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ABSTRACT 

The primary purpose of this study is two-fold. First, this study proposes a model to 

explain the factors predicting consumers’ intention to co-create based on the theory of planned 

behavior. More specifically, this study investigates how perceived benefits, perceived costs, 

subjective norms, and ability to co-create influence consumers’ behavioral intentions toward 

tourism co-creation. Second, this study seeks to examine differences in the relationships among 

different constructs in the models in accordance with different contextual settings. To gain a 

richer understanding of consumers’ co-creation behaviors, the study examines the impacts of 

different co-creation settings as moderating effects among the model’s constructs. By using 2 X 2 

factorial between-subjects design, two co-creation scale categories (radical and incremental) are 

matched with two co-creation intensity categories (high involvement and low involvement). The 

results of this study suggest that proposed antecedent constructs (perceived benefits, perceived 

costs, subjective norms, and abilities to co-create) are strong indicators to predict consumers’ 

intention to co-create. The study also finds that different co-creation settings have strong 

moderating effects on the relationships among constructs in the co-creation intention model. The 

insights from the study results are discussed and important practical implications and subjects for 

further future research are presented. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Given the competitive market conditions, innovation has been recognized as an effective 

avenue to pursue a competitive advantage that ensures long-term organizational growth and 

success (Byrd & Brown, 2002; Eisingerich, Rubera, & Seifert, 2009; Hamel, 1998; Roberts, 

1998; Volo, 2005). Successful implementation of innovation is frequently cited as a critical factor 

to assure a firm’s profitability, survival, market share, growth, and expansion into new areas 

(Darroch & McNaughton, 2002; Victorino, Verma, Plaschka, & Dev, 2005). Innovation in 

tourism businesses, which is represented by an ongoing development of new products and 

services, can provide a critical resource not only for survival but also for long-term stability and 

profitability (Hjalager, 1996; Ottenbacher & Gnoth, 2005). The importance of innovative 

offerings in tourism is especially emphasized due to the market saturation and the wide variety of 

choices among products and services from all over the world (Peters & Pikkemaat, 2005). Thus, 

tourism businesses are forced to intensify their effort to successfully develop and create 

innovative marketable products and services to attract more customers (Pechlaner, Fischer, & 

Hammann, 2005; Volo, 2005). However, while the importance of innovation practices is 

recognized, the knowledge of an effective innovation development is still limited. The lack of 

knowledge contributes to the high failure rate of new product and service projects (Ottenbacher, 

Shaw, & Lockwood, 2005; Quiggin, 2006). Since most innovations that require long-term 

investment and effort often fail to meet their objectives, it is one of the top priorities for both 

practitioners and academics to determine the keys to successful innovation. 
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 In the innovation diffusion process, the role of innovative consumers has come to the 

forefront as one of the important factors for the success of innovation. Indeed, people, both the 

ones within a company (i.e., managers and other employees) and those outside the company (i.e., 

consumers), are often identified as the main actors playing important roles in the success of 

innovation (Schlegelmilch, Diamantopoulos, & Kreuz, 2003). Not to mention the importance of 

people within a company, increasing numbers of firms and organizations have realized that 

consumers play critical parts as equal partners of marketers in innovation diffusion. According to 

the innovation diffusion theory introduced by Rogers (2003), people react differently to a new 

idea, practice, or object because of their differences in individual innovativeness, or a 

predisposed tendency toward adopting an innovation. A particular group of consumer-innovators 

thus needs to be identified so marketers’ initial endeavor can be efficiently focused on the right 

segment. Further, by observing and stimulating consumer-innovators as promoters of innovation, 

marketers might easily appeal to the rest of the consumers (Fang, Shao, & Lan, 2009). In tourism 

research, it is also emphasized that managers responsible for new tourism products and services 

must identify and understand innovative travelers so that they can focus their effort to target 

those innovators with specialized marketing strategies designed to attract others to their business 

(Litvin, Kar, & Goldsmith, 2001). 

Consumer-innovators are typically recognized as early adopters of innovation, however, 

in the current era of two-way co-creation where producers and consumers exchange opinions and 

ideas in the innovation development process, consumer-innovators comprehend their roles as co-

creators of innovation by their collaboration with firms to create and sustain competitive 

advantage (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; Sawhney, Verona, & Prandelli, 2005). The current 

meaning of being competitive requires firms and consumers to collaborate more closely in order 
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to effectively sense and respond to the demands of a turbulent business environment (Lusch, 

Vargo, & O’Brien, 2007; Sambamurthy, Bharadwaj, & Grover, 2003). Lusch et al. (2007) argue 

that firms attain competitive advantage only by engaging consumers in co-creation and co-

production activities. Toffler (1981) coined the term prosumers, a group of people who produce 

and consume at the same time. These prosumers are increasingly participating in the process of 

conception, design, launch, and promotion of new products and services. It is argued that as the 

ones who experience the actual consumption of products and services, consumers might have 

more and better ideas for product and service development. The relationship between the 

producers and this specific group of creative consumers represents an open system where values 

emerge from their interaction (Johnson & Selnes, 2004), rather than a traditional one-way 

direction of production and transaction. Thus, the value from the co-creation process needs to be 

emphasized as creating value with consumers, rather than creating value for consumers (Lusch et 

al., 2007; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). 

 For tourism product and service providers, identifying possible co-creators and 

stimulating them in the innovation co-creation process is highly critical due to the unique 

characteristics of tourism products and services. Tourism products and services are intangible 

experiences whose values cannot be measured and evaluated prior to consumption. Thus, the 

insights and suggestions from potential tourists, as the ones who will actually experience the 

effectiveness of the newly introduced innovation, are imperative (Binkhorst & Dekker, 2009). 

Pechlaner et al. (2005) also state that most innovations in tourism are often initiated from outside 

of the destination, having consumers as a source of innovation, for the same reason. However, 

Binkhorst and Den Dekker (2009) claim that tourists as innovation partners are still often 

excluded in the process of design, experience report, and evaluation of innovation. 
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 As argued by innovation diffusion theory (Rogers, 2003), there is a small group of 

consumers who tend to adopt innovative products and services earlier than others in the circle of 

their society. Consequently, within the framework of innovation co-creation, it is likely that there 

is a particular group of consumers who is more capable of and inclined to participate in co-

creating tourism products and services together with the producers. These innovating users 

discriminate themselves from non-innovating users with their creative ideas and willingness for 

co-creation (Lüthje, 2004). While their existence has been recognized (Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 

2009), little is known about what can be done to understand the specific group of co-creators and 

motivate them for the potential benefits based on the understanding (Jeppesen & Molin, 2003). 

This also leads to the low rate of tourists’ participation level in the process of co-designing 

tourism experiences (Binkhorst & Dekker, 2009). It is critical for destinations to strive for the 

ways to appreciate the consumer segment, so as to co-create tourism innovation with those 

consumers more effectively and successfully (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The current 

concept of consumer involvement, therefore, should refer to the relationship between consumers 

and producers from the process of production to consumption (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). 

In order to further investigate the extent to which consumers are willing to be involved in 

and provide their creative ideas for future development and improvement of tourism innovation, 

an in-depth examination of consumers’ motivation generation process is needed. Thus, this 

dissertation focuses mainly on designing a model to understand how consumers are motivated to 

participate in co-creation activities and how the relationships among the constructs in the model 

may vary in accordance with different co-creation settings. 
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1.1 Statement of the Problem 

Existing studies of innovation diffusion explore the characteristics of consumers in order 

to locate a particular group of “consumer-innovators” who have more tendencies to purchase 

new products and/or services soon after they appear in the market than other members in the 

same social and cultural construct (Goldsmith & Litvin, 1999; Litvin & Kar, 2001). This 

distinctive personal predisposition of consumer-innovators is called “innovativeness” and has 

been utilized to detect the specific segment that marketers attempt to target as associates of their 

innovation diffusion process. Marketers often consider consumer-innovators as aids of 

introducing and spreading innovative products and services to the other consumers, once the 

innovation is launched to the market and experienced by those consumer-innovators. Therefore, 

numerous studies on consumer innovativeness have flourished in business research and 

marketers have conducted consumer research based on the understanding from consumer 

innovativeness studies to identify the segment and focus their marketing endeavor for those 

selected customers with the best efficiency.  

Tourism research has also witnessed the growing interest in consumer innovativeness. 

Vogt and Fesenmaier (1998) mention “innovativeness,” citing Hirschman’s work (1980), as one 

of the consisting factors for tourists’ information search needs, but merely describe the concept. 

Litvin et al. (2001) claim the importance of tourists’ innovativeness for successful tourism 

marketing strategy and emphasize word-of-mouth endorsement of innovators to accelerate the 

acceptance of new products and services through the broader market. Also, Lee, Qu, and Kim 

(2007) conduct an in-depth study on tourist’s personal innovativeness and its moderation effect 

among online tourists’ attitude, subjective norm, intention to purchase, and intention to search.  
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 However, as consumers are now believed to have the capability and willingness to devote 

their creative ideas in the process of innovation co-creation (Fang, 2008; Jeppesen & Molin, 

2003; Lüthje, 2004), it is important to reconsider the direction of consumer research to capture 

this newly emerging role of consumers. The existing consumer innovativeness studies have 

failed to take into consideration the needs to look into the growing importance of consumers’ 

ability and inclination to provide their creative and innovative ideas as co-creators as well as 

their willingness to adopt new products.  

The importance of a particular consumer group as a co-creator for future product 

development and improvement has been emphasized as one of the characteristics of lead users. 

Lead users (von Hippel, 1986, 2006) are those who are ahead of an important marketplace trend 

and experience high benefits from innovating in a given domain. They are said to come up with 

attractive user innovations themselves in order to meet their progressive needs which cannot be 

satisfied by commercially available products (Urban & von Hippel, 1988; von Hippel, 1986, 

2006). The problems and solutions encountered by these lead users might be highly relevant to 

broader parts of the market tomorrow (von Hippel, 1986, 2006). Product providers should 

harness this potential for co-creation by integrating this particular consumer group into the 

development of new products (Schreier, Oberhauser, & Prügl, 2007). Schreier et al. (2007) argue 

that lead user’s three main roles in innovation process are development, adoption, and diffusion. 

The lead user’s role of product development might be highlighted as the aspect of consumer co-

creator, whereas the role of adoption and diffusion is for consumer innovators. If consumers 

realize their role in innovation development and attempt to pursue this role, the separation 

between producer and consumer roles may cause consumers to feel alienated, which might lead 

to consumer resistance (Nuttavuthisit, 2010). Therefore, from merely observing how early 
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consumers adopt and diffuse innovations provided in the market, innovation strategy need to 

move into involving them in the process as the actual role players. 

In addition to the growing number of, though still in scarce production, studies on 

tourists’ intention to adopt and diffuse innovation, a study that empirically investigates their 

motivation and intention to participate in the process of innovation co-creation is non-existent, 

while a few conceptual studies have proposed conceptual explanations on the consumers’ 

motivation for collaborative innovation and have raised the importance of follow-up empirical 

analysis (e.g., Hoyer, Chandy, Dorotic, Krafft, & Singh, 2010; Sawhney et al., 2005; Zwass, 

2010). The relatively short history of research on consumer innovativeness and co-creativeness 

in tourism requires further endeavor to understand tourists’ innate characteristics in co-creation 

activity.  

 

1.2 Research Questions 

In order to further articulate the dynamic phenomenon of consumer co-creation in the 

context of tourism, this study casts the following research questions: 

1. What are the factors that influence consumers’ intention to participate in tourism co-

creation activities? 

2. How do these factors vary in different consumer co-creation settings? 

3. How can the different consumer co-creation settings affect the relationships among the 

factors within the tourism co-creation intention model? 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

2.1 Definition of Innovation 

Innovation theorist Schumpeter (1939) is often referred to as the first researcher to 

recognize the role of innovation in economic and social change. He defines innovation as new, or 

better, ways of doing things and identifies it as the core of an entrepreneur’s work. Following his 

introduction of innovation concept, the term innovation has been defined in a number of ways by 

researchers. Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) emphasize consumers’ perception about innovation 

and define it as “an idea, practice, or object perceived as new by the individual” (p. 19). Kanter 

(1983) reiterates that an innovation can be an idea, practice, process, or product that transforms a 

new problem-solving idea into an application. Drucker (1985) also defines that innovation is an 

implementation as an opportunity that yields the creation of a new or different product or service. 

Furthermore, from an organization point of view, Damanpour, Szabat, and Evan (1989) state that 

innovation is defined as the adoption of an behavioral idea that is new to the adopting 

organization, which pertains to anything such as device, system, process, policy, program, 

product, and service. In addition, innovation is the outcome of the organizational innovation 

process, which can be defined as the combined activities leading to new, marketable products 

and services, or new production and delivery systems (Burgelmann & Maidique, 1996), which is 

an important and successful key factor to pursue the competitive advantage (Roberts, 1998). 

 To better understand the definition of the term innovation, an important comparison with 

the term invention is often made. Schumpeter (1939) first describes invention as genuine 
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breakthroughs and bright general ideas made out of scientific or technological research, but are 

not aimed at specific industrial use, while innovation, which is a further development of 

invention, is reorganized as a formation into useful products. According to Garcia and Calantone 

(2002), both invention and innovation are a ‘discovery,’ but the former goes no further than the 

laboratory, while the latter moves from the laboratory into production and adds economic value 

to the firm. Fagerberg, Mowery, and Nelson (2005) define each of them as the first occurrence of 

an idea for a new product or process and the first attempt to carry it out into practice. In addition, 

Mckeown (2008) simply separates them into ‘an idea made manifest’ and ‘an idea applied 

successfully.’ As seen in those comparisons, innovation can be separated from invention as a 

discovery or an idea that is produced and carried out into practice to add an economic value to 

the firm successfully. 

A number of studies also show the various goals of an organization’s innovative activity. 

The fundamental goal of innovation is to maintain a firm’s current market share (Victorino et al., 

2005) and to survive in the high market competition (Ottenbacher & Gnoth, 2005; Zahra & 

Covin, 1994). In order to achieve the basic goal, firms need to enhance their performance (Haner, 

2002; Pini& Santangelo, 2005; Subramanian & Nilakanta, 1996) and gain competitive 

advantages (Enz & Siguaw, 2003; Hjalager, 1996; Pikkemaat & Peters, 2005; Roberts, 1998), 

which are also obtained through the innovation process. Firms also strive for innovation to 

understand and meet the consumer needs (Buxton, 2005; Orihata & Watanabe, 2000), but it is 

noted that gaining benefit, financial growth, and prosperity through innovation is the ultimate 

goal of innovation as well as meeting the desires of customers (Reid & Sandler, 1992; Victorino 

et al., 2005; Zahra & Covin, 1994). 
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2.2 Consumers and innovation 

Today’s providers and marketers of products and services find it difficult to distinguish 

themselves among others due to the market abundance. They strive for the way to differentiate 

their products and services and to attract consumers’ attention. For the survival and success of 

innovation in the market, consumer research has always been emphasized since the adequate 

existence of consumers who accept innovation is the ultimate condition for the success of 

innovation (Hauser, Tellis, & Griffin, 2006). Rothwell et al. (1974) stress the importance of 

concentration on consumer needs for the success of innovation. They (1974) state that user needs 

must be exactly determined, met, and monitored throughout the course of the innovation, since 

they very rarely remain static. To introduce a successful innovation, producers first need to 

understand consumer needs and then develop innovative products and services that are able to 

meet those needs. Howard (1983) also argues that firms need to be consumer-oriented to be 

successful in the market. Understanding consumers’ needs and wants is of primary importance 

for producers and marketers to successfully develop new products and provide effective 

marketing strategies (Gruner & Homburg, 2000). 

Research in marketing has attempted to describe, explain, and predict the way consumers 

react to innovation. Especially, a vast body of research focuses on consumer-innovator group 

among all potential consumers and examines what they can provide as important marketing 

implications to better penetrate the innovation into other consumers. In these studies, consumer-

innovators are mainly described as associates of innovation diffusion and promotion after their 

consumption of innovations (Hauser et al., 2006). Remarkably, while the roles of organizations 

are emphasized as new idea adopters and innovation providers in both the development and 



11 

 

diffusion of innovation, the role of consumer-innovators is considered only as innovation 

adopters in the diffusion process. Figure 1 illustrates where a research gap appears when 

explaining the roles of firms and consumers in the innovation production and diffusion 

processes. For example, Goldsmith and Flynn (1992) argue that consumer-innovators have three 

major roles: market leadership, feedback provision, and product promotion. Those innovators are 

the first ones who adopt newly launched products or services as market leaders, spread their 

feedbacks with word-of-mouth activities, and consequently and eventually promote those 

products or services with or without their intentions. Burns (2007) also describes consumers’ 

innovative behavior as an adoption of recently introduced products and services and states that 

the attention of current research to innovative behavior can be justified because of the key role of 

consumer activity in initiating innovation diffusion. Also, in tourism research, consumer-

innovators are often depicted simply as early adopters of new tourism products and services. 

