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Konstantinos Solakis (Greece), Jesus C. Peiia-Vinces (Spain),
Jestis Manuel Lopéz-Bonilla (Spain)

DART MODEL FROM A
CUSTOMER’S PERSPECTIVE: AN
EXPLORATORY STUDY IN THE
HOSPITALITY INDUSTRY OF
GREECE

Abstract

The customers are an essential element for marketing decisions and became a factor de-
cisive to develop collaborations with the company. The study examines the four build-
ing blocks of the interaction of the DART model (Dialogue, Access, Risk Assessment,
Transparency) in the hospitality industry from the client’s perception. This approach of
the research is paramount, as value co-creation and DART model especially are based
on a dialogical process between equal partners. That means that the principles of the
four building blocks of interaction are equally applied to all the actors involved. This
argument is amplified as the dividing line between producers and consumers is barely
evident in the service-dominant logic. The exploratory study has been carried out at
the Makedonia International Airport in Thessaloniki, Greece. Partial Least Squares
(PLS) provides empirical support to conduct the exploratory study.

Keywords DART model, S-D logic, positive experience, hospitality
industry
JEL Classification 73,732,183

INTRODUCTION

Information and Communication Technology (ICT) has dramatically
changed the tourism industry (Buhalis, 2003; Buhalis & Foerste, 2014;
Tussyadiah, 2015) and has allowed visitor transactions to occur at any
time and in any place (booking hotel rooms, buying aeroplane tickets,
and so on) creating a dynamic environment for tourists. Travelers can
interact with not only other tourists, but also companies, brands, and
products (Gretzel & Jamal, 2009; Harridge-March & Quinton, 2009) and
they can actively engage in various points of a product’s lifecycle (McCabe,
Sharples, & Foster, 2012; Neuhofer, 2016; Roser, Samson, Cruz-Valdivieso,
& Humphreys, 2009).

In this dynamic environment, tourism and hospitality marketing must
adapt and evolve to service-dominant logic (SDL) (Chathoth, Altinay,
Harrington, Okumus, & Chan, 2013; Hayslip, Gallarza, & Andreu, 2013;
Park & Vargo, 2012). Proposed by Vargo and Lusch (2004), SDL seems to
be the most suitable for interpreting today’s tourism market, as tourism is
mainly a service management sector (Hayslip et al., 2013; Lashley, 2008).
SDL focuses on service and the co-creation of value with the customer
actively participating in the process of the service using his knowledge,
skills, and experience to shape the final deliverable (Park & Vargo, 2012;
Vargo & Lusch, 2004a, 2004b).



Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 15, Issue 2, 2017

This concept paved the way for value co-creation (VCC) within various socio-economic factors, because
different entities implicitly or explicitly remain involved in the various phases of tourism (Tsiotsou &
Goldsmith, 2012). Some operational frameworks and measurement tools were developed for VCC (Galvagno
& Dalli, 2014; Payne, Storbacka, & Frow, 2008; Ranjan & Read, 2014; Skarzauskaité, 2013; Yi & Gong, 2013).
Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004b) suggested four building blocks of interactions characterzing the process
of VCC: Dialogue, Access, Risk-Assessment, and Transparency, which are also known as the DART model.
The DART model is simple and considered the most impressive and efficient one for firms providing a rigid
framework for VCC implementation (Albinsson, Perera, & Sautter, 2016; Mukhtar, Ismail, & Yahya, 2012;
Payne et al., 2008; Skarzauskaité, 2013; Tanev, 2011).

Consequently, the aim of this study is to evaluate the DART model in the hospitality, filling in the litera-
ture gap in the tourism industry (Chan, Yim, & Lam, 2010; Chathoth, Ungson, Harrington, & Chan, 2016;
Morosan, 2015). This research develops a measurement scale to validate the model from a customer’s per-
spective rather than a firm’s perspective. This approach is based on a dialogical process between equal part-
ners, which means that the principles of the four building blocks of interaction are equally applied to all the
actors involved. This argument is emphasized, since the dividing line between producers and consumers is
unclear (Ramaswamy, 2011). This study identifies linkages in the literature between the DART model and
customer’s experience, satisfaction, and loyalty to develop the theoretical framework. The methodology and

implications are presented in the later sections.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

1.1. What is S-D logic?

Vargo and Lusch (2004a) perceived the market
changes in the 21st century and identified a shift
in focus from products to services and from pro-
ducers to consumers. As a result, they introduced
service-dominant logic (SDL). SDL is a ground-
breaking theory not because of the innovation or
the discovery of something new, but because of
the discovery of something old. Just like Plato’s
cave allegory (Plato, 2004) when a change in the
perspective of the prisoners revealed to them that
what they saw on the cave’s wall were just shad-
ows cast by real objects. The same way Vargo and
Lusch (2015) with SDL theory explained to us a
different perspective on the market, a perspective
where the product’s importance lies in service pro-
vision. Thus, the products are the shadows cast by
service.

