological dimension of use (Figu8. These are frequenig-
nals that the convergence of interests is not tékegranted, and many consumers comn
on the need to be careful about their rewards. frécisely this explicit mention of risks tt
comprises alefense mechani: against negative aspects of the convergence tglaxe.
From our point view, this is new evidence of thex@rgence between the customer pec-
tive - logic of money and the citizen perspecti-logic of gift.

With the aim of analysinin more depth the available datat and clustering the 20 t-
forms we testedPrincipal component analysis (PC as toreduce the amount of redund
information. We then inserted tvnew latent variables (Components 1 and 2) the model
(Figure 5. These two components in fact explain 68.88%hefdriginal variance of outpu
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Figure 5 -The ranking of communities according to the conegpimoney and gi
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Table 4 -The results of component anal\

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction sum of squared loadings
Components | Total % of variance | Cumulative % | Total % of Variance | Cumulative %
1 4.272 47.470 47.470 4.272 47.470 47.470
2 1.927 21.412 68.882 1.927| 21.412 68.882
3 0.863 9.585 78.467
4 0.626 6.951 85.418
5 0.466 5.173 90.591
6 0.321 3.566 94.157
7 0.213 2.368 96.525
8 0.208 2.306 98.831
9 0.105 1.169 100.000
Source: own

Component Itomprises the emotive world “creativity, individual and friends”and
Component Zomprises the rationale world “planning, price, quality and society The po-
sitioning of the 20 communities can be almost fulfscribed by the two new Compone
(Figure 6).

The 20 platforms studied clearly have differentatamns. It isnot possible to identify
strong vocation for the emotive world “creativity, individual and friends for platforms
such as Warcraft or Pinterest, or for others likiy @.0, Nextdoor or Tripadvisor moro-
cused on the rationale world “planning, price, quality and society A vocation as
“Innocentive” proves to be ranked quite high intbttese types. This finding confirrthat
digital conversations are focussed not only onarusts’ benefit- price qualityandtime but
also on citizens benefitgdentity, friends, societ It means that we are definitely seeing a 1
convergence between the customer perspe logic of money -and the citizen perspecti—
logic of gift
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Figure 6 -Crowdsourcing platforms positioni
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5. Conclusion

This paper employed logic and empirical evidenc®tus on the new positivconvergence
of customers and citizens at work. The metrics of@b-Value Model were used to measi
and reinforce the basic idea of convergence betweeigcustomeperspectiv- logic of mon-
ey and the citizen perspecti-logic of gift. The model was applied to a large numbete-
cent case histories focusing the managerial implications of the new sociaheg:

The hypothesis of convergence was proven throug analysis oftontinuous convea-
tion between customer and companies from 20 intiemme crowc-sourcing platforms. Th
findings show that theontinuou digital conversations between companies and indai&
(customer and/or citizens) are changing thlue creation process. Convergence is drivel
a renewed social sensitivity, which is clearly urgihced bycollective responsibilitiesin the
new contextco-advertisings the c«creation construct with the highest level of consuin-
volvement since idividuals’ conversations are strongly influenced thg social desire 1
share personal experiences, knowledge and opiribast the companies or brands thn-
teract with.

Consequently, companies are able to promote, neediad intercept customers’ wer-
sations, but the only possibility for individuals o keep companies under -contractual
observation. The new overlap dialogueandsalecan generate a positive loop betweem-
panies and individuals’ responsibility, and redtleedistance betwn market and sociei
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Our panel of 4,601 texts was not geographicallyngef and this could represent a limita-
tion of the results. Furthermore, although numersuglies show how socio-demographic
characteristics influence the interaction betweestamers and companies, this study makes
no cross-cultural analysis. In this perspectiveenéstudies on peer-to-peer communication
show their interaction varies according to the gerahd origin of the user.

Moreover, our analysis does not consider the faadbimediation and moderation exist-
ing in forums and reviews, especially online. Amiidnal avenue for future research could
be to test the new co-value model in different stdas and cluster the role of digital conver-
sations in various contexts. Moreover, it wouldileresting to analyze the role of various
tools used by customers during their conversatiofact, new technologies, and in particular
mobile devices, could lead to new form of dialogmel value co-creation. Finally, the seman-
tic mining of words and texts could be conductethwnore advanced solutions. This requires
a fine tuning of professional software in line wigttent developments in the field.

M ethodology Appendix
For Facebook we used Spiderbook, a tool develogedveeb metrics company CaffeinalLab.
The key word for the search was the name of thacge(e.g.TripAdvisol). Spiderbook yields
the public statusof users who were then reclassified for the purpageanalysis. The public
status shows:

* No. of friends + No. of friends of commentatora(te)

* No. of ‘likes’ (engagement)

* No. of comments (engageme@bmments on status have the same audience as the "

fatherstatu$ and no result in terms of engagement.
* No. of ‘share this’ (engagement)

Not all results have the same level of importaricgortance depends on a combination of
"reacH' (the extent of the audience who could in the@geive the message) anehfjage-
mert" (actual reaction on the part of receivers).
Here is an example expressed algebraically. $tatuses - X and Y- each describe a varia-
ble:

e Status X is written by a boy who has 1000 friermts ¥ by a girl who has 100;

* X gets 300 likes, 3 comments and 10 shares;

* Y gets 30 likes, 30 comments and 100 shares;

The weight of X is: 1000*300*3*10: ,900,000and the weight of Y is 100*30*30*100:
9,000,0001f there are no other comments, the system thaighs X and Y at 50% each.
For Twitter we used its own search engine selectkilj and set the key word as the name of
the service without the hashtag (#). This showsialjle mentions. Relevant replies to tweets
were also included. The relative weighting@ichandengagementvas carried out using the
same principles as for Facebook and the followimgmeters:
* No. of followers (reach)
* No. of retweets (engagement)
* No. of replies to tweet (engagement): Replies” hitneesame audience as the ‘parent
tweet’ and were given no weight for engagement.
* No. of "favourites”, in other word the number ahés a tweet was added as a favour-
ite by a follower.

For the search on Google Blog the keyword was atp@mame of the service. In cases where
there were fewer than 200 results, we used anyadai'Google Suggestiohgo insert a
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term to help the search. If possible we used tdimked to the concept of “opinion”, foix-
ample ‘Uused TripAdvisdr, “got TripAdviso”, etc. Comments on posts were also evalue
For Google Blogreachandengagemel were measured using a single variable reflectir
number of comments on each mess

In the final weighing, the three sources were givewegyht corresponding to the number
mentions in each. The final result, the ‘web seenth is thus a weighted average of opini
expressed by individual use
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