Flynn and Goldsmith (1993) refer to consumer-innovators in tourism market as ‘adopters of new 

tourism services.’ Likewise, Goldsmith and Litvin (1998) describe tourism innovators as tourists 

who mostly like to choose a new travel option when one appears in the marketplace.  
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Figure 1. A research gap between the roles of firms and consumers in innovation processes 

 

 The bias of illustrating consumers as mere innovation adopters can also be witnessed in 

the studies on innovativeness. These studies typically highlight the three elements of 

innovativeness in a market environment: product innovativeness, firm innovativeness, and 

consumer innovativeness (Roehrich, 2004). Product Innovativeness represents the level of 

newness embedded in new product (Augusto & Coelho, 2009; Avlonitis & Salavou, 2007; 

Salavou & Avlonitis, 2008). The literature investigating the degree of product innovativeness 

mainly takes a close look at its impact in the market as a competitive advantage. Firm 

innovativeness, a measure of an organization's orientation towards innovation (Augusto & 

Coelho, 2009), is also one important element that has been thoroughly investigated. Firm 
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innovativeness embraces two functions simultaneously, which are critical for the success of 

innovation implementation: its inclination to provide new product to the market and its 

willingness to adopt new ideas for new product development. The emphasis of adopting new 

ideas from outside the firm’s boundary makes both sources of innovation, from the firm itself 

and from others (e.g., consumers and suppliers), equally important. However, while firm 

innovativeness research describes firms as both new product providers and idea adopters, the 

literature on consumer innovativeness concept (e.g., Cowart, Fox, & Wilson, 2008; Tellis, Yin, & 

Bell, 2009) describes consumers as mere adopters who are willing to adopt new product (e.g., 

their promptness of new product purchases, the decision of whether or not to adopt the 

innovative products, and novelty seeking propensity) without considering their inclination to 

provide new ideas for the new product development (see figure 1). 

One of the main reasons for this bias in consumer innovativeness research is that most 

studies follow Rogers’s (2003) seminal work on innovation diffusion theory and the time-of-

adoption method. Consumer innovativeness is first measured as consumers’ inherent 

predisposition based on the idea that people react differently to a new idea, practice, or object, 

and the consumers are then categorized according to five-group innovation adopter segments 

proposed by Rogers (2003): innovator, early adopter, early majority, late majority, and laggard. 

Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) define consumer innovativeness as the “degree to which an 

individual is relatively earlier in adopting an innovation than other members of his system” (p. 

27). Midgley and Dowling (1978) also propose a definition of innate innovativeness as “the 

degree to which an individual makes innovation decisions independently of the communicated 

experiences of others” (p. 235) and relate innovativeness of individual consumers to their 

adoption behavior of new products. Later studies (e.g., Marcati, Guido, & Peluso, 2008; Tellis, 
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Yin, & Bell, 2009; Vandecasteele & Geuens, 2009), which follow the initial proposal of 

consumer innovativeness concept, attempt to establish a framework to define consumer 

innovativeness in its simplest form as willingness to adopt a new product. The adoption is 

concretized by actualized buying behavior, which leads to the definition as the tendency or 

propensity to purchase new products or services soon after they appear in the market (Goldsmith 

& Litvin, 1999; Litvin & Kar, 2001) or a decision of whether or not to purchase an innovative 

product (Cowart et al., 2008). Furthermore, consumers’ ‘adoption’ of innovation embraces not 

only the actualized purchase behavior but also individual’s tendency to ‘try out’ new way of 

consumption or newly emerged things such as technology. For example, Card et al., (2003) 

explain consumer innovativeness as their tendency to use online shopping as a newly emerging 

method for shopping. Indeed, Lee et al. (2007) also define consumer innovativeness as an 

individual’s inherent innovative personality with respect to new technologies. Fang and his 

colleagues (2009) assert that some individuals are more inclined to embrace new technologies, 

while others follow the lead of highly innovative individuals (Limayem et al., 2000), since 

different people would have different levels of willingness to try out innovative technologies 

(Bhatnagar, Misra, & Rao, 2000; Eastin, 2002). 

Consumer innovativeness is defined and analyzed at multiple levels ranging from an 

inherent personality trait to the actualized (i.e., buying) behavior (Garcia & Calantone, 2002; van 

Rijnsoever & Donders, 2009). Roehrich (2004) argue that general attraction toward newness and 

speed of adoption are two dimensions constituting the internal structure of innovativeness scales. 

Following Roehrich’s work (2004), Hauser et al. (2006) classify those two innovativeness scales 

into life innovativeness scale and adoptive innovativeness scale. Marcati, Guido, and Peluso 

(2008) refer to the two different innovativeness constructs as general innovativeness and specific 
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innovativeness, treating them as components of human personality. Compared to general 

innovativeness, which is an individual’s innate personality, actualized innovativeness has been of 

great research interest due to its comparably easy-to-measure temporal concept that is primarily 

investigated by the time of adoption (Midgley & Dowling, 1978; Rogers, 2003). It thus reflects 

actual displayed behavior, which makes it a more objective method of conceptualizing 

innovativeness than self-designated scales are. Exceptionally, there are a few studies assessing 

actualized innovativeness based on the number of innovation adoptions, differentiating adopters 

(i.e., innovative ones) from non-adopters (i.e., non-innovative ones). However, failing to 

consider the time of adoption in innovativeness research can lead to a misinterpretation of 

important variances in consumers’ readiness and propensity to innovate (Subramanian & 

Nilakanta, 1996).  

The high innovativeness for one particular item does not necessarily imply the same high 

innovativeness for others. Subramanian and Nilakanta (1996) assert in their study on 

organization innovativeness that, though a firm adopts an innovation earlier than other firms, it 

does not necessarily mean that the firm will exhibit the same behavior for all other innovations. 

Therefore, van Rijnsoever and Donders (2009) emphasize that research on actualized 

innovativeness needs to clarify its focus for one of the three diverse innovativeness levels: 

domain-specific innovativeness which refers to the adoption of new items within a category of 

products, cluster-specific innovativeness as an intermediary level between the domain- and 

product-specific levels, and product-specific innovativeness which refers to the adoption of a 

single product.  

 The history of innovativeness research in tourism is relatively short and the evidence of 
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the short history has been confirmed by the scarce number of research on the topic. In order to 

further investigate the dynamics of tourists’ predisposition for adopting new products and 

services in the tourism market, more academic attention and research endeavor on the subject are 

required. Of those limited studies, for example, Litvin, Kar, and Goldsmith (2001) once proposed 

consumer innovativeness in tourism as the relative willingness of potential visitors to visit a new 

destination or to stay at a new hotel. Some empirical studies also reveals that the innovativeness 

of tourists has a high correlation with heavy dependency on travel agents (Goldsmith, Flynn, & 

Bonn, 1994; Goldsmith & Litvin, 1999) and online travel venues for travel products shopping 

(Card et al., 2003; Lee et al., 2007). 

  

2.3 Consumers and co-creation 

Today’s consumers are not mere users, but are often the actual developers of most 

successful innovation. They exhibit their influence throughout the whole process of collaborative 

product innovation, or a key process in value co-creation (Sawhney et al., 2005; Thomke & von 

Hippel, 2002). Consumers also play many market-affecting roles that are different from just 

being passive consumers or paid producers (Zwass, 2010) by sharing knowledge and 

contributing creative insights regarding problem-solving solutions to their needs as lead users of 

those innovations (Ritala, Andreeva, Kosonen, & Blomqvist, 2011; Urban & von Hippel, 1988). 

The concept of lead users, whose three roles in innovation process are highlighted for innovation 

development, adoption, and diffusion (Schreier et al., 2007), has been proposed for new product 

development in fields subject to rapid change (Urban & von Hippel, 1988; von Hippel, 1986; 

2006). In addition to the roles of innovators for innovation adoption and information diffusion as 
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early adopters of innovation, firms now try a radically new approach, giving consumers the tools 

to actually design and develop their own products (Thomke & von Hippel, 2002), while the 

process may pose significant management challenges such as increased project uncertainty, 

monitoring and controlling quality and efficiency problems (Lengnick-Hall, 1996; Nambisan, 

2002). Although Thomke and von Hippel (2002) refer to these consumers who design and 

develop their own innovations as innovators, this study name them as co-creators (Andreu, 

Sánchez, & Mele, 2010; Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009; Füller, 2010; Hatch & Schultz, 2010; 

Nambisan, 2002; Ordanini & Pasini, 2008; Payne, Storbacka, & Frow, 2007; Vargo, Maglio, & 

Akaka, 2008) in an attempt to distinguish their role from that of conventional innovators as early 

adopters and those of lead users.  

Poon (1993) notes that consumers are eager to be in charge of every stage of the new 

product development. The novelty of this co-creation compared to conventional consumer 

integration is that consumers are not only asked about their opinions, desires, and needs, but also 

encouraged to contribute their creativity and problem-solving skills, taking the role as co-

creators or co-extractors of value, while firms may still be in charge of producing the physical 

products (Füller, 2010; Moeller, 2008; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Innovative firms have 

now abandoned their endeavors to understand exactly what products their consumers want and 

“equipped them with tools to design and develop their own products, ranging from minor 

modifications to major new innovations” (Thomke & von Hippel, 2002, p. 5). Through Service-

Dominant (S-D) logic, postulating that firms cannot create and deliver, but only propose value 

and provide services as an input to value realization, researchers (e.g., Grönroos, 2008; Vargo, 

2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008; Vargo & Akata, 2009) strongly claim that value is now 

always co-created by the joint-force of firms and consumers as well as inter-organizational 
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cooperation (Brohman et al., 2009; Lusch et al., 2007). Therefore, it is critical for firms in the 

contemporary era of mass customization not only to gain a deeper understanding of the ‘voice of 

the consumers’ (van Kleef, van Trijp, & Luning, 2005) but also to go beyond merely importing 

it, for not letting the consumers only play a passive role as recipients of the firm’s innovation 

activities (Sawhney et al., 2005). Although the risk of co-creation has been recognized by the 

facts such as that firm-consumer interactions tend to be much more intense and frequent during 

co-creation (Sawhney & Prandelli, 2000) and that mechanisms to support such interactions are 

costly and technology intensive (Nambisan, 2002), firms need to change themselves from 

traditional consumer-oriented system to consumer-centric system as a basis of future innovation 

in order to survive today's fierce competition, where value is increasingly co-created by both the 

firm and the consumer (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). 

 Zwass (2010) proposes taxonomy for types of co-creation: sponsored co-creation and 

autonomous co-creation. Sponsored co-creation consists of various co-creation activities 

conducted by individual consumers and/or consumer communities at the behest of an 

organization for producing a new or improving an existing product in the marketplace. On the 

other hand, in autonomous co-creation, individuals or consumer communities produce 

marketable value in voluntary activities conducted independently without any aid of established 

organizations, although they may sometimes use platforms offered by such organizations. 

Sponsored co-creation might also be viewed as an “extension of market exchange, and thus a 

product of incentives associated with existing institutions” (Banks & Potts, 2010, p. 7), while 

autonomous co-creation is considered as the “emergence of a new non-market model of 

production centered on socio-cultural explanations” (Banks & Potts, 2010, p. 7). 
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Consumers who had been involved in co-creation process using well-established 

marketing research techniques such as a gathering of offline focus groups to narrow down the 

product concept in the pre-launch stage might be raised as an example of traditional sponsored 

co-creation types. Consumers also form offline community groups in the real world, as a practice 

of autonomous co-creation types, driven and motivated by their devotion to an idea or belief and 

to the processes of working with others toward their common interests, such as solving a 

problem, sharing information, or promoting group identity (Gloor & Cooper, 2007; Nuttavuthisit, 

2010). Such typical offline autonomous co-creation examples are Jeep brand communities and 

Harley Davidson’s brand communities (McAlexander, Schouten, & Koenig, 2002). Firms gather 

information and creative ideas for designing new innovations and improving existing innovations 

from the members of these communities, who form the gatherings not only to share their social 

relationship among users but also to raise their voices to firms for better experiences of the brand 

products (McAlexander et al., 2002). 

However, the traditional techniques of communicating with these groups are expensive 

and limited in terms of frequent firm-consumer interactions and the time taken to solicit 

consumer input (Sawhney et al., 2005). Indeed, co-creation by consumers as a major force in the 

market place has been enabled and dramatically replaced by the emergent of online venues such 

as bulletin boards for consumer interactions (Dahan & Hauser, 2002; Mascarenhas, Kesavan, & 

Bernacchi, 2004; Sawhney et al., 2005). Dahan and Hauser (2002) claim that enhanced 

communication by information technologies adds new capabilities for rapid and inexpensive 

consumer input to all stages of new product development. Despite many challenges to overcome 

for having consumers as new product development associates (Dahan & Hauser, 2002), firms 

recognize the power of such online venues as platforms for co-creating value with consumers, 
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which also have potential to allow firms to transform episodic and one-way consumer 

interactions into a persistently revolutionizing dialogue with consumers (Sawhney et al., 2005), 

as well as the nature of consumer value co-creation (Nambisan, 2002). As alternatives of the 

traditional offline communities, Internet-savvy consumers currently organize various virtual 

consumer environments (Nambisan, 2002) using either consumer-generated Internet chat rooms 

or firm-provided virtual platforms such as bulletin boards (Mascarenhas et al., 2004).  

Through these online venues, firms also can tap into consumer knowledge using an 

ongoing dialogue (Sawhney & Prandelli, 2000). The contribution of consumers to co-creation 

has grown than before as a result of those continuing advances in information technologies and 

communication capabilities (von Hippel, 2006), which facilitate consumer engagement in 

collaborative product innovation with their interactivity, enhanced reach, persistence, speed, and 

flexibility (Sawhney et al., 2005). Internet-based virtual environments allow firms to engage a 

much larger number of consumers avoiding significant compromises on the richness of the 

interaction (Sawhney et al., 2005). Von Hippel (2006) claims that consumers’ ability to innovate 

has improved radically in accordance with the improving quality of technology that made the 

exchange of information between producers and consumers more effective and convenient. 

Advanced technology has provided consumers with access to unlimited amount of information 

and ability to interact with other consumers and producers without spatial and temporal 

boundary. With the emergence of information technology that helps the communication, 

interaction, and relationship with producers and other consumers, consumers are more informed, 

networked, empowered, and active (Hoyer et al., 2010; Johnson & Selnes, 2004; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004) and, as a result, have an enhanced power of collaborative innovation 

(Quiggin, 2006). 
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 Consequently, information technology that helps producers to communicate with 

consumers has been a useful tool to obtain their voices and to raise the odds of business success 

(van Kleef et al., 2005). Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) refer to experience environment as a 

space where a dialogue can take place between suppliers and consumers through the information 

technology. Dialogues between equal partners replace the traditional top-down approach 

(Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009) and help counter the problem of resistance due to the 

separation of consumer roles between production and consumption (Nuttavuthisit, 2010). The 

power of methodological use of Internet has now gone beyond a limitation as just a tool of 

communication formulated by information technology and virtual community.  

Most recent forms of co-creations facilitated by online venues are the development and 

improvement of online games (e.g., Banks, 2009; Banks & Potts, 2010; Castronova, 2005; 

Malaby, 2006) and open source software (OSS) (e.g., Hahn, Moon, & Zhang, 2008; Hars & Ou, 

2002; Johnson, 2002; Lerner & Tirole, 2002; Mustonen, 2003; Quiggin, 2006; Roberts, Hann, & 

Slaughter, 2006; Zeitlyn, 2003; Zwass, 2010). The motivational factors of consumers’ co-

creation and what consumers can contribute to the value co-creation for those online games and 

OSS have been broadly investigated adopting a variety of contexts. For example, Bank and Potts 

(2010) state that online gamers are playing the role of co-creative production agents in the 

creation of online games and emphasize the needs of developing more progressive models to 

understand this creative contribution of players while investigating an Australian-based games 

developer Auran and a massively multiplayer game named Fury. Roberts et al. (2006) also 

introduce the Apache Project as an example of open source software for their longitudinal study 

and demonstrate the relationships among OSS developers’ motivation, participation, and 

performance. Hahn et al. (2008) investigate the impact of the collaborative network and prior ties 
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on one’s choice to participate in newly initiated OSS projects. Zwass (2010) also asserts that 

OSSs have changed the competitive landscape of the software and knowledge industries and will 

continue to do so. 

While realizing the importance of innovation and co-creation in the recent competitive 

market condition supported by information technology as a communication tool forming various 

virtual platforms among producers and consumer co-creators, the phenomenon has been scarcely 

researched in consumer setting and studies on consumer relationship management have almost 

completely ignored consumers’ role in innovation and co-creation (Hoyer et al., 2010). A major 

problem faced by researchers interested in the co-creation of innovations has been the difficulty 

of establishing consumer co-creation concept and its constructs with the support of theoretical 

support and statistical confirmation. Thus, the necessity for a more comprehensive co-creation 

process framework has recently arisen to guide the subsequent research agenda in the area.  

To clarify consumer co-creation concept, the major question in need of further 

explanation is why, how, and to what extent the collaborative consumers contribute to 

innovation, or co-create (e.g., Banks & Potts, 2010; Roberts et al., 2006; Nuttavuthisit, 2010; 

Quiggin, 2006). Hars and Ou (2002), while they examine the types of motivations that account 

for their participation in OSS, identify two broad types of motivations; internal and external. The 

former includes internal factors such as intrinsic motivation and altruism, while the latter focuses 

on external rewards such as expected future returns and personal needs (Hars & Ou, 2002). 

Later, Roberts et al. (2006) also identify a broad set of motivations, dichotomizing them as 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivations, and investigate the impacts of those motivations on co-

creation participation leading to performance in an empirical study of a very large OSS project. 
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Lüthje (2004) suggests two main reasons for which consumers want to participate in co-creation 

process in a different dimension with Hars and Ou’s (2002): the benefit they expect from using 

their innovations and the level of expertise they have in the use of the products. Etgar (2008) 

affirms the existence of only few who has the skills to be of much use or the willingness to be 

fully engaged in the product development and launch processes.  