More specifically, S-D logic is based on 11 founda-
tional premises condensed to 5 axioms (Table 1).
These foundational premises and axioms have
evolved in time through a constant dialogue and
interaction between Vargo and Lush (2015) and
the research community (Vargo & Lusch, 2015).
The first axiom that remained unchanged from
the original theory underpins the role of service

in SDL as the application of operant resources
(skills and knowledge) (Park & Vargo, 2012; Vargo
& Lusch, 2008b). The second axiom defines val-
ue as a co-created value not only between a firm
and a customer, but also between multiple actors,
including always the one who benefits (Vargo &
Lusch, 2015). In this axiom, there was an evolution
from co-produce (Vargo & Lusch, 2004a) to co-
creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2004a, 2006) and from
dyadic interactions to interactions between multi-
ple actors (Vargo & Lusch, 2015). The third and the
fourth axioms were not present at the original FPs
but added on 2008 (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a, 2015).
The third axiom states that all the actors involved
in the value co-creation process are resource in-
tegrators, while the fourth axiom describes value
as something that only the beneficiary can shape
(Vargo & Lusch, 2008b). Finally, the fifth axiom
is the latest addition to S-D logic and emphasizes
the role of institutions in the behavior of the actors
(Vargo & Lusch, 2015).

These five axioms underpin the role of service in
the marketing and the substantial role of the ac-
tors in the value co-creation, which is fundamen-
tal in S-D logic. Core ideas of S-D logic such as
service and value co-creation are widely accepted
(Galvagno & Dalli, 2014; Gronroos & Gummerus,
2014; Gronroos, Strandvik, & Heinonen, 2015;
Gummesson & Gronroos, 2012; Williams, 2012).
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Table 1. Axioms of service-dominant logic

Source: Vargo and Lusch (2015).

Axioms of service-dominant logic

i Service is the fundamental basis of exchange

~2nd Value is co-created by multiple actors, always including the beneficiary

- 3rd All social and economic actors are resource integrators

_ 4th Value is always uniquely and phenomenologically determined by the beneficiary
5th

i Value co-creation is coordinated through actor-generated institutions and institutional arrangements

SDL has set the basis and stimulated research to
blossom in different perspectives especially in the
value co-creation area. The shift from the tradition-
al market where the customers were just the recipi-
ents of products to markets where customers with
knowledge and skills have the power to engage in
the Value co-creation process actively has begun.

1.2. What is value co-creation (VCC)?

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000) described the
shift from the customers’ traditional role to the
ability to co-create value as an evolution. The dy-
namic engagement of the clients with the firms
and other actors allows them to create value
(Galvagno & Dalli, 2014; Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
2000). Vargo and Lusch (2015) in S-D logic theory
state that value is not dyadic but includes a variety
of actors among which is always the beneficiary.
The beneficiary is also the one that will determine
the value within a context with actor generated in-
stitutions and institutional arrangements.

On the other hand, service logic (SL) researchers
argue that SDL’s aspect on VCC is misty and diffi-
cult to provide managerial practicality (Gronroos
et al., 2015). On the contrary to SDL, SL examines
in depth and explicitly the value co-creation pro-
cess (Gronroos et al., 2015). In this sense, a ser-
vice logic lexicon was introduced by Gronroos
and Gummerus (2014) providing 19 definitions on
SL terms of which 14 are about value co-creation.
More specifically, value is considered as value in
use, while VCC is considered as: “Actions taken by
the actors on a co-creation platform, where the ac-
tors may directly and actively influence each oth-
er’s processes (e.g., supplier service process and
customer consumption and value creation pro-
cesses)” (Gronroos & Gummerus, 2014, p. 91).

Also, customer-dominant logic researchers use the

term “value formation” instead of value creation to
denote that is a process where value emerges and
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not deliberately created (Heinonen & Strandvik,
2015). This value is also value in use and appears
in an individual and social context in two differ-
ent but tangled processes, the providers and the
customers. Service logic introduces the term of
presence instead of interaction as an element of
value formation (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015).
Presence is focused on the provider and how pro-
vider’s value proposal in the physical and mental
state (Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015).

Frow, Payne and Storbacka (2011) after a literature
review on the subject consider that VCC essential
elements are: (1) active involvement of at least two
“actors”; (2) the integration of resources that cre-
ates novel and mutually beneficial value; (3) a will-
ingness to interact and co-create; and (4) a “spec-
trum” of potential forms of collaboration (Frow et
al., 2011, p. 1). That led theb to define VCC as “An
interactive process, involving at least two willing
resource integrating actors, which are engaged
in a particular form(s) of mutually beneficial col-
laboration, resulting in value creation for those ac-
tors” (Frow et al., 2011, p. 1).

Last but not least, Galvagno and Dalli (2014) after
a systematic and extended literature review on
VCC describe the process as “... the joint, collab-
orative, concurrent, peer-like process of produc-
ing a new value, both materially and symbolically”
(Galvagno & Dalli, 2014).

However, the research on VCC is not limited to the
above references, on the contrary, there are some
papers and research streams such as consumer
culture theory that debate on the subject (Frow
et al, 2011; Galvagno & Dalli, 2014; Saarijarvi,
Kannan, & Kuusela, 2013). All these differences of
the research streams on VCC presented above indi-
cate the importance of the new firm-customer dy-
namic relationship (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014; Mustak,
Jaakkola, & Halinen, 2013). In this dynamic rela-
tionship, interaction and dialogue are the keywords.



An interaction where firms and actors must have an
active role and engage with each other in order VCC
to occur (Gronroos & Voima, 2013). Hence, custom-
ers are integral creators of all kinds of resources to
create value (Gronroos & Ravald, 2011; Heinonen et
al,, 2010; Lusch & Vargo, 2006).

1.3. VCCmodels

Some operational frameworks and measurement
tools for VCC are developed (Galvagno & Dalli,
2014; Payne et al., 2008; Ranjan & Read, 2014;
Skarzauskaite, 2013; Yi & Gong, 2013). Mukhtar
(2012) presented a categorization of co-creation
models and co-creation techniques. Co-creation
models are the context to the VCC process, while
techniques are methods to interact actively and
engage actors in order firms to learn from a cus-
tomer. Each technique has its characteristics
and serves a particular purpose, hence, the right
choice and combination of models and techniques
is needed in order for VCC process to be success-
ful (Mukhtar et al., 2012).

Skarzauskaité (2013) has made an extensive re-
search on the models that were developed to man-
age and measure VCC. Models were divided into
two categories: (a) theoretical models of co-cre-
ation from customers’ perspective and (b) theo-
retical models of co-creation in organizational
and management contexts. The overview of these
models concluded that there is a lack of empiri-
cal models with quantitative data to measure and
manage VCC. Nonetheless, four models are pre-
sented in this research as some of the most ac-
knowledged and discussed in the VCC literature.

Such model of VCC is the model of Payne et al.
(2008), their model entails three sets of processes
involving customer, supplier, and encounter. The
names of the methods indicate the one who par-
ticipates in VCC actions or both of them. Hence:

a. Customer processes, the customers’ experi-
ences from the products or/and services lead
to knowledge and decision whether to contin-
ue this relationship or not.

b. Company’s processes. Firms take actions to

provide VCC opportunities, acquire knowl-
edge from the customers and for the custom-
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ers and facilitate them to VCC. These activi-
ties also involve planning, implementation
and development of metrics.

Encounter processes.

Both customers and suppliers meet each other
for a two-way interaction. These interactions can
entangle, from firm’s perspective, telephone calls,
invoicing, etc., or, from customer’s perspective,
inquiries, complaints, etc., or, from both perspec-
tives, a meeting at a trade fair.

According to Payne et al. (2008), three form of en-
counters facilitate VCC. These are:

Communication encounters.

« Actions from firms to promote connection
and dialogue with the customer.

Usage encounters.

« Actions from customers using the product
or/and service through services that sup-
port usage.

Service encounters.

Interactions between the customer and the
service personnel or application.