Consumers are rational decision makers whose goal is to maximize their benefits (Etgar, 

2008). To achieve this goal, consumers are able and willing to provide ideas for producing new 

products and services that may fulfill the needs yet to be met by the market or improve on 

existing offering (Hoyer et al., 2010). To improve product quality, reduce risk, and increase 

market acceptance after understanding the effectiveness of consumers’ ability and willingness, 

firms attempt to let consumers join in the innovation production process, or consumer co-

creation.  

The level of co-creation activities (i.e., the degree of consumer involvement) in 

innovation production and improvement is the core categorization in this study. It is a function of 

both the scale of co-creation activities and intensity of co-creation activities, following how 

complex and intense interaction firms require between producers and consumers for the 

knowledge sharing, or co-creation. Kirton (1976) once proposed a prominent theory that 

describes global innovativeness by using a spectrum between “adaption” and “innovation” (p. 

622), which can be used to explain the scales for consumers’ co-creation activities. In the 

problem-solving process, people attempt to either improve on existing solutions incrementally 

(i.e., adaption) or find radically new solutions (i.e., innovation) (Kirton, 1976, 1994). He (1994) 

argues that adaptive individuals are observed to be precise and reliable, to think within the 
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existing frameworks, and prefer to work with well-established procedures. Ones who follow 

innovation, on the other hand, are known to be less focused on details and less reliable, but they 

suggest more radical perspectives and are more inclined to challenge established rules and 

authority (Kirton, 1976, 1994). The co-creation scale by which firms are motivated to improve 

existing offerings or to create radical new products by getting consumers involved in co-creation 

activities also can be explained by Kirton’s spectrum. Thus, the scale of co-creation refers to the 

propensity of firms to collaborate with consumers gathering information and creative ideas to 

design and produce a new innovation or to improve existing innovations across the co-creation 

stages (McAlexander et al., 2002). Four stages of new product development (i.e, ideation, 

product development, commercialization, and post-launch) are often utilized to illustrate the 

propensity of firms to collaborate with consumers for product co-creation (e.g., Hoyer et al., 

2010). Firms realize the importance of consumer integration into the different stages of 

innovation on specialized purposes. They have focused on consumer integration at ideation and 

product development stages since it is believed to contribute significantly to new product and 

firm performance (Gruner & Homburg, 2000) and be vital for the success of new product 

development projects (Cooper, 2001). On the other hand, it has been noted that empowering 

consumers at early stages of new product development may increase the risk of only focusing on 

incremental innovation rather than more radical innovation (Hoyer et al., 2010). Firms have 

focused on consumer integration at new product commercialization and post-launch stages based 

on the belief that consumers are imperative for the success of those newly launched products by 

being the customers who purchase them initially and repeatedly, by being agents for innovation 

diffusion, and by contributing feedbacks to producers for better product improvements. In ways 

to participate in commercialization and post-launch stages, consumers can also be a part of co-
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creation activities without radical ideas for product concepts or designs. Thus, firms that are high 

in their co-creation scale collaborate with consumers mostly in pre-launch stages to gather the 

radical ideas to produce new innovations, while co-creation activities in low co-creation scale 

require consumers to provide ideas to improve existing innovations mostly during post-launch 

stages.  

On the other hand, co-creation intensity refers to the extent to which firms rely on 

consumers’ involvement within a particular co-creation activity (Hoyer et al., 2010), or how 

intense the interaction between producers and consumers for knowledge sharing on problem-

solving situation is (Ritala et al., 2011). Thus firms that are high in co-creation intensity rely 

exclusively on consumer involvement for producing a new innovation or improving existing 

innovations. While developing a typology of consumers’ co-creation practices, Nuttavuthisit 

(2010) divides the types of consumer co-creation into two major categories (i.e., participation 

and creation). These represent the ways in which consumers interact with the company’s 

provided resources and make use of the value that emerges from the co-creation. Following a 

given sponsored co-creation situation provided by firms, consumers merely participate (i.e., low 

involvement) at their own desired level or even proactively co-create (i.e., high involvement) in 

innovation development process taking initiatives using a variety of resources and information. 

Ritala et al. (2011) also roughly divide co-creation intensity into “high co-creation intensity” and 

“low co-creation intensity”. Few in-depth knowledge inputs from the consumer are required in a 

low co-creation intensity situation, whereas the opposite occurs in a high co-creation intensity 

situation.  

Figure 2 presents a two-by-two matrix illustrating how co-creation scale and co-creation 
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intensity can form different consumer co-creation categories in accordance with firms’ strategy 

for innovation co-creation. As discussed above, these two axes determine the nature of co-

creation activities that firms pursue for a particular co-creation project. Ostrom et al. (2010) note 

that firms need to take into account the importance of using different settings among level of co-

creation in their co-creation activity to efficiently gain useful insights for co-creation from 

consumers. Thus, firms require consumers to get involved in co-creation activities in only one 

aspect of consumer co-creation categories or in multiple categories at the same time in 

accordance with the nature of the particular co-creation project. 

 

Figure 2. Schematic of the consumer co-creation categories 
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The upper right corner identifies high co-creation intensity for radical co-creation. In 

such co-creation activities, consumer knowledge inputs are heavily relied on by those who 

control the whole co-creation procedure. They require the participants to engage in high 

involvement and responsibility. Very high knowledge sharing is also required. In addition, the 

co-creation scale is radical, meaning the firm mostly focuses on designing totally brand new 

products and services (i.e., something that the firm has not yet provided for its customers).  

On the contrary, the lower left corner illustrates the logic of low co-creation intensity for 

incremental co-creation. In such co-creation activities, consumer knowledge inputs are low and 

very little knowledge sharing is required. In addition, the co-creation scale is incremental 

meaning the firm mostly focuses on improving existing products and services (i.e., something 

that the firm has already provided for its customers).  

An example of a firm that relies on consumers’ involvement to collect their creative ideas 

for future product/service development and improvement is Starbucks. While it held the top 

share in coffee chain market by 2007, the company and its management still contended with the 

competitors who had caught on to espresso drinks – from Dunkin’ Donuts to McDonald’s at the 

low end and other fast-rising premium coffee shop chains at the high end such as Peet’s Coffee 

and Caribou Coffee that had upgraded the customer experience (Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010). 

While emphasizing the company’s culture that had been built around experiences of value to 

customers, Howard Schultz, CEO of Starbucks, launched the online platform 

MyStarbucksIdea.com website in 2008 to tap into ideas from customers. On 

MyStarbucksIdea.com website, everyone is invited to help co-shape the future of Starbucks with 

their own creative ideas in ways Starbucks might not have thought of, to discuss other people’s 
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ideas, and to vote on the ones they like best. The goal of this idea sharing was to adopt its 

customer ideas into Starbucks’ business processes, including product development, store design, 

and customer experience. The co-creation scale ranges from improving present products and 

services to conceptualizing new products and services that Starbucks has never provided before. 

The frequency, length, and responsibility of their participation are discretionary without any 

regulation, which means the intensity of co-creation is low. About 300 suggestions were posted 

in the first hour after the website’s launch and 100,000 votes had been cast by the end of the first 

week. By the end of 2008, over 65,000 ideas and 658,000 votes had been cast, voted, and 

discussed by customers. Eventually, Starbucks had implemented about 50 distinct ideas out of 

them. 

Co-creation activities are also witnessed among government organization as well as 

business industries. In Seoul, the capital city of Republic of South Korea, an online suggestion 

platform called Ten Million Imaginations OASIS (oasis.seoul.go.kr) had been launched in 2006 

to invite creative policy-making ideas from the citizens of Seoul (Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 

2010). The scales of ideas were freely asked and the intensity of citizens’ participation was 

discretionary, while their ideas were awarded about $100, $500, and $3,000 when adopted at 

different phases to encourage their participation motivation. More than 33,737 ideas had been 

submitted between 2006 and 2009 to be shared and discussed by citizens, civic servants, and the 

public enterprise. Through several phases such as idea and suggestion phase, online discussion 

phase, and Seoul Policy Adoption meeting, ideas from Seoul citizens become new policies of 

Seoul Metropolitan Government. As of May 2009, more than 75 ideas had been adopted through 

the OASIS platform, with more than 55 of them completed and implemented. While other “e-

government” systems worldwide mostly tend to focus on participants’ complaints, usually on a 
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one-off happening, OASIS platform enabled continuing administrative reform, increasing the 

positive image of civil servants and enhancing citizens’ trust in Seoul government at large. 

The example of co-creation activities can also be observed in tourism and hospitality 

businesses. Club Tourism, a division of Japan’s second-largest tourist agency or Kinki Nippon, 

exemplifies the power of building thematic communities with over seven million community 

members (Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 2010). Club Tourism co-creates experiences with its 

customers, employees, and travel partners including airlines and hotel chains, as well as sells 

tours. The enterprise has generated more than two hundred various theme-based clubs for people 

with a common interest (e.g., tea drinking and train watching). Tourists in each clubs interact 

with other club members and specially designated employees called “Friendly Staff” constantly 

to deliver their new ideas about new trips focused on the club’s common interest, modifications 

to existing trips, and desirable new experiences. The key is that people can ask questions and 

engage in dialogues about what it all means for their travel experience with others in a meeting 

facilitated by Friendly Staffs. In Club Tourism case, consumers (i.e., tourists in the communities) 

not only provide their ideas, but also take initiatives and high responsibilities even without any 

financial rewards in most cases. Many of the initial club members are also recruited as 

facilitators or travel guide on subsequent trips. Those consumers often volunteer as mass 

marketing associates while they distribute catalogs about new trips on bicycles on door-to-door 

basis. They often represent playing important customer relations roles and have meetings with 

the organization about new ideas from others for potential clubs as well. The scales and 

intensities of co-creation from consumers in Club Tourism widely range. These voluntary 

activities enable the firm to concentrate tenaciously on consumer experience through this 

“systematic elevation of customers to the role of company insiders” (Ramaswamy & Gouillart, 
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2010, p. 41).  

In addition to how firms organize the co-creation platforms for consumer involvement for 

innovation co-creation, it is also important to understand why consumers form their intention to 

engage in co-creation activities and to examine how their intention many vary in different 

desired co-creation situation. The concept of domain-specific co-creation is built upon the theory 

of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), which has been successfully tested 

in a wide range of contexts, disciplines, and countries, including in tourism and hospitality 

research. The theory of planned behavior is expected to be highly useful to understand the 

concept of consumer co-creation as well, since the theory well explains why people have an 

intention for a particular behavior. The basic paradigms of Ajzen’s (1985, 1991) theory are that 

people are likely to carry out a particular type of behavior if they have three beliefs: 1) such 

behavior will lead to an outcome they value, 2) their important referents will value and approve 

of the behavior, and 3) they have the necessary resources, abilities, and opportunities to perform 

such behavior (Hrubes, Ajzen, & Daigle, 2001; Lam & Hsu, 2006). 

The theory of planned behavior is evolved from the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein 

& Ajzen, 1975), which claims that if people judge the suggested behavior as positive (i.e., 

attitude), and if they think their significant others want them to perform the behavior as social 

pressure (i.e., subjective norm), the two result in a higher intention (i.e., motivation) and they are 

more likely to do so (i.e., behavior). A high correlation of attitude and subjective norm to 

behavioral intention, and subsequently to actual behavior, has been confirmed in many studies 

(e.g., MacKay & Campbell, 2004; Ryu & Han, 2010). 

A counterargument against the strong relationship between behavioral intention and 
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actual behavior has also been proposed as a result of several studies illustrating that behavioral 

intention does not necessarily lead to actual behavior because of various circumstantial 

limitations (e.g., Bagozzi, 1992). Therefore, as an extension of theory of reasoned action, Ajzen 

(1991) introduces the theory of planned behavior by adding a new component, perceived 

behavioral control, covering non-volitional behaviors for predicting behavioral intention and the 

subsequent actual behavior. The assumption of the theory of planned behavior is, therefore, that 

attitude toward a behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control are the three 

conceptually independent determinants of behavioral intention, which subsequently affects actual 

behavior (see figure 3).  

 

Figure 3. Theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991) 

 

The theory has been applied in a variety of studies in the context of tourism, including 
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studies on the influence of negative word-of-mouth on Chinese consumers’ intention of choosing 

restaurants to dine at (Cheng, Lam, & Hsu, 2006), attitudes toward wine tourism (Sparks, 2007), 

determinants of the intention to participate in firm-hosted online travel communities (Casaló, 

Flavián, & Guinalíu, 2010), and the effect of environmentally friendly activities on the choice of 

green hotel (Han, Hsu, & Sheu, 2010). Following previous studies examining the determinants 

for tourists’ intention toward a particular behavior, this study also adopts the theory in the 

context of tourism co-creation to provide a model of consumer co-creation intention explaining 

what factors influence consumers to have the intention to get engaged in tourism co-creation.  

The impacts of various determinants on actual co-creation participation behavior have 

been examined in a few contexts. For example, Roberts et al. (2006) have proven the positive 

relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic motivations and OSS developers’ level of 

participation. However, since it was OSS development study, the participation of OSS developers 

has been measured based on the number of source code contributions submitted and accepted by 

the project (Roberts et al., 2006). The purpose of this study is not to investigate the positive 

impact of intention to co-create on the actual co-creation behavior, but rather to examine what 

determinants can explain the co-creation intention formation, therefore actual behavior is not 

measured in our model. Ajzen (2010) also asserts that there is nothing in the theory of planned 

behavior to suggest that “attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control will each 

make a significant contribution to the prediction of intention (para. 24).” He further asserts that 

“the relative importance of these three factors is likely to vary from on behavior to another and 

from one population to another (para. 24).” Thus, the model (see figure 4) adds perceived 

benefits and perceived costs as the determinants of intention to co-create in place of attitude as 

originally proposed in the theory of planned behavior. It also adopts ability to co-create as a 
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factor influencing intention to co-create. Furthermore, two co-creation level variables (i.e., co-

creation scale and co-creation intensity) are added as moderators in order to develop 

experimental scenarios and to examine the differences across the consumer groups in terms of 

the constructs and relationships in co-creation intention model within the provided situations. 

 

Figure 4. Co-creation intention model 

 

2.3.1 Perceived benefits/costs and intention to co-create 

The main assumption in the theory of planned behavior is that attitude toward a behavior, 

subjective norms and perceived behavioral control are the three conceptually independent 
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determinants of behavioral intention. The first important determinant of behavioral intention is 

attitude toward a behavior, which is a predisposition created by the function of one’s salient 

beliefs (i.e., behavioral beliefs) which represent the perceived consequences of the behavior and 

his/her evaluation of the significance of the consequences (i.e., outcome evaluation) that an 

individual can attain by performing a particular behavior (Eagry & Chailen, 1993; Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 1975). Ajzen (1991) defines attitude as “the degree to which a person has a favorable or 

unfavorable evaluation or appraisal of the behavior in question” (p. 188). This predisposition also 

can be changeable depending on a consistent evaluation of the difference between perceived 

benefits and costs of the behavior. Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) describe behavioral belief as one’s 

subjective probability that performing a specific behavior will lead to certain consequences. For 

example, in the context of tourism co-creation, consumers might perceive engaging in co-

creation activities of a particular product or service can bring possible financial earning and/or 

knowledge acquisition. Consumers’ attitudes toward a co-creation activity can represent feelings 

that can be affected by an evaluation based on multiple perceived benefits that outweigh their 

perceived costs. When determining whether or not to perform a particular behavior, an individual 

is likely to assess the benefits and the costs resulting from the behavior (Cheng et al., 2006; 

Emerson, 1976; Han et al., 2010), which eventually means that the higher an individual’s 

positive attitude toward a certain behavior, the stronger his/her intention to perform the behavior 

(Ajzen, 1991). In other words, an individual’s positive attitude toward a certain behavior 

strengthens his/her intention to perform the behavior (Ajzen, 1991). 

Remarkably, the relationship between attitude and intention has been still in debate. For 

example, MacKay and Campbell (2004) show a strong positive correlation between residents’ 

attitude toward hunting and intention to support hunting. However, Quintal, Lee, and Soutar 
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(2010) provide a mixed result on the relationship between attitude toward visiting Australia and 

intentions to visit the country among three different traveler-generating country groups. While 

attitudes toward visiting Australia have a significant positive effect on intentions to visit 

Australia for the Japanese international travelers’ sample, the results from Korean and Chinese 

samples demonstrate otherwise. A strong positive impact of attitude is also found in guests’ 

intention to stay in a green hotel (Han et al., 2010) and intention to participate in firm-hosted 

online travel communities (Casaló, Flavián, & Guinalíu, 2010). On the other hand, Lam and Hsu 

(2006) find insignificant relationship between visitors’ attitude toward Hong Kong and their 

intention to visit the destination because of the external variables that influence their choice (e.g., 

convenience and out of option). Additionally, attitude toward taking a holiday in Australia has 

also been proven insignificant in predicting intentions to take a holiday in Australia in Sparks 

and Pan’s study (2009).  