In addition, encounters can be categorized as:

Emotion-supporting encounters — themes,
metaphors, stories, analogies, recognition,
new possibilities, surprise, design;

Cognition-supporting encounters — scripts, cus-
tomer promises, value-explaining messages, out-
comes, references, testimonials, functionality; and
behavior and action supporting encounters — tri-
al, know-how communication, and usage of the
product (Payne et al., 2008, p. 90).

Each type of encounter has different characteris-
tics that are optimal for various use in VCC. As
Payne et al. (2008) state, some contacts promote
customer experience, while others are ideal for
VCC. Finally, these encounters can be critical neg-
ative or critical positive meaning very satisfying
or very dissatisfying interactions (Bitner, Booms,
& Tetreault, 1990).

Another VCC framework is the one from Ranjan
and Read (2014). Their VCC model is based on value
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co-production and in value in use which are the two
primary dimensions of VCC. Sub-elements com-
prise these two essential elements. In the value co-
production, these sub-elements are knowledge shar-
ing, equity, and interaction, on the other hand, value
in use consists of experience, personalization and re-
lationship. Based on this theoretical framework, they
also developed a measurement index of VCC.

Yiand Gong (2013) presented a VCC framework that
analyzes customers’ VCC behavior. The authors con-
sider two types of behavior: a) customer participa-
tion behavior and b) customer citizenship behavior.
The first is essential for VCC to be successful, while
the second is not critical to VCC process and it is
voluntary. Nonetheless, customer citizenship behav-
ior adds “...extraordinary value to the firm” (Yi &
Gong, 2013, p. 1280). Customer participation behav-
ior consists of four dimensions: a) information seek-
ing, b) information sharing, c) responsible behavior,
and d) personal interaction. On the other hand, cus-
tomer citizenship behavior also comprises of four di-
mensions: a) feedback, b) advocacy, c) helping, and
d) tolerance. Based on this theoretical model, the re-
searchers developed a customer VCC behavior mea-
surement scale from customer’s point of view.

Finally, DART model, the conceptual framework
of Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004b) is based
on dialogue (Tanev et al., 2011). The four build-
ing blocks of this context, Dialogue, Access, Risk
Assessment and Transparency, are essential for
VCC to occur. DART model is about the dialogue
between actors as an active engagement between
equal partners (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b).
In order for customers to engage in such a produc-
tive conversation, firms must provide access to
information about the products and the services
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b). Furthermore,
companies must allow access to tools for custom-
ers to contribute and collaborate with the first.
Access enhances the feeling of equity for the actors,
while transparency on the company’s operations
enhances trust (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a,
2004b). Also, access and transparency allow cus-
tomers to assess risks and benefits from the use of
the product or the service.

While all four models are fascinating, DART mod-

el is considered the most efficient one, which pro-
vides a rigid framework for VCC implementation
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(Albinsson et al., 2016; Mukhtar et al., 2012; Payne
et al., 2008; Skarzauskaité, 2013; Tanev et al., 2011).

1.4. DART model

Not many researchers have applied and evaluated
the DART model. An extended search revealed
four studies related to the use and evaluation of
the DART model. Spena, Carida, Colurcio, and
Melia (2012) used the DART model as at heoretical
framework in qualitative research on store experi-
ence and co-creation. Their findings suggest that
the success of temporary stores in Italy lies in the
deployment of the four building blocks of interac-
tion. VCC emerges because of the interaction and
the experiential relation between the firm and the
customer.

Mazur and Zaborek (2014) evaluated the DART
model in a study on Polish service and manufac-
turing companies using a quantitative methodol-
ogy. Confirmatory factor analysis was used for 30
indicators initially and a final grey of 13 indicators.
They suggest, “...the DART model may not be an
accurate representation of co-creation practices in
companies” (Mazur & Zaborek, 2014, p. 106).

Albinsson et al. (2016) developed a scale for the four
constructs of the DART model. The DART mod-
el was used to evaluate service loyalty and shared
responsibility. More specifically, they investigated
whether shared responsibility is related to a high
DART assessment and whether a significant as-
sessment is related to customer loyalty. A survey
was conducted online with a sample of 269 uni-
versity students. The respondents had to choose
a company and think of a particular product or
service to answer the questions. Confirmatory fac-
tor analysis was used, and the findings suggested
a positive relationship between shared responsi-
bility and the DART model. However, the various
implications could only show a partial relation-
ship between the DART model and service loyalty.
Among the four building blocks, only (???) had a
significant interaction with loyalty.

Taghizadeh, Jayaraman, Ismail, and Rahman
(2016) developed a scale for the DART model and
applied it to innovation strategy and market per-
formance. Survey data from 249 managers from
telecommunication companies were tested us-



ing Partial Least Squares Structural Equation
Modelling (PLS-SEM). The results of the analy-
sis showed a strong, positive relationship between
DART and the innovation strategy.

Consequently, there is a lack of research concern-
ing the DART model and the hospitality industry.

1.5. VCCand positive hotel guest
experience

The fundamental characteristics of the traditional
hospitality industry are guest services and experi-
ence, while the primary product is the provision
of accommodations or catering, which are homo-
geneous (Lashley, 2008; Orfila-Sintes & Mattsson,
2009; Reisinger, 2001). Consequently, differentia-
tion lies in the enhancement of their fundamental
characteristics. Creating and providing high-quality
services and unique and enriched experiences for
guests give hotels advantages over their competitors
(Chathoth et al., 2013; Choi & Chu, 2001; Prahalad
& Ramaswamy, 2004a; Walls, Okumus, Wang, &
Kwun, 2011).

Services are designed to be experienced by custom-
ers, and creating experiences is the core of the hospi-
tality industry (Neuhofer, Buhalis, & Ladkin, 2015).
Unique personalized experience is at the heart of
VCC (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004, 2004) and
VCC is an essential element of SDL (Vargo, Maglio,
& Akaka, 2008). Helkkula, Kelleher, and Pihlstrom
(2012) define co-created value as “value in the expe-
rience”, which means the “...individual service cus-
tomers’ live experience of value that extends beyond
the current context of service use to also include the
past and future experience and service customers’
broader lifeworld contexts” (p. 59). Majboub (2014)
suggests that... “tourism providers need to create “ex-
perience environments” by integrating resources to
co-create high value experience...” (p. 27). Therefore,
the application of VCC can upgrade a hotel’s service
by offering unique, personalized experience.

1.6. DART model and positive
experience

DART’s dimensions are presented in relation to cus-
tomer’s experience in the hospitality context. As a
building block of interaction, dialogue is the only
way to interact and share knowledge (Ballantyne,
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2004; Ballantyne & Varey, 2006; Gronroos, 2004;
Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Dialogue entails
profound and dynamic engagement and interaction
that lead to the co-creation of experience (Binkhorst
& Dekker, 2009; Prebensen, Vittersg, & Dahl, 2013).
The better the quality of the dialogue, the more valu-
able the co-created experience (Binkhorst & Dekker,
2009). It means that hotels that want to offer a unique
experience for their guests must provide a variety of
channels and opportunities for the dialogue to occur.

Apart from the dialogue, access also enhances cus-
tomer experience, as it facilitates more efficient ex-
change (Albinsson et al., 2016). Firms provide access
to tools and information for the customers to co-cre-
ate the value experience (Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
2004, 2004). Access also juxtaposes ownership
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004) by providing access
to lifestyles and disregarding the need to “own” them.
This is an essential element in the context of hospital-
ity, as many firms allow access to exotic or luxurious
experience.

Hotels must provide ways to access their tools and
information, such as reservation systems, social
media accounts, and lifestyles. These facilitate
more productive dialogue and therefore better
customer experience (Binkhorst & Dekker, 2009).
Nonetheless, by accessing information and tools,
the co-creation process poses risks for all the ac-
tors involved. Risk assessment of the co-creation
outcome must be made by all the actors involved
in the VCC (Albinsson et al., 2016; Prahalad &
Ramaswamy, 2004). Firms should communicate
not only the benefits, but also the potential risks
of their proposals to help their customers make
informed decisions and boost trust between them
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004, 2004).

Transparency is the fourth building block of inter-
action and concerns the “symmetry of information
during interactions, which enables the rise of strate-
gic information and trust capital for both partners”
(Spena et al., 2012, p. 24). Transparency is crucial for
a genuine active dialogue between equal partners. A
firm’s openness facilitates trust, equality, and discus-
sion, which leads to enhanced customer experience.

Therefore, four building blocks of the DART model

have a positive effect on customers’ experience, and
this leads to the following propositions:
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P1. Dialogue with the hotel enhances customers’ P3. Risk assessment by the hotel increases custom-
experience. ers’ experience.