The relationship between behavioral belief, evaluation of outcomes, and attitude implies 

that a higher behavioral belief and/or evaluation of outcome increase an individual’s attitude 

toward a behavior. The impact of behavioral belief on one’s attitude toward a particular behavior 

has been sometimes examined by itself (e.g., Lam & Hsu, 2006) or sometimes investigated as 

one construct combined with evaluation of outcomes (e.g., MacKay & Campbell, 2004). The 

choice of using either just one of them (i.e., behavioral belief or evaluation of outcome) or the 

two in conjunctions to investigate attitude toward an intention has shown an inconsistency. Some 

studies have examined the impact of behavioral belief alone on one’s attitude toward a particular 

behavior. While examining Taiwanese tourists’ intention to visit Hong Kong, for example, a 

study by Lam and Hsu (2006) shows that behavioral belief explains 56 percent of variance in 

attitude toward their visits. Also, multiplied by the evaluation of outcomes, behavioral belief has 
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been proven to have positive relationship with attitude toward choosing green hotels (Han et al., 

2010). Evaluation of outcome in the theory of planned behavior construct is indeed one of the 

important determinants to understand consumers’ attitude toward an intention, but seems 

insufficient to fully investigate the consumers’ dynamic benefits/costs assessment.  

Therefore, in the current study, cost/benefit analysis is adopted in place of the 

inconsistent use of behavioral belief and/or evaluation of outcome to further examine how 

consumers evaluate the outcome of a particular behavior based on their perceptions on benefits 

and costs, which eventually determine one’s intention to co-create. The cost/benefit analysis 

posits that one’s behavioral outcome is defined to be the difference between the perceived 

benefits and costs, and intention toward a specific behavior increases when the difference is 

positively higher.  

Cost/benefit analysis, which has been adopted in tourism research mostly to examine the 

relationship between residents’ perceived benefits and costs and support for further tourism 

development (Andereck, Valentine, Knopf, & Vogt, 2005; Gursoy et al., 2002; Gursoy & 

Kendall, 2006; Lee & Back, 2006; McGehee & Andereck, 2004; Perdue, Long, & Allen, 1990; 

Perdue, Long, & Kang, 1995; Wang & Pfister, 2008), has also been proven valuable in the 

analysis of consumers’ motivation for co-creation activity explaining consumer behavioral 

variables: the reason why people behave the way they do (Emerson, 1976; Füller, 2010). Perdue 

et al. (1990) provide the first statistical examination on the relationships between residents’ 

perceptions of tourism impacts, both positive and negative, and their support for additional 

tourism development and specific tourism development policies. Using a regression model, 

Perdue et al. (1995) extend the existing study by affirming the positive relationship between 
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personal benefits and resident support for gambling development. Gursoy et al. (2002) develop a 

model adopting structural equation modeling and determine that host community’s support is 

affected by perceived benefits of the tourism development in positive manner. Structural 

equation modeling is again utilized by Gursoy and Kendall (2006) to further examine the 

relationships and the factors influencing residents’ perception in the context of mega events 

hosting. Indeed, Gursoy and Kendall (2006) determine the significance of perceived benefits 

effect and the insignificance of perceived costs on support. 

From a co-creation perspective, cost/benefit analysis postulates that an individual’s 

intention to co-create will be influenced by his/her evaluation of perceived benefits/costs. 

Consumers engage in co-creation activities and interact with producers and other consumers 

during new product development because they consider the very act beneficial. Thus, the 

analysis is often used as a research foundation to explore why consumers participate in co-

creation process and what they expect from their participation (Füller, 2010). It is posited that all 

human acts are motivated by the use of a subjective cost-benefit analysis and the comparison of 

alternatives. Wang and Pfister (2008) state that the benefit-cost relationship is carefully evaluated 

by tourism stakeholders; when benefits exceed costs, the stakeholders will hold a positive 

attitude toward tourism. They (2008) also assert that if the reverse is true (i.e., costs exceed 

benefits), then it is evident that a negative attitude toward tourism will be held. This perspective 

fulfills the “rationality principles, which is at the core of the economic approach to the 

examination of exchange” (Wang & Pfister, 2008, p. 92).  

There has been a mixed support for cost/benefit analysis in the existing tourism literature. 

Some studies have found support for the anaylsis (Andereck et al., 2005; Ap, 1992; Gursoy, 
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Jurowski, & Uysal, 2002; Jurowski, Uysal, & Williams, 1997; Lee & Back, 2006; Wang & 

Pfister, 2008) while others have not been conclusive enough (Lindberg & Johnson, 1997; 

McGehee & Andereck, 2004). Nevertheless, it is argued in this dissertation that the benefits and 

costs serve as consumers’ motivational forces that encourage and discourage consumers to 

participate in co-creation activities. Thus, when the perceived benefits that consumers can 

acquire from the participation of co-creation outweigh the perceived costs that they need to pay 

or the perceived risks that they might confront, consumers’ actions toward co-creation occur 

(e.g., Dowling & Staelin, 1994; Nuttavuthisit, 2010).  

Nuttavuthisit (2010) refers to perceived benefits of co-creation as an exhibition in the 

forms of “social bonds, revival of rituals and traditions, a sense of moral responsibility, and 

economic rewards from shard resources and development” (Nuttavuthisit, 2010, p. 317). 

However, recent studies on the motivational factors for co-creation attempt to categorize them in 

a more systematic matter. The perceived benefits that consumers expect to retrieve from the co-

creation activities might be either tangibles (e.g., goods, money) or intangibles (e.g., the joy of 

interaction experience itself). Others often frame those consumers’ motivational forces in the 

perspectives of economic market forces and/or socio-cultural non-market forces (e.g., Banks & 

Potts, 2010; Wang & Pfister, 2008). Wang and Pfister (2008) state that benefits are essentially 

value domains; both economic and non-economic value domains may influence one’s attitude 

toward tourism development. Etgar (2008) names the potentially relevant drivers for consumers’ 

co-creation participation developed from economic and behavioral models of consumer 

behavior: economic, social, and psychological drivers. Nambisan and Baron (2009) introduce the 

U&G framework (i.e., Uses & Gratifications) (Katz, Blumler, & Gurevitch, 1974) in their study 

and identify four types of benefits that consumers derive from co-creation media usage: 
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cognitive (i.e., information acquisition and strengthening of the understanding of the 

environment), social (i.e., strengthening consumers’ ties with relevant others), psychological 

(i.e., strengthening the credibility, status, and confidence of the individual), and hedonic (i.e., 

aesthetic or pleasurable experiences), which are similar to the four benefits that online travel 

community members expect to acquire when they participate in and actively contribute to 

sharing their information and ideas for better tourism experiences (Wang & Fesenmaier, 2004a, 

2004b; Wang, Yu, & Fesenmaier, 2002). Hoyer et al. (2010) further propose that there are four 

factors that motivate consumers to co-create: financial (e.g., monetary incentives), social (e.g., 

human relationship), psychological (i.e., psychological rewards), and technological (i.e., 

product/service knowledge).  

Even though some chooses to voluntarily and freely reveal their ideas for new product 

development (Banks & Potts, 2010; von Hippel & von Krogh, 2006), financial incentives as a 

basic extrinsic benefit have been considered a basic motivator for consumer involvement in any 

market arranged situation (Roberts et al., 2006), using monetary incentives to reinforce desired 

behavior. As residents show positive attitude and support for tourism development when 

provided economic benefit (Lee & Back, 2006), consumers will have a higher motivation to 

participate in co-creation activities when provided a financial remuneration or economic reward 

in a market setting (Füller, 2010; Nuttavuthisit, 2010). Citrin, Sprott, Silverman, and Stem, Jr. 

(2000) stress the importance of appropriate financial incentives to facilitate consumers’ market 

involvement intention. It is also stated that consumers sharing ideas with others can be 

stimulated by fulfilling their desire for economic incentives (Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, & 

Gremler, 2004). The financial incentives can be offered either in direct form of monetary prizes 

or profit sharing from the firm that involves consumers in co-creation or in indirect form through 
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the intellectual property that they might collect (Hoyer et al., 2010; Quiggin, 2006). 

As well as economic benefits, people might exhibit positive attitudes for social benefits 

(Wang & Pfister, 2008). Zeitlyn (2003), when investigating the motivation of collaborative 

development of OSS, notes that consumer co-creators’ one of the participation motivations is to 

enhance the reputations of themselves and their group. Wasko and Faraj (2005) also reiterate that 

consumers contribute their knowledge when they perceive the knowledge contribution 

experience to enhance their professional reputations. Quiggin (2006) states that consumers’ 

motivation to participate in innovation and co-creation activities is driven by their desire for 

excellence, self-expression, altruism, and sheer enjoyment as well as monetary or organizational 

motivations. Etgar (2008) argues that, through the interactions and communications with their 

co-creation partners, consumers seek social status and social esteem, and social contact values 

(i.e., the enjoyment of sharing some activities with people who have similar interests and 

desires). A firm also can bestow titles or other forms of recognition (Füller, 2010) on particularly 

contributed co-creators as visible symbols of their uniqueness relative to other consumers 

(Nambisan & Baron, 2009).  

Self-serving-bias theory (Bendapudi & Leone, 2003) explains psychological benefits for 

which consumers take part in co-creation activities. The theory refers to consumers’ tendency to 

claim more responsibility than a partner for success and less responsibility for failure in a 

situation in which an outcome is produced jointly. In its essence, the theory suggests that 

consumers gain psychological remunerations for participation in co-creation: the very act of 

participation in joint creation situations with producers rewards consumers as psychological 

benefits independently of the nature of the goods and/or services created in the process (Etgar, 
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2008). Schneider and Bowen (1995) propose several potential psychological benefits for 

consumers to get involved in co-creation activities, including enhanced self-esteem caused by 

increased control, more discretion and opportunities to make choices, and greater product 

customization. Binkhorst and Den Dekker (2009) reiterate that the experience of the co-creation 

itself is the basis of a unique value for each individual. The psychological benefits are intrinsic 

motivation derived from non-market cultural contexts (Banks & Potts, 2010) that embraces sense 

of self-expression and pride (Etgar, 2008), positive affect (Burroughs & Mick, 2004), curiosity 

fulfillment (Füller, 2010), and even hedonic motivations such as enjoyment of contribution 

(Nambisan & Baron, 2009; Nuttavuthisit, 2010). 

Consumers also expect to attain technology (i.e., product/service) knowledge from their 

communication with firms and other consumers throughout the co-creation activities 

participating in online communities and offline meetings with development groups run by the 

producers (Hoyer et al., 2010). The participation in co-creation activities and the communication 

with producers and other consumers can provide those who co-create a better understanding and 

knowledge about the product and service, their underlying technologies, and their usage, which 

are important cognitive benefits for them (Nambisan & Baron, 2009).  

Whereas these four types of impacts (i.e., financial, social, psychological, and 

technological) have been examined as perceived benefits in relation to consumers’ attitude, it is 

likely that the impacts are also relevant to perceived costs, as both constructs express perceptions 

pertaining to the outcome of co-creation participation. Thus perceived costs can also be 

considered as multidimensional and related to the financial, social, psychological, and 

technological attributes associated with a co-creation activity. As perceived costs are 



42 

 

expectations of probable potential losses, it is likely to negatively influence attitudes toward a 

behavior. As an example, the higher the perceived probability of financial loss associated with a 

co-creation activity, the more negative attitudes will be toward the behavioral intention. Several 

researchers have found support for this relationship in a variety of contexts (Campbell & 

Goodstein, 2001; Lobb, Mazzocchi, & Traill, 2007; Stoddard & Fern, 1999). 

As proven in previous literature confirming the relationship between perceived 

benefits/costs and intention toward problem-solving situation, consumer co-creation studies also 

have started to shed light on the relationship between perceptions of benefits/costs and intention 

toward co-creation (e.g., Hoyer et al., 2010). Hoyer et al. (2010) assert that even consumers with 

high interest and ability to actively participate in co-creation may not engage in such activities 

with a particular product or firm, if the perceived benefits are too low or the perceived costs are 

too high. Therefore, they emphasize the importance of increasing the perceived benefits and 

decreasing the perceived costs to stimulate consumers to take part in co-creation process. First, 

the intention toward consumer co-creation can be stimulated by increasing the perceived benefits 

that consumers expect from participating in the co-creation process. It is assumed that since 

consumers are motivated to co-create by a combination of various positive impacts from co-

creation, a multi-pronged approach that targets several positive impacts (i.e., economic, social, 

psychological, and technological impacts) can be considered most effective. Second, consumers 

can also be stimulated to co-create by reducing the perceived costs for consumers to participate 

in co-creation activities. However, the weakness of their study is that these relationships are not 

confirmed with any support of statistical evidence. Therefore, the next hypotheses are designed 

in order to examine the direct impacts of perceived benefits and costs on intention to co-create 

with statistical evidence: 
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Hypothesis 1.  There is a direct positive relationship between perceived benefits and intention to 

co-create. 

Hypothesis 2.  There is a direct negative relationship between perceived costs and intention to 

co-create. 

 

2.3.2 Subjective norm and intention to co-create 

People rely on particular groups who are significant for them when seeking their 

standards of judgment (Lam & Hsu, 2006). The opinion and social pressure given by others who 

are close and important to an individual can affect his/her intention. This is called a subjective 

norm, which is postulated as a second determinant of behavioral intention in the theory of 

planned behavior. Ajzen (1991) defines it as the belief held about what important others think 

one should or should not do. Thus, in consumer co-creation situation, intention to co-create for a 

particular product or service might well be influenced by what others, who form a reference 

group for the consumer, think or do in regard to the target behavior and how much a consumer is 

motivated to follow others’ references. Numerically, subjective norm can be predicated by using 

an index produced by multiplying normative beliefs by the corresponding motivation to comply 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Lam & Hsu, 2006). Eagry and Chailen (1993) describe normative 

beliefs as “perceptions of significant others’ preferences pertaining to whether one should engage 

in a behavior” (p. 171). In other words, it is related to the probability of whether significant 

reference groups would allow or disallow a particular behavior. 



44 

 

The theory of planned behavior posits that when a subjective norm is favorable, so is 

intention to engage in a particular behavior. The relationship has been supported by a number of 

statistic evidences. For example, MacKay and Campbell (2004) find high positive correlation 

indicating strong support for subjective norm in influencing behavioral intention. Lam and Hsu 

(2006) determine that subjective norm has greatest direct effect on forming Taiwanese tourists’ 

intention to visit Hong Kong. It is also highly supported that subjective norm highly influences 

international tourists’ intention to take a vacation in Australia (Sparks & Pan, 2009; Quintal et 

al., 2010) and environmental friendly activity interested guests to visit a green hotel accordingly 

(Han et al., 2010). Thus, based on the solid support of previous literature, it is expected that a 

consumer’s reference groups have a strong influence on one’s intention to engage in co-creation 

activities. 

 

Hypothesis 3.  There is a direct positive relationship between subjective norm and intention to 

co-create. 

 

2.3.3 Ability to co-create and intention to co-create 

The third determinant of behavioral intention to perform a particular behavior in the 

theory of planned behavior is perceived behavioral control. Perceived behavioral control is an 

individual’s “perceived ease of difficulty of performing the behavior” (Ajzen, 1991, p. 122). It is 

assumed that perceived behavioral control is determined by the total set of accessible control 

beliefs that consist of how much confidence possessed from one’s ability for the behavior. In the 
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context of consumer co-creation, it can be stated that consumers’ perceptions of having or not 

having the resources for co-creation (i.e., knowledge, experience, time availability) will be 

critical to determine their intention to do so. That is, the more confidence an individual has with 

their ability for co-creation activities, the more his/her intention to engage in those activities. In 

the consumer co-creation intention model, the impact of consumers’ ability to co-create is 

examined in place of perceived behavioral control in order to propose more straightforward way 

of investigating the impact of consumers’ resources for co-creation. 

Nambisan (2002) emphasizes the importance of consumers’ product/technology 

knowledge for participating co-creation activities, stating that consumers may need to possess 

higher levels of knowledge to effectively play the role of co-creator. Lüthje (2004) affirms that 

the level of specialized skills or expertise consumers have in the use of products can be one of 

the factors that motivate them to join the co-creation activities. Etgar (2008) also states that 

consumers’ ability to co-create is limited to only relatively few out of millions of consumers that 

firms attain and the degree of consumers’ co-creation ability also vary among those co-creators. 

Lüthje (2004) divides consumer expertise in a product category into product related knowledge 

and use experience. Schreier and Prügl (2008) reiterate the importance of field-related variables 

(i.e., consumer knowledge and use experience) as well as field-independent personality variables 

when explaining an individual’s co-creation behavior. Though possible relationship (i.e., positive 

correlation) between use experience and product knowledge has been recognized (e.g., Park, 

Mothersbaugh, & Feick, 1994), the two are still treated as distinctive sources of consumer 

expertise contributing independently to the investigation of consumer’s co-creation activities 

(Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Lüthje, 2004; Schreier & Prügl, 2008).  
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Consumer knowledge in a given domain refers to the body of knowledge a consumer can 

utilize when facing problem-solving situations such as selecting the appropriate product for a 

specific usage situation (Brucks, 1985; Mitchell & Dacin, 1996). Like in other problem-solving 

processes, this knowledge is needed to systematically recognize the existing problems, to 

conceive solutions, and to test these solutions in practice for co-creation activities (Schreier & 

Prügl, 2008). While product related consumer knowledge addresses a know-how attained from 

various sources beyond product usage (e.g., knowledge gained from secondary sources such as 

Internet), use experience can be generated by direct acquaintance (i.e., the frequent use of 

products and services) (Lüthje, 2004; Schreier & Prügl, 2008). This kind of learning by direct 

acquaintance can have strong impacts on consumers’ behavior and effectively foster the co-

creation activities of consumers (Hirschheim, 1985; Hoch & Deighton, 1989). Use experience 

therefore refers to learning from experience and to performance-related knowledge from primary 

product usage (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Hoch & Deighton, 1989). Consumers are viewed as 

creative agents and useful co-creation resources who actively seek to manage their consumption 

experience into co-creation activities (Nattavuthisit, 2010).  

Time availability is also mentioned as a major resource that consumers use in co-creation 

activities (Etgar, 2008). Although the amount of time that will be spent in a particular co-creation 

project highly depends on the scale and intensity of the activity and the dexterity of the 

consumers while performing the given task, time is still important resource for all individuals 

and a critical factor that can influence cost/benefit analysis for an alternative action. The use of 

time in co-creation activity reflects the financial, social, and psychological costs that they 

perceive from the activity (Etgar, 2006). It is assumed that consumers who enjoy more 

discretionary time will intent more to engage in innovation co-creation (Etgar, 2008). 
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 An individual’s intention toward a particular behavior can be determined by non-

volitional factors (e.g., ability) in addition to attitude and subjective norm (Ajzen, 1985). Thus, 

consumers’ ability to co-create explained by consumer knowledge, experience, and time 

availability is hypothesized to have direct relationships with consumers’ intention toward co-

creation. The higher consumers’ ability to co-create, the higher intention to co-create they might 

have for the actual co-creation activities. Thus, the assumption leads to the following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 4. There is a direct positive relationship between ability to co-create and intention to 

co-create. 

 

2.3.4 Co-creation scale & intensity  

Prior research provides good reasons to assume that the scale and intensity of co-creation 

in a co-creation activity situation provided by firm are likely to influence the constructs and the 

relationships among constructs in consumer co-creation intention model. Kirton (1994) argues 

that consumers who attempt to improve existing solutions incrementally rely on others when 

making decisions and take passive action in group activities, while ones who are in pursue of 

radical innovations and ideas prefer to be less reliable on others in the problem-solving activities. 

Füller (2010) asserts that consumers’ level of expectancy for perceived benefits (i.e., financial, 

social, psychological, and technological) from co-creation participation varies in different co-

creation situations required. Hoyer et al. (2010) reiterate that there exist the differences among 

consumers in terms of their motivational needs and wants for different co-creation activity 
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participation situation and firms need to respond to these different motivational factors for co-

creation effectively. Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed to investigate the 

differences among the constructs and the relationships among the constructs in the proposed 

model. 

 

Hypothesis 5. The constructs and relationships in co-creation intention model vary among 

consumer groups with different co-creation scale. 

Hypothesis 6. The constructs and relationships in co-creation intention model vary among 

consumer groups with different co-creation intensity. 

 

Co-creation experience in tourism development has gathered little attention and hardly 

been observed, whereas it has been a popular topic in other businesses literature (Binkhorst & 

Dekker, 2009). Stressing creativity as the critical factor for the success of innovation, Richards 

and Wilson (2006) indicate the importance of ‘creative consumption’ (i.e., the new, different 

ways of experiencing tourism destinations by consumers) as well as ‘creative production’ (i.e., 

the innovative strategies of generating creative spaces within the destination by producers) in 

tourism businesses. The empirical evidences have shown that consumers are now the actual co-

creators of innovation who can add value in the process of design and development of 

innovation, it is emphasized that managers should involve consumers throughout the entire 

development process (e.g., Carbonell, Rodríguez-Escudero, & Rujari, 2009). For destinations to 

be more successful in their innovative product and service offerings with better concepts, it is of 



49 

 

great importance to understand a few potential “right consumers” (Hoffman, Kopalle, & Novak, 

2010) who have the ability and intention to co-create and to stimulate them to become engaged 

in the co-creation process accordingly.  

Since the existing consumer innovativeness studies have mainly attempted to analyze 

consumers’ role in innovation diffusion, this study seeks to introduce a model of consumer co-

creation intention (see figure 5) emphasizing their important role in innovation production as co-

creators, based on the understanding of different relationships among the determinants of 

intention to co-create moderated by co-creation scale and co-creation intensity as contextual 

variables. The model to understand consumers’ co-creation intention is proposed with their 

motivational factors as exogenous variables and their intention to co-create as endogenous 

variable. Consumers’ perceived benefits and costs are employed as motivational factors for 

consumers’ intention toward co-creation. To explain the complexity of consumer co-creation, 

two other contextual variables (i.e., co-creation scale, co-creation intensity) are also utilized for 

their moderating effects forming a fully crossed 2 X 2 factorial between-subject experimental 

design in which participants will be provided written scenarios that simulated real-life situations. 

As an initial description of consumer co-creation, Nuttavuthisit (2010) proposes a typology of 

co-creation practices explaining why and how consumers co-create. However, he fails to provide 

detail reasons and methods of consumers’ co-creation with more comprehensive categorizations. 

Perceived benefits (i.e., financial, social, psychological, and technological) that consumers 

expect to attain through co-creation activities are also proposed (Hoyer et al., 2010), but they 

lack the support of empirical examination. Therefore, this study aims to illustrate in a broader 

manner why consumers form their intention to co-create and examine the differences of the 

factors and relationships in the co-creation intention model in terms of different contextual 
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situations. It will also explain in detail why consumers co-create in pursuit of (or with resistance 

to) what kind of benefits (or costs). 

 

Figure 5. SEM model testing consumers’ intention to co-create  
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

The aim of this study is to propose a model to explain the factors predicting consumers’ intention 

to co-create adjusted from the theory of planned behavior and to examine the relations and 

differences within the constructs in the model in terms of different contextual situations. Central 

Park in New York, NY serves as the context for co-creation in this study. The venue is chosen for 

several reasons. First, prior studies suggest that a specific tourism product area is needed rather 

than the general idea of tourism product for co-creation (e.g., Goldsmith & Hofacker, 1991). 

Also, Central Park is chosen for this study since the research context needs to be of interest to the 

respondents and the respondents are also expected to have some degree of knowledge and/or 

experience with the products. It is expected that respondents have a high familiarity to Central 

Park, since New York City is the most visited city by estimated number of visitors in 2010 (NYC 

& Company, 2010) and Central Park is one of the most popular destinations in New York City. 

Furthermore, with 843 acres of land, Central Park offers a tremendous variety of attractions and 

activities to do and enjoy by visitors to New York City, from Central Park concerts and 

“Shakespeare in the Park” to carousel rides, boat sailing, and bird watching that its visitors can 

think of creative ideas in the process of co-creation activities.  

Multiple studies were to propose a model of co-creation intention consisting of co-

creation motivation measurement items and to investigate the differences in the relationships 

among the constructs in the model in accordance with different co-creation settings. A 

questionnaire with experimental design was developed to collect data for this study. The survey 
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consists of two parts: the first section provides a randomly chosen scenario out of four different 

ones (with two different scales and two different intensity levels), whereas the second part asks 

the respondents about their motivation factors and intentions in accordance with the particular 

co-creation activity.  

 

3.1 Developing Scenarios for Experimental Design 

3.1.1 Scenario Development 

The hypotheses in this study were tested by providing participants with hypothetical, 

believable scenarios and inviting them to imagine that they actually experience the situations 

provided. The use of scenarios to induce reactions to hypothetical situations has been 

demonstrated to boast validity and to ascertain the direction of causality in previous research on 

consumers’ reactions in various situations (e.g., Cranage & Sujan, 2004; Mattila & Ro, 2008; 

Namasivayam & Mattila, 2007; Smith, Bolton, & Wagner, 1999). Campbell and Stanley (1963) 

assert that the internal validity of this type of experimental design is supported by the fact that 

similar study participants experience the same stimuli, with a minimum of distortion, in a manner 

that is both ethically and practically feasible. 

The experimental design in this study is a 2 X 2 factorial between-subject design. Two 

co-creation scale categories (i.e., radical co-creation and incremental co-creation) that consumers 

are invited to contribute their ideas to are matched with two co-creation intensity categories (i.e., 

high involvement and low involvement) to help survey respondents easily understand how 

intense their involvement is in the process of the co-creation situation provided. Since there are 
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four comparison groups as moderators based on a fully crossed 2 (co-creation scale) X 2 (co-

creation intensity) factorial between-subjects design, each group will be first investigated for its 

own moderation effects with the other groups. Then, the multiple group analyses will illustrate 

the evidence of whether or not the proposed framework is consistent across comparison groups. 

Survey respondents are randomly assigned to one of the four different experimental conditions, 

after they make a choice between participating in co-creation activities and dropping out. 

Scenarios will be provided before survey participants answer their questionnaires to measure 

their motivation and intention for the provided co-creation activities. 

Scenario realism is measured in the first pilot study by a 7-point scale  (from 1 = highly 

unrealistic to 7 = highly realistic). The questions to examine if the survey respondents recognize 

the stimulus they receive from the scenario correctly are asked with four multiple choice answers 

(e.g., “I believe the situation asks me to provide ideas for totally new products and services with 

high involvement” as an explanation of radical co-creation with high involvement scenario). 

 

3.1.2 Scenario manipulations 

The co-creation activity is identical across the experimental groups (i.e., all of the 

participants were exposed to an invitation to work with executives/creative directors of an 

imaginary private consulting company called ‘Central Park Planner’ and other visitors. The 

scripts for each situation are exactly alike, except for the description of the co-creation scales 

(i.e., either radical or incremental) and co-creation intensity (i.e., high involvement or low 

involvement). In the radical scale scenario, the participants were asked to imagine that he or she 

would be working with others (e.g., a creative team of a destination and other consumers) to 
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develop brand new products and services for a given tourism destination (i.e., Central Park); 

whereas, in the incremental scale scenario, they were asked to work with others to provide ideas 

to improve existing products and services for the destination. In the high intensity scenario, the 

survey respondents were informed that their ideas would be integrated at a high level for 

designing or improving tourism attractions and services and they were required to take a highly 

responsible role in discussions as a facilitator. The survey respondents were also informed, in the 

low intensity scenario, that the creative team of a destination would take the leading role in the 

discussions and their opinions and suggestions would be integrated to design or improve tourism 

attractions and services.  

Scenarios are provided in Appendix B. Figure 6 illustrates the schematic of the 

experimental design that was used in this study. 

 

Figure 6. Schematic of the Experimental Design 
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3.2 Development of Measurement Items 

Using a few statements referring to the prototypical behavior of co-creator and aspects of co-

creation that are identified from the previous consumer behavior and co-creation literature 

review (e.g., Binkhorst & Dekker, 2009; Hirschman, 1980; Hoyer et al., 2010; Nuttavuthisit, 

2010) as well as previous studies on the relationship between tourists’ intention and actual 

behavior based on the theory of planned behavior (e.g., Lam & Hsu, 2006; Sparks, 2007; Sparks 

& Pan, 2009), a preliminary pool of measurement items was generated to reflect the relationships 

among the consumers’ antecedents for co-creation intention and intention to co-create (Table 1). 

The items are expected to represent and fit the construct as closely as possible using simple 

language, following a “deductive” approach to multi-item inventory development. These pretest 

instruments were submitted for comments to tourism and consumer behavior experts after the 

initial item development. Each latent variable is measured by responses of three to seven items 

using a five-point anchor scale with “strongly agree” at the high end of the scale and “strongly 

disagree” at the low end. The questionnaires consist of five parts: Perceived Benefits, Perceived 

Costs, Subjective Norms, Ability to Co-create, and Intention to Co-create. 

 Perceived Benefits: Summated scales were used to measure the perceived benefits including 

four perceived positive impacts of co-creation: positive financial impacts, positive social 

impacts, positive psychological impacts, and positive technological impacts. The items for 

perceived benefits were measured using a five-point anchor scale (i.e., from “strongly 

disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5)). 

 Perceived Costs: The perceived costs construct were also measured by summated scales 

including four perceived negative impacts of co-creation: negative financial impacts, 
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negative social impacts, negative psychological impacts, and negative technological impacts. 

The items for perceived costs were measured using a five-point anchor scale (i.e., from 

“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5)). 

 Subjective Norm: Three statements, each with a five-point Likert scale, were asked to 

evaluate subjective norm, with a five-point Likert scale (i.e., from “strongly disagree” (1) to 

“strongly agree” (5)).  

 Ability to co-create: Ability to co-create is used as a latent variable that influences 

consumers’ perceived behavioral control. Detailed questionnaires pertaining to level of 

experience, level of knowledge, and level of technological communication skill were asked 

as measurements to explain consumers’ ability to co-create with a five-point Likert scale (i.e., 

from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5)). 

 Intention to co-create: Intention to co-create were measured by three statements using a five-

point Likert scale (i.e., from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5)).  
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Table 1. Measurement Items  

Dimensions Literature & Items 

Perceived 

Benefits 

(Banks & Potts, 2010; Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009; Etgar, 2008; Füller, 2010; 

Hoyer et al., 2010; Nambisan & Baron, 2009; Quiggin, 2006; Wang & Pfister, 2008) 

1. Participating in this co-creation activity will provide me monetary incentives. 

2. Participating in this co-creation activity will provide me shared profits. 

3. Participating in this co-creation activity will reward me an exclusive customer status. 

4. Participating in this co-creation activity will help me to enjoy social interaction with 

others.  

5. Participating in this co-creation activity will allow me to excel.  

6. Participating in this co-creation activity will make me proud of myself. 

7. Participating in this co-creation activity will allow me to acquire more knowledge. 

Perceived 

Costs 

(Banks & Potts, 2010; Binkhorst & Den Dekker, 2009; Etgar, 2008; Füller, 2010; 

Hoyer et al., 2010; Nambisan & Baron, 2009; Quiggin, 2006; Wang & Pfister, 2008) 

1. Participating in this co-creation activity will cost me money. 

2. Participating in this co-creation activity will damage my finances.  

3. Participating in this co-creation activity will make me issues with other people due 

to different opinions and point of view. 

4. Participating in this co-creation activity will make me lose the time that I could 

spend with my friends and family.  

5. Participating in this co-creation activity will make me frustrated. 

6. Participating in this co-creation activity will make me disappointed with myself.  

7. Participating in this co-creation activity will make me confused due to the 

complexity of Central Park’s attractions and programs. 
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Table 1. Measurement Items - Continued 

Dimensions Literature & Items 

Subjective 

Norms  

(Lam & Hsu, 2006; Sparks & Pan, 2009) 

1. Most people who are important to me would think it is good to take part in this co-

creation activity. 

2. Most people who are important to me would support my participation in this co-

creation activity. 

3. Most people who are important to me would understand my participation in this co-

creation activity. 

Ability to co-

create 

(Etgar, 2008; Lüthje, 2004; Parasuraman, 2000; Schreier & Prügl, 2008; van Kleef et 

al., 2005) 

1. I have a lot of experience with Central Park. 

2. I have a lot of experience in contributing my ideas for new product and service 

development/improvement. 

3. I have a great deal of knowledge about Central Park. 

4. I have a great deal of knowledge to contribute my ideas for new product and service 

development/improvement. 

5. I have enough time to contribute my ideas for new product and service 

development/improvement. 

6. I have enough time to participate in this co-creation activity regularly if required. 

Intention to 

co-create 

(Nuttavuthisit, 2010) 

1. I will participate in this co-creation activity. 

2. I will contribute my ideas for this co-creation activity. 

3. I will share my ideas with others for this co-creation activity. 
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Data for this study were collected from respondents using online survey program called 

Qualtrics. The email addresses of the subjects used in this study were obtained from Madden 

Media Inc., one of the largest tourism advertising firms in the US. Specifically, these email 

addresses are provided by people requesting travel information about US destinations, who 

checked off “opt in” on VacationFun.com and agreed to participate in a follow-up survey. In 

order to select the survey participants who may have experience(s) visiting Central Park, the 

email addresses were selected from residents from New York State or the states nearby (i.e., 

Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Vermont). The subjects were 

contacted by e-mail and invited to participate the online survey. The research project, purpose, 

procedures, confidentiality, and IRB contact information were explained to potential respondents 

in a cover letter, before they were asked to respond survey questions. Importantly, only people 

who agreed to the consent form were allowed to participate in the survey.  

 

3.3 Survey Procedure 

 The survey for the first pilot study was conducted for 10 days from September 2
nd

, 2011 

using 5,030 email addresses to examine the scenario realism and scenario manipulation 

recognition. The main purpose of Pilot Study 1 was to examine how realistic the designed 

scenarios are to give appropriate stimuli to the survey respondents in the context of tourism 

product and service co-creation activities. The randomly provided scenarios were four different 

types (i.e., radical & high intensity, radical & low intensity, incremental & high intensity, and 

incremental & low intensity). To boost the response rate, two reminders were sent via Qualtrics 

three days after the first email announcement and, again, three days after the first reminder. 
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 The questionnaires consist of three parts: first, the survey respondents were asked to 

judge the provided scenario and manipulation, followed by their motivation factors and intention 

to co-create in the second part. Then, they finish the survey by providing their personal 

information. 