P2. Accessibility of the firm’s information and P4. Transparency ofthe hotel’s data enhances cus-
tools increases customers’ experience. tomers’ experience.

( Dialogue \

* Active dialogue with hotel staff to add value
to its services

* Hotel staff encourages customers to express
thoughts and needs for better services

* Gives opportunity to share ideas and to add
value
Use of different communication channels to

\. have dialogues /
4 N

P1

Access
Decision on how to receive the service
offerings P2
* Many options to choose how to experience / \
the service
* Reception of the service when, where and
how the customer desires

K Share in the design process of service /

/ Risk Assessment \

Reception of adequate information to
evaluate the benefits and risks
* Host of complete information about the risks P3
and services
e Hotelis clear and factual about negative and \ /
positive factors associated with services
offerings
Reception of advice on how to use services

\ to avoid risks

Positive experience
with the hotel

With relation to:

* Room service

* Reception

* Hotel staff

* Easy access to find
hotel

Transparency \
Hotel provides all the information, which
might be helpful to improve the outcome of P4
the service experience

* Affords open access to information

* Treated as an equal partner in sharing
information

( The information is up-to-date /

Figure 1. Conceptual framework for DART
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2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Measures development

The constructs were conceptualized in the previ-
ous section, whereas here we develop the items
to measure the concepts (Bhattacherjee, 2012).
Indicators concerning the DART model were
drawn from the literature. More specifically, four
items for dialogue, three items for access, three
items for risk assessment, and three items for
transparency were adapted from Albinsson et al.
(2016). Two items from Mazur and Zaborek (2014)
were used, one for risk and one for transparency.
For access, one item is adopted from Taghizadeh
et al. (2016). Finally, items were adopted from
Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer (2012) for posi-
tive experience and modified accordingly. In total,
20 items were developed for five constructs (see
items in Table 2). All the elements were measured
using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“to-
tally disagree”) to 5 (“totally agree”).

The model was assessed using the PLS-SEM tech-
nique, a form of Structural Equation Modelling
that provides a “robust framework for estimating
causal models with latent variables and systems of
simultaneous equations with measurement errors”
(Ringle & Sinkovics, 2004, p. 310). One of the ad-
vantages of PLS-SEM is that it can be used for ei-
ther exploratory or confirmatory research (Lowry
& Gaskin, 2014), which makes it popular among
researchers. Smart PLS v.3 was used to apply the
PLS-SEM methodology.

2.2. Data collection and sampling
and Exploratory study

A pilot test was run to detect potential problems
in the questionnaire design. The pilot testing sur-
vey took place at the Makedonia International
Airport in Thessaloniki, Greece. The researcher
obtained permission to conduct the question-
naire at the departure gates, where the travellers
are more carefree and relaxed, since they have
passed all the checkpoints. Questionnaires were
given to travellers who had stayed at a hotel in the
days before their departure. The questionnaires
were given on a single day, and 44 passengers met
the criteria and were willing to participate. The

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 15, Issue 2, 2017

number of surveys is adequate, as a pilot survey
needs only a small sample number from the tar-
get population (Bhattacherjee, 2012). The pilot
study revealed some minor syntax and grammat-
ical errors, which were corrected. The data were
also used to test the validity and reliability of the
model.

The questionnaire was designed and divided into
two parts, one for demographic information and
the other for the measurement items. The sample
is travellers at the airport who are waiting for out-
bound flights. These travellers must have stayed
at a hotel before their trip to fill in the question-
naire. SmartPLS v.3 was used to establish con-
struct validity by running bootstrap to perform
a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (see Table
2).Aboutconstruct validity, the loadingswere
significant, ranging from 0.64 to 1 (Bhatnagar,
Kim, & Many, 2014). However, two items had
negative values and were eliminated from the
model (Carmines & Zeller, 1979). The last ar-
gument is well documented by Panagopoulos,
Kanellopoulos, Karachanidis, and Konstantinidis
(2011, p. 697), “In Greece, hotel websites give the
impression of an overpriced brochure and act as
an information and contact providers, while only
a small amount of hotels provide online reserva-
tion and booking capabilities”. Zafiropoulos and
Vrana (2006) in their research on Greek hospital-
ity industry concluded that less than a quarter of
all Greek hotel websites offer online booking and
reservation. Although such a study was written al-
most a decade ago, it is indicative of Greek hotel
managers’ attitude on being interactive with the
customer and sharing information. Regarding the
second item with the negative value, the attempt
to justify it focuses on the lack of spatial hospital-
ity planning in Greece. Most of the hotels are scat-
tered throughout Greece to any possible location
near the sea, as blooming tourism leads to illegal
coastal development (Andriotis, 2006). Many ho-
tels are located at “nowhere” street, as these streets
are not registered.