The first question in the first part of the survey following the randomly provided scenario 

was about scenario realism, measured by a 7-point scale (from 1 = highly unrealistic to 7 = 

highly realistic). The second part of the questionnaire asked how much they agree that the virtual 

website is useful and effective for the co-creation activity with a 7-point scale (from 1 = strongly 

disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Then, the respondents were again randomly assigned with two 

different questions asking the scenario manipulation recognition. One is a question with four 

multiple choice answers in accordance with the four different scenarios (e.g., ‘I believe the 

situation asks me to provide ideas for totally new products and services with high involvement’ 

for radical & high involvement). The other question only asks the level of co-creation intensity 

by a 7-point scale (from 1 = very low involvement to 7 = very high involvement), since the 

researcher judged that the level of co-creation scale was bipolar and, therefore, obvious enough 

for the respondents to recognize. 

After a slight change in the scenarios, a survey for the second pilot study was conducted 

for 10 days from September 28
th

, 2011 using 4,989 email addresses. Some modifications were 

applied to the scenarios for the survey respondents to easily visualize and understand them. Only 

one question with four multiple choice answers in terms of the four different scenarios was asked 

for the first part of the survey (e.g., ‘The situation asks me to provide ideas for designing brand 

new attractions and programs with high involvement’ for radical & high involvement). The 
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questionnaires in the second and third parts were identical with the first pilot survey. Finally, the 

survey for the main study was conducted for another 10 days from October 11
th

, 2011, 

employing 20,061 email addresses. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

4.1 Pilot Study 1 

A pilot study was conducted with 5,030 email addresses from August 30
th

, 2001 to 

September 8
st
, 2001 and resulted in a total of 207 responses (a response rate of 4.1%). After 

cleaning the incomplete answers, 131 questionnaires were coded for data analysis. About 22% of 

the participants were male, and the average age was 42 years. The majority of the sample (i.e., 

99%) resides in the one of the States in the six sample States. The participants indicated that they 

have moderate experience with (2.25 out of 5) and knowledge about (2.22 out of 5) Central Park, 

New York.  

Regarding scenario realism, the descriptive analysis and ANOVA results specified that 

survey participants perceived the scenarios as realistic (overall mean 4.73) and there was no 

significant difference among the four conditions in terms of believability of the scenarios 

presented to the participants (F(3,127)=1.66, p>.05). They also agreed that the website provided for 

the particular co-creation activity was useful and effective (overall mean 5.16, F(3,127)=0.55, 

p>.05). However, scenario manipulation recognition showed low validity levels with less than 

30% across scenarios (i.e., 26.3%, 10.0%, 25.0%, and 18.8% for group 1, group 2, group 3, and 

group 4, respectively). Also, their perception for co-creation intensity was similar across the 

groups (overall mean 4.36, no difference among the conditions, p > .05). It is highly plausible 

that the scenarios provided were not strong enough to differentiate among them. Therefore, it 
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seemed necessary to modify the scenarios to improve the clarity of manipulations for the survey 

participants. 

 The remaining measurement items for the study’s model were examined for internal 

consistency. The Cronbach’s Alphas were 0.85 and over (see Table 2) across all constructs, 

which satisfies the minimum standard Cronbach’s Alpha level of 0.7 (Hair, Black, Babin, & 

Anderson, 2009).  

Table 2. Cronbach’s Alpha for latent constructs in Pilot Study 1 

Construct name Cronbach’s Alpha  

Perceived Benefits 0.85 

Perceived Costs 0.87 

Subjective Norms 0.94 

Ability to Co-create 0.89 

Intention to Co-create 0.98 

 

4.2 Pilot Study 2 

 Since the scenarios provided in the first pilot study were found somewhat problematic, 

easier and clearer expressions were necessary to explain the co-creation situations in the 

scenarios for the participants to better understand the manipulations. The scenario readability 

levels were downgraded from  14
th

 – 16
th

 grade level to 10
th

 – 12
th

 grade levels after proper 

corrections, so it can help the survey participants to recognize the scenario manipulation better. 

The second pilot study was conducted with the four modified scenarios. A total of 134 answers 

were collected during the 10 days of survey period (from September 22
nd

, 2001 to October 1
st
, 

2011). An invitation was sent to 4,989 email addresses, which resulted in 86 valid answers after 
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cleaning the incomplete responses and/or those missing important data. Thirty nine percent of the 

participants are male and the average age of all respondents was 43 years. Similar to the result of 

the first pilot study, the majority of the sample (i.e., 90%) resided in one of the states in the six 

sample states at the time of the survey. The participants indicated a slightly higher experience 

with (2.58 out of 5) and knowledge about (2.60 out of 5) Central Park than the participants from 

the first pilot study. 

Since the scenarios and  website provided were shown to be realistic and useful for co-

tourism co-creation setting in the first pilot study, the measurement items asking scenario realism 

and website usefulness were excluded in the questionnaire set of the second pilot study. After the 

revision of each scenario, the validity of scenario manipulation recognition highly improved 

compared to the results of the first pilot study as seen in Table 3, with an average of 67.3%. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



65 

 

Table 3. Scenario manipulation recognition in Pilot Study 2 

  

  

Scenario Recognition 

Total 

  

Group 1 
(Radical  

X  

High intensity) 

Group 2 
(Radical  

X  

Low intensity) 

Group 3 
(Incremental  

X 

High intensity) 

Group 4 
(Incremental 

X 

Low intensity) 

Provided 

Scenario 

Group 1 

(Radical  

X 

High intensity) 

Count 18 0 4 1 23 

% within 

Group 
78.3% 0.0% 17.4% 4.3% 100.0% 

Group 2 

(Radical  

X 

Low intensity) 

Count 1 16 1 2 20 

% within 

Group 
5.0% 80.0% 5.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

Group 3 

(Incremental 

X 

High intensity) 

Count 7 0 14 3 24 

% within 

Group 
29.2% 0.0% 58.3% 12.5% 100.0% 

Group 4 

(Incremental 

X 

Low intensity) 

Count 0 5 4 10 19 

% within 

Group 
0.0% 26.3% 21.1% 52.6% 100.0% 

Total 

Count 26 21 23 16 86 

% within 

Group 
30.2% 24.4% 26.7% 18.6% 100.0% 

 

 To gain a deeper insight of the scenario manipulation check in addition to the validity of 

factorial design scenarios, the percentage of each stimulus (i.e., radical, incremental, high 

involvement, and low involvement) was calculated for the individual manipulation check. The 

high intensity stimulus showed the highest recognition (91.5%), whereas the incremental 

stimulus indicated the lowest recognition (i.e., 81.4%, 72.1%, 91.5%, and 84.6% for radical, 

incremental, high intensity, and low intensity, respectively). The average recognition for all types 

of stimuli was 82.4%, showing that the experimental manipulations were successful. 

 As in Pilot Study 1, measurement items for the study’s model were tested for their 
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reliability. The Cronbach’s Alphas showed high reliability, similar to the results in Pilot Study 1, 

exceeding the minimum standard Cronbach’s Alpha level of 0.7 (Hair et al., 2009). Table 4 

illustrates the levels of Cronbach’s Alpha for each latent constructs. 

 

Table 4. Cronbach’s Alpha for latent constructs in Pilot Study 2 

Construct name Cronbach’s Alpha  

Perceived Benefits 0.83 

Perceived Costs 0.88 

Subjective Norms 0.90 

Ability to Co-create 0.90 

Intention to Co-create 0.98 

 

4.3 The Main Study 

 Since the scenario validity and internal consistency of measurement items showed good 

fits in the second pilot study, two surveys using the same scenarios and measurement items were 

conducted for the main study, using a larger pool of email addresses (about 20,000 email 

addresses for each survey). After the first ten days (from October 10
th

, 2011 to October 19
th

, 

2011) and the second ten days (from November 8
th

, 2011 to November 17
th

, 2011) of data 

collection, 791 respondents participated in the survey with the response rate of two percent, 

resulting in 610 complete answers. Since scenarios used in the second pilot survey and two 

consecutive main surveys, 86 valid answers from the second survey were added in the main 

study, resulting in 696 complete responses as the total amount of data for the main study. 

Analyses of outliers, normality and multicollinearity were performed to purify the data and 
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reduce systematic errors. From the result of case numbers with the largest contribution to 

normalized multivariate kurtosis from EQS 6.1, one outlier was detected, which affected the 

normalized multivariate distribution, and was deleted for the final data set (N=695). 

 The proportion of male and female respondents was 31.9% and 65.6%, respectively, 

excluding 15 respondents who did not wish to expose their gender origin. Most of respondents 

were in their 40s
 
(28.6%) and 50s (33.8%) followed by people in their 30s (15.1%). The average 

age was 41 years. Approximately 61.6% of the respondents reported that they were married, 

followed by 16.1% of respondents who answered with single or never married. Most of the 

respondents (70.4%) had at least completed college or higher education. About half of the 

respondents are employed full-time (51.1%). Over 95% of respondents indicated that their 

current residences were in one of the six States of survey pool. Pennsylvania State was the 

highest (199 respondents), followed by New York State (180 respondents). The participants 

indicated that they have moderate experience with (2.33 out of 5) and knowledge about (2.32 out 

of 5) Central Park.  

 Table 5 presents the descriptive analysis of the measurement items employed. The highest 

values of the items for each perceived benefits and costs were ‘…will allow me to acquire more 

knowledge’ (M = 3.99) and ‘…will make me have issues with other people due to different 

opinions and point of view’ (M = 2.92). In terms of average mean scores of all constructs, 

subjective norms showed the highest agreement (M = 3.66). 

The measurement items for the study’s constructs were also tested for internal 

consistency. The Cronbach’s Alphas demonstrated good or excellent acceptance levels, ranging 

from 0.84 to 0.97 (Hair et al., 2009). Table 5 exhibits the levels of Cronbach’s Alpha for each 
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latent constructs. 

 

Table 5. Descriptive analysis and Cronbach’s Alpha for measurement items (N=695) 

  

 

Mean 

Standard 

deviation 

Perceived Benefits (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.84)    

 Participating in this co-creation activity will provide me monetary incentives. 2.64 1.050  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will provide me shared profits. 2.41 1.012  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will reward me an exclusive customer 

status. 

2.78 1.114  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will help me to enjoy social interaction 

with others. 

3.70 .891  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will allow me to excel. 3.43 .847  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will make me proud of myself. 3.73 .849  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will allow me to acquire more knowledge. 3.99 .726  

Perceived Costs (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.85)    

 Participating in this co-creation activity will cost me money. 2.25 .995  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will damage my finances. 2.02 .896  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will make me issues with other people due 

to different opinions and point of view. 

2.92 1.056  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will make me lose the time that I could 

spend with my friends and family. 

2.81 1.022  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will make me frustrated. 2.48 .883  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will make me disappointed with myself. 2.10 .796  

 Participating in this co-creation activity will make me confused due to the 

complexity of Central Park’s attractions and programs. 

2.31 .880  
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Table 5. Descriptive analysis and Cronbach’s Alpha for measurement items (N=695) 

(Cont.) 
 

 

 

 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 

 

Subjective Norms (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.90)    

 Most people who are important to me would think it is good to take part in this co-

creation activity. 

3.62 .882  

 Most people who are important to me would support my participation in this co-

creation activity. 

3.70 .861  

 Most people who are important to me would understand my participation in this co-

creation activity. 

3.66 .866  

Ability to co-create (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.84)    

 I have a lot of experience with Central Park. 2.40 1.201  

 I have a lot of experience in contributing my ideas for new product and service 

development/improvement. 

2.74 1.174  

 I have a great deal of knowledge about Central Park. 2.36 1.123  

 I have a great deal of knowledge to contribute my ideas for new product and service 

development/improvement. 

2.92 1.054  

 I have enough time to contribute my ideas for new product and service 

development/improvement. 

2.95 1.131  

 I have enough time to participate in this co-creation activity regularly if required. 2.88 1.137  

Intention to co-create (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.97)    

 I will participate in this co-creation activity. 3.11 1.105  

 I will contribute my ideas for this co-creation activity. 3.26 1.085  

  I will share my ideas with others for this co-creation activity. 3.29 1.064   

 

4.3.1 Measurement Model Identification 

The analyses for model identification and comparison were conducted mainly utilizing 



70 

 

EQS 6.1. Following Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step approach, a confirmatory 

measurement model that specifies the posited relations of the observed variable to the underlying 

constructs, with the construct allowed to intercorrelate freely, was first tested (Anderson & 

Gerbing, 1988; Sethi & King, 1994) to determine whether the manifest measurement items 

adequately reflected the latent constructs prior to estimating the structural model. Before testing 

the overall measurement model, the unidimensionality of each construct was assessed. This 

procedure ensures that each set of alternate indicators has only one underlying trait or construct 

in common (Sethi & King, 1994). Constructs with unacceptable fits were restructured by 

deleting the indicators that failed to preserve unidimensionality of the measurement (Anderson & 

Gerbing, 1988). Assessing each construct individually and deleting unacceptable indicators result 

in a decrease in the number of indicators for the constructs. 

The reformulated measurement model was then tested using a Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA) by employing EQS 6.1 to examine the overall fit of the measurement model. In 

order to estimate Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), it is typical to use maximum likelihood 

estimation under the assumption of multivariate normality for the data collected (Byrne, 2006). 

Mardia’s standardized coefficient was employed to confirm whether or not the data in the study 

violated the assumption. Mardia’s standardized coefficient for the measurement model was 

45.76, thus greater than the criterion of 5 (Byrne, 2006, p.131). Hence, it was considered that the 

data collected for the study were multivariate and not normally distributed. Therefore, the robust 

maximum likelihood method associated with Satorra-Bentler (S-B) chi-square was employed to 

estimate the structural equation modeling in this study, since this method can provide more 

robust and valid chi-square values, standard errors, and other fit indices when the data violate the 

multivariate normality assumption (Bentler & Wu, 1995; Byrne, 1994, 2006). 
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It is agreed that one should avoid reporting all fit indices that have been developed, but 

there is also a certain disagreement on which fit indices to consider for model evaluation 

(Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003). The first statistic that will be examined to 

determine the fit is the χ2 statistic with associated P values. However, because of the large effect 

of sample size on χ2 values (and the associated P values), other indices need to be selected to 

measure the fit of the tested models based on the recommendations of several researchers from 

various different disciplines. For example, Schermelleh-Engel et al. (2003) suggest that χ2 test 

cannot be employed as the sole basis to judge model fit, since the test is sensitive to the violation 

of the multivariate normality assumption as well as sample size. Bollen and Long (1993) as well 

as Mueller (1996) recommend evaluating several indices simultaneously which represent 

different classes of goodness-of fit criteria. Thus, this study adopts the following criteria 

suggested by Schermelleh-Engel et al. (2003) as an adequate selection of indices which are 

frequently presented in recent publications: χ2 and its associated p value, χ2/df, the root mean 

square error of approximation (RMSEA) and its associated confidence interval, non-normed-fit 

index (NNFI or TLI; Bentler & Bonett, 1980), and the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 

1990). The fit indices RMSEA, NNFI and CFI are sensitive to model misspecifications and do 

not depend on sample size as strongly as χ2, therefore they should always be considered. Since 

χ2 is almost always significant with large sample sizes, the primary evaluation of fit appropriate 

for this study is RMSEA, NNFI, and CFI. Models are generally considered to have good fits if 

RMSEA is lower than 0.08. Values of NNFI and CFI range from zero to 1.00 and a value greater 

than 0.90 and close to 1.00 indicates good fit (Mulaik et al., 1989), although models with indices 

lower than this may be acceptable in some circumstances (Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Browne & 

Cudek, 1993).  
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The results of the measurement model (Table 6 and Table 7) exhibit a good fit to the data 

(S-B χ
2
 = 322.54, df = 109, p < .01, χ

2
/df = 2.96, NNFI =.96, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .05). An 

inspection of alpha coefficients reveals that all values ranged from 0.85 to 0.97, which satisfies 

the minimum standard for reliability of 0.7 recommended by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994). 

Also, all composite reliability values for the multi-item scales exceeded the minimum standard 

for reliability of 0.7 (Hair et al., 2009), reconfirming all scales are internally consistent. 

Convergent and discriminant validity were explored to judge construct validity. According to the 

suggestion by Fornell and Larcker (1981) and Hair et al. (2009), convergent validity is secured as 

(1) all factor loadings are greater than the minimum criterion of 0.5 at the significant level of 

0.01 and (2) all average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability values for the each 

constructs exceed the minimum criterion of 0.5 and 0.7, respectively. Thus, convergent validity 

of this model was fully supported. Also, the AVE for each construct was greater than the square 

of the correlation coefficient for corresponding inter-constructs. These results confirmed the 

sufficient level of discriminant validity of the measurement model (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

Overall, the estimation of measurement model showed that the measures for these study 

variables had sufficient levels of reliability and validity. 
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Table 6. Results of confirmatory factor analysis 

Constructs and Items 

Standardized 

coefficient 

(t-value) 

Perceived Benefits 

1. Participating in this co-creation activity will help me to enjoy social interaction with 

others. 

2. Participating in this co-creation activity will allow me to excel. 

3. Participating in this co-creation activity will make me proud of myself. 

4. Participating in this co-creation activity will allow me to acquire more knowledge. 

 

 

.67 (15.65) 

 

.79 (21.06) 

.89 (23.52) 

.79 (15.06) 

 

Perceived Costs 

1. Participating in this co-creation activity will make me lose the time that I could 

spend with my friends and family.  

2. Participating in this co-creation activity will make me frustrated. 

3. Participating in this co-creation activity will make me disappointed with myself.  

4. Participating in this co-creation activity will make me confused due to the 

complexity of Central Park’s attractions and programs. 

 

.60 (16.85) 

 

.81 (24.20) 

.85 (21.97) 

 

.84 (25.03) 

 

Subjective Norms 

1. Most people who are important to me would think it is good to take part in this co-

creation activity. 

2. Most people who are important to me would support my participation in this co-

creation activity. 

3. Most people who are important to me would understand my participation in this co-

creation activity. 

 

.82 (22.13) 

 

.92 (25.43) 

 

.86 (23.00) 
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Table 6. Results of confirmatory factor analysis (Cont.) 

Constructs and Items 

Standardized 

coefficient 

(t-value) 

Ability to co-create 

1. I have a lot of experience in contributing my ideas for new product and service 

development/improvement. 

2. I have a great deal of knowledge to contribute my ideas for new product and service 

development/improvement. 

3. I have enough time to contribute my ideas for new product and service 

development/improvement. 

 

.72 (22.18) 

 

.85 (26.90) 

 

.72 (21.95) 

 

Intention to co-create 

1. I will participate in this co-creation activity. 

2. I will contribute my ideas for this co-creation activity. 

3. I will share my ideas with others for this co-creation activity. 

 

.91 (36.27) 

.99 (42.07) 

.96 (35.32) 

S-B χ
2
 = 322.54, df = 109, p < .01, χ

2
/df = 2.96, NNFI =.96, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .05, 

Mardia’s normalized estimate = 45.76 
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Table 7. Correlations (squared), reliability, validity, and mean 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

(1)Perceived Benefits 1 
   

 

(2)Perceived Costs -.26 (.07) 1 
  

 

(3)Subjective Norms .51 (.26) -.43 (.19) 1 
 

 

(4)Ability to co-create .39 (.16) -.33 (.11) .51 (.26) 1  

(5)Intention to co-create .44 (.20) -.40 (.16) .56 (.31) .58 (.33) 1 

Mean 3.71 2.42 3.66 2.87 3.22 

S.D. .70 .74 .79 .95 1.05 

Cronbach’s alpha .86 .85 .90 .80 .97 

C. R. .87 .86 .90 .81 .97 

AVE .62 .61 .75 .59 .91 

S.D. = Standard deviation; C.R. = Composite reliability; AVE = Average variance extracted 

All correlations are significant at p<.01. 

 

4.3.2 Group Comparison 

In order to identify any differences in the co-creation intention model’ constructs prior to 

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), mean values of each construct were analyzed by utilizing 

several 2 X 2 ANOVAs with co-creation scale (radical and incremental) and co-creation intensity 

(high intensity and low intensity). Table 8 represents the constructs of co-creation intention 

model for each two-way analysis of variance. 
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Table 8. Two-way Analysis of Variance Results for co-creation intention model constructs  

Construct Source 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F P 

Perceived  

Benefits 

Co-creation Scale 1.193 1 1.193 2.779 0.096
**

 

Co-creation Intensity 8.659 1 8.659 20.166 0
**

 

Co-creation Scale X Intensity 1 1 1 2.33 0.127
**

 

Error 296.697 691 0.429   

Total 7610.633 695    

       

Perceived  

Costs 

Co-creation Scale 0.148 1 0.148 0.323 0.57
**

 

Co-creation Intensity 4.217 1 4.217 9.21 0.002
**

 

Co-creation Scale X Intensity 0.55 1 0.55 1.2 0.274
**

 

Error 316.408 691 0.458   

Total 4363.49 695    

       

Subjective  

Norms 

Co-creation Scale 0.091 1 0.091 0.145 0.703
*
 

Co-creation Intensity 0.131 1 0.131 0.208 0.649
*
 

Co-creation Scale X Intensity 0.066 1 0.066 0.105 0.746
*
 

Error 434.96 691 0.629 

  
Total 9730.333 695 

   
       

Ability to  

Co-create 

Co-creation Scale 0.376 1 0.376 0.53 0.467 

Co-creation Intensity 1.791 1 1.791 2.522 0.113 

Co-creation Scale X Intensity 0.94 1 0.94 1.324 0.25 

Error 490.642 691 0.71 

  
Total 5593.889 695 

   
       

Intention to  

Co-create 

Co-creation Scale 0.781 1 0.781 0.706 0.401 

Co-creation Intensity 0.282 1 0.282 0.255 0.614 

Co-creation Scale X Intensity 0.247 1 0.247 0.223 0.637 

Error 764.469 691 1.106   

Total 7968.222 695    

**p
 < .01 
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First, the possible benefits that were perceived by co-creation activity participants served 

as the dependent measure in a 2 (co-creation scale) X 2 (co-creation intensity) ANOVA. A 

significant main effect was found for co-creation intensity [F(1, 691) = 20.166, p = .000]. The 

co-creation scale and co-creation scale X co-creation intensity interaction were not significant. 

Respondents (M = 3.34, SD = 0.686) who were asked to get involved with high intensity for the 

co-creation activity had significantly higher scores than those (M = 3.12, SD = 0.621) with low 

intensity. The results imply that when people are requested to get involved in co-creation 

activities with high intensity, they expect more benefits from the activity than those who are 

asked to participate with low intensity.  

Secondly, a similar finding was observed for perceived costs. While the main effect for 

co-creation scale [F(1, 691) = 0.148, p = .323] and the interaction were not significant, a 

significant main effect was found for co-creation intensity [F(1, 691) = 4.217, p = 9.21]. Those 

who were asked to play more important and active roles for the co-creation activity had 

significantly higher scores (M = 2.48, SD = 0.698) than the others who were asked to contribute 

in co-creation activity with less responsibility (M = 2.33, SD = 0.650). It indicates that people 

perceive high costs when they are asked to contribute more for co-creation activities with high 

level of involvement than when they are asked otherwise. The means of perceived benefits and 

costs and effect sizes are illustrated in Table 9. The numbers show a medium effect size in 

perceived benefits and a small effect size in perceived costs. 
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Table 9. The means of perceived benefits and costs and effect sizes 

Construct Intensity Level Mean S.D. Cohen's d r 

Perceived Benefits 
High Intensity 3.34 .686 

0.336  0.166  
Low Intensity 3.12 .621 

Perceived Costs 
High Intensity 2.48 .698 

0.222  0.111  
Low Intensity 2.33 .650 

 

 Finally, there were no significant main effects and interaction effects found in subjective 

norms, ability to co-create, and intention to co-create. It is noteworthy that, even though people 

expect more benefits and costs from the higher levels of co-creation scale and intensity, their 

intention to co-create does not vary according to the different scale and intensity.  

 

4.3.3 The General Model 

After assessing the adequacy of the measurement model and the differences among five 

latent constructs in the model, SEM was utilized to find the best-fitting model and to test the 

hypothesized paths among the study constructs as suggested for the second step of Anderson and 

Gerbing’s (1988) two-step approach. SEM, a multivariate statistical technique, combines aspects 

of multiple regression and factor analysis to assess a series of dependent relationships 

simultaneously, which is not possible using other multivariate techniques (Hair et al., 2009). Hair 

et al. (2009) state that the multivariate technique is particularly robust for modeling the tests that 

include several independent/dependent variables and mediators/moderators. The fits of the 

measurement and structural models are tested using the EQS 6.1. Examination of appropriate 

statistics and measurement model fit indices allows the tests on the structural robustness. 
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The hypothesized relationships between the factors are shown in Figure 7 and Table 10. 

The fit indices of the proposed model showed that the model supported all the proposed 

hypotheses. The chi-square was significant (p < 0.01), which means that there is a difference 

between the proposed model and the collected data. The NNFI and CFI (0.95 and 0.96, 

respectively) and RMSEA (0.06) implied that the model was appropriate for further testing. 

By carrying out a structural equation modeling analysis, all hypotheses were tested for 

their significance by assessing the coefficients (γ) along with t- and p-value between the research 

variables. First, perceived benefits, subjective norms, and ability to co-create were identified to 

have significant positive impacts on the intention to co-create (𝛾𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐵𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛=0.12, 

t=2.57, p<0.05; 𝛾𝑆𝑢𝑏𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =0.25, t=4.52, p<0.01; 

𝛾𝐴𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑡𝑜 𝑐𝑜−𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =0.40, t=8.58, p<0.001). Also, perceived costs had a significant 

negative impact on intention to co-create (𝛾𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛=-0.08, t=-2.00, p<0.05). In 

general, perceived benefits, perceived costs, subjective norms, and ability to co-create jointly 

explained approximately 48% of the variance in intention to co-create. This implies that 

consumers’ intention to participate in tourism co-creation activities is a significant function of all 

constructs. Thus, hypotheses H1, H2, H3, and H4 were all supported in the proposed model.  
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S-B χ
2
 = 322.50, df = 109, p < .01, χ

2
/df = 2.96, NNFI =.96, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .05, 

Mardia’s normalized estimate = 45.76 

 

Figure 7. Structural equation model for general model 
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Table 10. Results of structural model analysis 

Path 

 

Unstandardized 

coefficient 

Standard 

error 

Standardized 

coefficient 
t-value 

PB → ITC .13 .05 .12 2.57
*
 

PC → ITC -.08 .04 -.08 -2.00
*
 

SN → ITC .25 .06 .25 4.52
***

 

ATC → ITC .40 .05 .40 8.58
***

 

R
2
 .48 

Model fit  

indices 

(S-B) χ
2

(df) χ
2
/df p-value NNFI CFI RMSEA 

322.50(109) 2.96 P<.01 .96 .96 .05 

* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001. 

 

4.3.4 Multiple group analysis  

After examining the underlying relationships among the factors within the co-creation 

intention model by confirming the reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity, 

multiple group analyses were employed to examine the moderation effects of the two contextual 

variables (i.e., co-creation scale and co-creation intensity). 

Multiple group analysis is efficient when relationships among latent constructs are 

concerned (Homburg & Giering, 2001) and robust to ascertain the consistency of factors in 

different partial group analysis. It is recently witnessed more often than before in tourism 

literature (Gross, Brien, & Brown, 2008; Jurowski, & Gursoy, 2004; Lee & Back, 2006; Matzler 

et al., 2008; Okazaki & Hirose, 2009). For instance, Jurowski and Gursoy (2004) examine the 

distance effects on residents’ attitude toward tourism development by dividing respondents into 

three different groups according to their residential areas’ distance to tourism attraction. Lee and 
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Back (2006) utilize a multiple group analysis to test significant differences among longitudinal 

groups in order to examine whether residents’ perceptions of the casino development change 

over the period, and to identify specific differences in the attributes in the residents’ perceptions. 

Okazaki and Hirose (2009) also adopt a multiple group analysis to confirm the moderation effect 

of gender on the consistency of relations among attitude toward traditional media, attitude 

toward PC Internet, and habitual usage of mobile Internet for travel information search.  

The results of the measurement model (Table 11) exhibit a good fit to the data (S-B χ2 = 

176.63, 133.89, 206.03, 153.31, df = 109, p-value: <.05, >.05, <.05, <.05, χ2/df = 1.62, 1.23, 

1.89, 1.41, NNFI = .96, .98, .93, .95, CFI = .97, .98, .94, .96, RMSEA = .06, .04, .07, .05, 

respectively). An inspection of alpha coefficients reveals that all values ranged from 0.73 to 0.98, 

which indicates good reliability (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Also, all composite reliability 

values for the multi-item scales exceeded the minimum standard for reliability of 0.7 (Hair et al., 

2009), reconfirming that all scales are internally consistent. Convergent and discriminant validity 

were explored to judge the construct validity. As suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981) and 

Hair et al. (2009), all indices satisfied the levels of significance, supporting convergent and 

discriminant validity. Overall, the estimation of measurement model showed that the measures 

for these study variables had sufficient levels of reliability and validity. 
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Table 11. Results of confirmatory factor analysis for four manipulation groups 

Constructs  

and  

Items 

Standardized coefficient 

(t-value) 

Group 1 

(Radical  

&  

High  

intensity) 

Group 2 

(Radical 

&  

Low  

intensity) 

Group 3 

(Incremental 

&  

High  

intensity) 

Group 4 

(Incremental 

&  

Low  

intensity) 

Perceived Benefits 

PB1 

PB2 

PB3 

PB4 

 

.57 ( 6.33) 

.74 (10.19) 

.90 (11.49) 

.82 ( 8.25) 

 

.72 ( 8.60) 

.79 (11.57) 

.88 (13.41) 

.79 ( 8.40) 

 

.72 ( 9.12) 

.82 (11.26) 

.91 (12.65) 

.81 ( 7.59) 

 

.67 ( 8.44) 

.83 ( 9.45) 

.84 (10.16) 

.75 ( 6.03) 

Perceived Costs 

PC1 

PC2 

PC3 

PC4 

 

.66 (10.85) 

.87 (15.17) 

.89 (12.13) 

.87 (14.14) 

 

.57 ( 6.94) 

.81 (12.33) 

.84 (11.42) 

.86 (12.33) 

 

.48 ( 6.59) 

.73 ( 9.93) 

.89 (13.16) 

.80 (12.21) 

 

.64 ( 8.55) 

.77 (10.97) 

.78 ( 9.68) 

.81 (12.83) 

Subjective Norms 

SN1 

SN2 

SN3 

 

.85 (14.10) 

.88 (12.93) 

.83 (12.69) 

 

.78 (10.07) 

.93 (11.78) 

.86 (11.35) 

 

.86 (11.83) 

.94 (15.10) 

.88 (12.63) 

 

.78 ( 8.69) 

.93 (11.91) 

.84 ( 9.62) 

Ability to co-create 

ATC1 

ATC2 

ATC3 

 

.71 (10.84) 

.79(12.45) 

.74 (11.97) 

 

.66 ( 8.44) 

.86 (12.88) 

.60 ( 7.62) 

 

.76 (13.53) 

.87 (14.95) 

.80 (15.29) 

 

.73 (11.22) 

.88 (14.29) 

.71 ( 9.85) 
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Table 11. Results of confirmatory factor analysis for four manipulation groups (Cont.) 

Constructs  

and  

Items 

Standardized coefficient 

(t-value) 

Group 1 

(Radical  

&  

High  

intensity) 

Group 2 

(Radical 

&  

Low  

intensity) 

Group 3 

(Incremental 

&  

High  

intensity) 

Group 4 

(Incremental 

&  

Low  

intensity) 

Intention to co-create 

ITC1 

ITC2 

ITC3 

 

.95 (23.55) 

.99 (23.87) 

.97 (20.72) 

 

.84 (14.74) 

.99 (18.21) 

.96 (16.18) 

 

.90 (17.61) 

.99 (23.70) 

.95 (17.56) 

 

.95 (16.84) 

.98 (18.33) 

.95 (16.19) 

Model fit indices 
S-B χ

2 

(df) 

χ
2
/df 

(p-value) 

NNFI 

CFI 
RMSEA 

Radical & High intensity group 

(n = 195) 

176.63 

(109) 

1.62 

(p<.05) 

.96 

.97 
.06 

Radical & Low intensity group 

(n = 172) 

133.89 

(109) 

1.23 

(p>.05) 

.98 

.98 
.04 

Incremental & High intensity group 

(n = 178) 

206.03 

(109) 

1.89 

(p<.05) 

.93 

.94 
.07 

Incremental & Low intensity group 

(n = 150) 

153.31 

(109) 

1.41 

(p<.05) 

.95 

.96 
.05 
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Table 11. Results of confirmatory factor analysis for four manipulation groups (Cont.) 

PB1: Participating in this co-creation activity will help me to enjoy social interaction with others.  

PB2: Participating in this co-creation activity will allow me to excel.  

PB3: Participating in this co-creation activity will make me proud of myself. 

PB4: Participating in this co-creation activity will allow me to acquire more knowledge. 

PC1: Participating in this co-creation activity will make me lose the time that I could spend with my friends and 

family.  

PC2: Participating in this co-creation activity will make me frustrated. 

PC3: Participating in this co-creation activity will make me disappointed with myself.  

PC4: Participating in this co-creation activity will make me confused due to the complexity of Central Park’s 

attractions and programs. 

SN1: Most people who are important to me would think it is good to take part in this co-creation activity. 

SN2: Most people who are important to me would support my participation in this co-creation activity. 

SN3: Most people who are important to me would understand my participation in this co-creation activity. 

ATC1: I have a lot of experience in contributing my ideas for new product and service 

development/improvement. 

ATC2: I have a great deal of knowledge to contribute my ideas for new product and service 

development/improvement. 

ATC3: I have enough time to contribute my ideas for new product and service development/improvement. 

ITC1: I will participate in this co-creation activity. 

ITC2: I will contribute my ideas for this co-creation activity. 

ITC3: I will share my ideas with others for this co-creation activity. 

 

Following Byrne’s (2006) recommendation, an individual estimation was performed 

separately. The scores for the result of each estimation are displayed in Table 12. Alpha 

coefficients for each group range from 0.73 to 0.98, which satisfied the minimum standard for 

reliability of 0.7 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). All scales were internally consistent, since all 

composite reliability values for the multi-item scales exceeded the minimum standard for 

reliability of 0.7 following Hair et al.’s (2009) suggestion. By examining the scores of C.R. and 
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AVE, the sufficient level of discriminant validity of the each measurement model was confirmed 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Therefore, the results showed that all four groups sufficed the levels 

of reliability and validity.  