The convergent validity of the measurement model
was assessed using the average variance extract-
ed (AVE) procedure (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Convergent validity indicates how closely a mea-
sure is related to a construct (Bhattacherjee, 2012).
Acceptable values for AVE and CR are above 0.5
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Table 2. Constructs and its results

VARIABLES K & | AVE & R é

DIALOGUE WITH HOTEL 0.837 0.655 0.882 0.665
I had an active dialogue with the hotel staff on how to add value for its 0.802

services :

The hotel staff encouraged me to express my thoughts and needs for better 0.702

services :

The hotel gave me the opportunity to share my ideas to add value to its 0.798

services )

| used different communication channels to have dialogue sessions with 0.920

hotel staff

ACCESS TO HOTEL

| could decide how to receive the services offering

I could have many options to choose how to experience the service/
product offering

| could receive the service/product offering when, where and how | want it .

I had the opportunity to share in the design process of service/product

TRUST WITH HOTEL

| received adequate information to evaluate the benefits and risks of the
hotel’s services

I obtained complete information about the risks and advantages of the
hotel’s service

The hotel was very clear and factual about both the negative and positive
factors associated with the services offering

The hotel personnel gave me advice me on how to use its services to avoid
various kinds of risks

TRANSPARENCY OF THIS HOTEL

The hotel provided me all the information, which might be helpful to
improve the outcomes of the service experience

The hotel affords me open access to information that might be useful in
enhancing the overall design and delivery of the service experience

I was treated as an equal partner in sharing information that was needed to
achieve a successful hotel service experience

The information (costs and grlcmg provided by the hotel was up-to-date,
which fosters the best possible experience with relation to its services they
offer

POSITIVE EXPERIENCE WITH HOTEL

I had a positive experience with relation to room service

| had a positive experience with reception

I had a positive experience with hotel staff

I had a positive experience with relation to easy access to find the hotel

Note: A = Loadings; & = Cronbach’s Alpha; ]’é : Composite Reliability; ¢ - Communality.

and 0.7, respectively (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The ~ Larcker, 1981). The value for satisfaction was ex-

values for all the constructs exceeded these num-

cellent (a > 0.9) for access, while they were good

bers (see Table 2). The reliability of the construct (a > 0.7) for dialogue, risk assessment, and

was evaluated using Cronbach’s Alpha as a mea-

transparency. The value was acceptable(a > 0.6)

sure of internal consistency (Bhattacherjee, 2012) for positive experience (Bhatnagar, Kim, & Many,

and the composite reliability (CR) (Fornell & 2014).
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CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The main conclusion that can be drawn from the literature review is that SDL and VCC form a new
marketing landscape. Advances in ICT enable a plethora of points of interaction between consumers
and firms with equivalent engagement possibilities to exchange dialogue and co-create anywhere and
at any time (Buhalis, 2003; Buhalis & O’Connor, 2005; Chathoth et al., 2013; Gretzel, Fesenmaier, &
O’Leary, 2006; Ramaswamy, 2008; Tanev, 2011). Consequently, it is inevitable that hotels must provide
customers access to tools and information to co-create value experience. The four building blocks of
interaction from the DART model offer a path to enhanced interaction between firms and customers.
This increased interaction can lead to VCC. This study attempted to evaluate the DART model in the
hospitality context, as there is a lack of research on VCC in this particular sector (Morosan, 2015). More
specifically, this research evaluated the DART model from a customer’s perspective in relation to the
formation of positive experience about room service, reception, hotel staff, easy access to find the hotel.

Numerous implications could be drawn from this study. At a theoretical level, this research assessed
whether the application of the DART model to the hospitality industry contributes to customer’s posi-
tive experience. On a managerial level, managers can evaluate a hotel’s “openness” to clients and also
the possibilities and offerings for co-creation. The use of this model can reveal the strengths and weak-
nesses of the methods employed for active interaction with their clients, especially since this model is
focused on the customer’s perspective. Lastly, the use of this model can help managers to improve their
understanding of VCC procedures and redesign hotel services and operations accordingly.
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