Table 12. Correlations (squared), reliability, validity, and mean for four comparison groups 

 

    (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Group 1 

(Radical  

&  

High  

intensity) 

(1)Perceived Benefits 1 
    

(2)Perceived Costs -.23 (.05) 1 
   

(3)Subjective Norms .51 (.26) -.38 (.14) 1 
  

(4)Ability To Co-create .42 (.18) -.28 (.08) .56 (.32) 1 
 

(5)Intention To Co-

create 
.49 (.24) -.35 (.12) .64 (.41) .65 (.42) 1 

      
Mean 3.80 2.46 3.69 3.01 3.25 

S.D. .71 .82 .79 .97 1.15 

Cronbach’s alpha .84 .89 .89 .78 .98 

C. R. .85 .89 .89 .79 .98 

AVE .59 .68 .73 .56 .94 

       

Group 2 

(Radical 

&  

Low  

intensity) 

(1)Perceived Benefits 1         

(2)Perceived Costs -.31 (.10) 1 
   

(3)Subjective Norms .58 (.34) -.48 (.23) 1 
  

(4)Ability To Co-create .36 (.13) -.29 (.09) .42 (.18) 1 
 

(5)Intention To Co-

create 
.48 (.23) -.42 (.17) .56 (.32) .50 (.25) 1 

      

Mean 3.69 2.39 3.64 2.80 3.25 

S.D. .68 .73 .75 .85 .97 

Cronbach’s alpha .87 .85 .89 .73 .95 

C. R. .87 .86 .89 .75 .95 

AVE .64 .61 .74 .51 .87 

       
S.D. = Standard deviation; C.R. = Composite reliability; AVE = Average variance extracted 

All correlations are significant at p<.01 
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Table 12. Correlations (squared), reliability, validity, and mean for four comparison groups 

(Cont.) 

    (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Group 3 

(Incremental 

&  

High  

intensity) 

(1)Perceived Benefits 1         

(2)Perceived Costs -.44 (.19) 1 
   

(3)Subjective Norms .47 (.22) -.56 (.31) 1 
  

(4)Ability To Co-create .46 (.21) -.42 (.18) .56 (.32) 1 
 

(5)Intention To Co-

create 
.45 (.21) -.43 (.19) .56 (.31) .63 (.40) 1 

      

Mean 3.77 2.52 3.65 2.80 3.15 

S.D. .69 .71 .88 1.01 1.04 

Cronbach’s alpha .88 .81 .92 .85 .96 

C. R. .89 .82 .92 .85 .96 

AVE .67 .54 .80 .66 .90 

       

Group 4 

(Incremental 

&  

Low  

intensity) 

(1)Perceived Benefits 1         

(2)Perceived Costs -.13 (.02) 1 
   

(3)Subjective Norms .50 (.25) -.32 (.10) 1 
  

(4)Ability To Co-create .31 (.10) -.36 (.13) .43 (.18) 1 
 

(5)Intention To Co-

create 
.35 (.12) -.42 (.17) .43 (.19) .48 (.23) 1 

      

Mean 3.56 2.30 3.64 2.84 3.22 

S.D. .70 .68 .73 .92 1.03 

Cronbach’s alpha .85 .83 .88 .81 .97 

C. R. .86 .84 .89 .82 .97 

AVE .60 .57 .72 .61 .92 

S.D. = Standard deviation; C.R. = Composite reliability; AVE = Average variance extracted 

All correlations are significant at p<.01 

      

The hypothesized relationships between the factors for four different groups are shown in 

each figure from Figure 8 to Figure 11. First, in group 1 (radical & high intensity co-creation 

setting), the fit indices of the proposed model were good (Figure 8). The chi-square was 
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significant (p < .05), which means that there is a difference between the proposed model and 

collected data. However, the NNFI and CFI were about .96 and .97 and RMSEA was about 0.06, 

implying that the model was appropriate for further testing. By carrying out a structural equation 

modeling analysis, all hypotheses in group 1 were tested for their significances by assessing the 

coefficients (γ) along with t- and p-value between the research variables. First, subjective norms 

and ability to co-create had significant impacts on the intention to co-create 

( 𝛾𝑆𝑢𝑏𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =0.30, t=2.62, p<0.01; 𝛾𝐴𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑡𝑜 𝑐𝑜−𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =0.47, t=4.83, 

p<0.001). However, the results indicate that perceived benefits and perceived costs did not have 

significant effects on intention to co-create ( 𝛾𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐵𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =0.11, t=1.39, not 

significant; 𝛾𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =-0.02, t=-0.35, not significant). Subjective norms and 

ability to co-create, in combination, explained approximately 61% of the variance in intention to 

co-create. This implies that in radical and high intensity co-creation setting, consumers’ intention 

to participate in tourism co-creation activities is significantly influenced by important others’ 

opinion and their ability to co-create. Thus, hypothesis 3 and 4 were supported, while others (i.e., 

H1 and H2) were rejected. 
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S-B χ
2
 = 176.63, df = 109, p < 0.05, χ

2
/df = 1.62, NNFI =.96, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .06 

Figure 8. Structural equation model for radical & high intensity co-creation group 

 

The four hypotheses were also tested in the radical and low intensity group (Figure 9). In 

the model, the fit indices of the proposed model were good as seen in radical and high intensity 

group (Figure 9). By carrying out a structural equation modeling analysis, all hypotheses in 
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group 2 were tested for their significances by assessing the coefficients (γ) along with t- and p-

value between the research variables. First, subjective norms and ability to co-create had 

significant impacts on the intention to co-create ( 𝛾𝑆𝑢𝑏𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =0.29, t=2.22, 

p<0.05; 𝛾𝐴𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑡𝑜 𝑐𝑜−𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛=0.29, t=3.76, p<0.01). However, the results indicate that 

perceived benefits and perceived costs did not have significant effects on intention to co-create 

(𝛾𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐵𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛=0.16, t=1.57, not significant; 𝛾𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛=-0.29, t=-

3.76, not significant). Subjective norms and ability to co-create, in combination, explained 

approximately 43% of the variance in intention to co-create. This implies that, in radical and low 

intensity co-creation setting, consumers’ intention to participate in tourism co-creation activities 

is significantly influenced by important others’ opinion and their ability to co-create. Thus, 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 were supported, while Hypotheses 1 and 2 were rejected. 
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S-B χ
2
 = 133.86, df = 109, p > 0.05, χ

2
/df = 1.23, NNFI =.98, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .04 

Figure 9. Structural equation model for radical & low intensity co-creation group 

 

The same results were also observed in the incremental and high intensity group (Figure 

10). Subjective norms and ability to co-create had significant impacts on the intention to co-

create ( 𝛾𝑆𝑢𝑏𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =0.25, t=2.63, p<0.01; 𝛾𝐴𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑡𝑜 𝑐𝑜−𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =0.50, 



92 

 

t=4.91, p<0.001), while perceived benefits and perceived costs did not have significant effects on 

intention to co-create ( 𝛾𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐵𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =0.12, t=1.08, not significant; 

𝛾𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛=-0.08, t=-0.98, not significant). As observed in the radical co-creation 

groups, only subjective norms and ability to co-create in combination explained approximately 

51% of the variance in intention to co-create in incremental and high intensity group. Thus, 

hypothesis 3 and 4 were supported, while others (i.e., H1 and H2) were rejected. From the results 

from group 1, group 2, and group 3, it seems that consumers’ intention to participate in tourism 

co-creation activities is significantly influenced only by important others’ opinion and ability to 

co-create, regardless of perceived benefits and costs, which apparently conflicts with the result of 

general model.  
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S-B χ
2
 = 206.08, df = 109, p < 0.05, χ

2
/df = 1.89, NNFI =.93, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .07 

Figure 10. Structural equation model for incremental & high intensity co-creation group 

 

However, in the incremental and low intensity group (Figure 11), the result showed a 

different tendency compared to the previous three groups. In the group, three constructs (i.e., 

perceived benefits, perceived costs, and ability to co-create) had significant impacts on the 
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intention to co-create (i.e., 𝛾𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐵𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛  = 0.17, t=-1.68, p<0.1; 

𝛾𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =-0.26, t=-2.55, p<0.05; 𝛾𝐴𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑡𝑜 𝑐𝑜−𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =0.29, t=2.81, 

p<0.01, respectively), while subjective norms did not have a significant effect on intention to co-

create (𝛾𝑆𝑢𝑏𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑠→𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =0.14, t=1.44, not significant). Perceived benefits, perceived 

costs, and ability to co-create, in conjunction, explained approximately 39% of the variance in 

intention to co-create. It is notable that both perceived benefits and perceived costs had impacts 

on intention to co-create in incremental and low intensity co-creation setting, but not in the other 

groups. It is also noteworthy that subjective norms is not an efficient indicator for intention to 

co-create in this group, while it was in the other groups. This implies that consumers’ intention to 

participate in tourism co-creation activities is a significant function of the three exogenous 

constructs in incremental and low intensity group. Thus, Hypotheses 1, 2, and 4 were supported, 

while Hypothesis 3 was rejected.  From the results of all four groups, ability to co-create has 

proven to be an important predictor for co-creation intention, since it was the only construct that 

had significant impact on intention to co-create in all groups. 
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S-B χ
2
 = 153.32, df = 109, p < 0.05, χ

2
/df = 1.41, NNFI =.95, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .05 

Figure 11. Structural equation model for incremental & low intensity co-creation group 

 

 The summary of standardized coefficients for each path in the sub-groups and model fit 

indices is shown in Table 13. The results of all four hypotheses for each group are also 

summarized in Table 14. 
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Table 13. Results of structural model analysis for sub-groups 

Path 

 

Radical &  

High  

intensity 

Radical &  

Low  

intensity 

Incremental &  

High  

intensity 

Incremental &  

Low  

intensity 

PB → ITC 

 

U.C. 

S.E. 

S.C. 

t-value 

.13 

.09 

.11 

1.39 

.15 

.09 

.16 

1.57 

.12 

.11 

.12 

1.08 

.17 

.10 

.17 

1.68
†
 

PC → ITC 

U.C. 

S.E. 

S.C. 

t-value 

-.03 

.07 

-.02 

-.35 

-.09 

.07 

-.10 

-1.31 

.08 

.08 

.08 

.98 

-.25 

.10 

-.26 

-2.55
*
 

SN → ITC 

 

U.C. 

S.E. 

S.C. 

t-value 

.35 

.13 

.30 

2.62
**

 

.25 

.11 

.29 

2.22
*
 

.24 

.09 

.25 

2.63
**

 

.14 

.10 

.14 

1.44 

ATC → ITC 

 

U.C. 

S.E. 

S.C. 

t-value 

.54 

.11 

.47 

4.83
***

 

.26 

.07 

.29 

3.76
**

 

.49 

.10 

.50 

4.91
***

 

.29 

.10 

.29 

2.81
**

 

R
2
 .65 .41 .55 .38 

Model fit indices 

(S-B) χ
2

(df) 

χ
2
/df 

p-value 

NNFI 

CFI 

RMSEA 

 

176.63(109) 

1.62 

p<.05 

.96 

.97 

.06 

 

133.86(109) 

1.23 

p>.05 

.98 

.98 

.04 

 

206.081(109) 

1.89 

p<.05 

.93 

.94 

.07 

 

153.32(109) 

1.41 

p<.05 

.95 

.96 

.05 

U.C. = Unstandardized coefficient; S.E. = Standard error; S.C. = Standardized coefficient. 

† p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001. 
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Table 14. The results of the four hypotheses for each group 

Group 1 Group 2 

(radical & high intensity) (radical & low intensity)  

H1 → Rejected H1 → Rejected 

H2 → Rejected H2 → Rejected 

H3 → Supported H3 → Supported 

H4 → Supported H4 → Supported 

      
Group 3 Group 4 

(incremental & high intensity)  (incremental & low intensity)  

H1 → Rejected H1 → Supported 

H2 → Rejected H2 → Supported 

H3 → Supported H3 → Rejected 

H4 → Supported H4 → Supported 

 

 

Measurement invariance (or measurement equivalence) was examined to compare the influence 

on intention to co-create by separating the overall samples into four different sub-groups and comparing 

them with each other. Measurement invariance is often utilized to confirm whether the two measurement 

models examine the same characteristics regardless of the condition of context (Bollen, 1989; Lee et al., 

2009). Bentler (1980) suggests the metric equivalence method in addition to measurement invariance. 

Metric equivalence method examines whether the standardized coefficients remain the same in each 

group. One can compare the data collected from each group, once the metric equivalence is satisfied. 

Matric equivalence performs chi-square difference test between free model of two groups and equality 

constraint model. The condition of matric equivalence is satisfied when the chi-square difference test is 

insignificant (Hair et al., 2009). Steenkamp & Baumgartner (1998) assert that the statistic results might 

be biased or incorrect without measurement equivalence. 
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From the outcome of chi-square difference test between free model (Model 1) and equality 

constraint model (Model 2) as seen in Table 15, only the comparison between group 1 and group 3 

showed a significance of χ
2

(df) = 28.66 (p<.05). Thus, there was a statistically significant difference 

between the sub-structures of the two groups. The other five comparisons revealed no statistical 

significances among them (all, p>.05). These results illustrate that group 1 and group 3 are the only 

groups that did not have an equivalent measurement model. However, Bentler (1980) and Bollen (1989) 

also argue that when other indices (e.g., NNFI, CFI, and RMSEA) shows good fits, it is still acceptable to 

compare the differences in those groups.  

 

Table 15. Measurement invariance between each sub-group 

Between 

group 

1 & 2 

Model χ
2

(df) χ
2
/df NNFI CFI RMSEA 

Model 1 (Free) 362.75(218) 1.66 .96 .97 .06 

Model 2 (L(X)Y=IN) 382.00(234) 1.63 .96 .97 .06 

Model difference χ
2

(df) critical value of χ
2
 p-value 

Model 2-1 19.25(16) 26.30 p>.05 

       

Between 

group 

1 & 3 

Model χ
2

(df) χ
2
/df NNFI CFI RMSEA 

Model 1 (Free) 451.34(218) 2.07 .94 .95 .08 

Model 2 (L(X)Y=IN) 480.00(234) 2.05 .94 .95 .08 

Model difference χ
2

(df) critical value of χ
2
 p-value 

Model 2-1 28.66(16) 26.30 p<.05 

       

Between 

group 

1 & 4 

Model χ
2

(df) χ
2
/df NNFI CFI RMSEA 

Model 1 (Free) 398.70(218) 1.83 .95 .96 .07 

Model 2 (L(X)Y=IN) 423.28(234) 1.81 .95 .96 .07 

Model difference χ
2

(df) critical value of χ
2
 p-value 

Model 2-1 24.58(16) 26.30 p>.05 
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Table 15. Measurement invariance between each sub-group (Cont.) 

Between 

group 

2 & 3 

Model χ
2

(df) χ
2
/df NNFI CFI RMSEA 

Model 1 (Free) 388.44(218) 1.78 .95 .96 .07 

Model 2 (L(X)Y=IN) 407.66(234) 1.74 .95 .96 .07 

Model difference χ
2

(df) critical value of χ
2
 p-value 

Model 2-1 19.22(16) 26.30 p>.05 

       

Between 

group 

2 & 4 

Model χ
2

(df) χ
2
/df NNFI CFI RMSEA 

Model 1 (Free) 335.80(218) 1.54 .96 .97 .06 

Model 2 (L(X)Y=IN) 343.60(234) 1.57 .97 .97 .05 

Model difference χ
2

(df) critical value of χ
2
 p-value 

Model 2-1 7.80(16) 26.30 p>.05 

       

Between 

group 

3 & 4 

Model χ
2

(df) χ
2
/df NNFI CFI RMSEA 

Model 1 (Free) 424.39(218) 1.95 .94 .95 .08 

Model 2 (L(X)Y=IN) 440.82(234) 1.88 .94 .95 .07 

Model difference χ
2

(df) critical value of χ
2
 p-value 

Model 2-1 16.43(16) 26.30 p>.05 

 

 Therefore, Z-test (see Table 16) was further employed to identify the more specific path 

coefficient difference (Chung & Kwon, 2009). Z-test is useful when clarifying the differences in path 

coefficient among heterogeneous groups (Lee, Kang, Long, & Reisinger, 2010). Z-test is performed using 

the equation below, where unstandardized path coefficient are put as b1 and b2 and standard deviations are 

put as SE1 and SE2 (Chin, 2000).  

 

 

The results of Z-test explained that the strengths of perceived benefits and subjective norms to intention to 
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co-create did not differ among four sub-groups, while the impact of perceived costs on intention to co-

create varied between group 3 (i.e., incremental and high intensity group) and group 4 (i.e., incremental 

and low intensity group) and the impact of ability to co-create on intention to co-create varied between 

group 1 (i.e., radical and high intensity group) and group 2 (i.e., radical and low intensity group).  

 

Table 16. Statistical difference for each path coefficients  

among four sub-groups using Z-test 

Path  Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

PB → ITC 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

-.15 

.06 

-.31 

 

.19 

-.17 

 

 

-.34 

PC → ITC 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

.19 

-.29 

.63 

 

-1.60 

1.34 

 

 

2.58
**

 

SN → ITC 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

.55 

.69 

1.30 

 

.10 

.78 

 

 

.78 

ATC → ITC 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

2.12
*
 

.33 

1.69 

 

-1.88 

-.20 

 

 

1.44 

Group 1: Radical & High intensity; Group 2: Radical & Low intensity; Group 3: Incremental & High intensity; 

Group 4: Incremental & Low intensity 

* p<.05; ** p<.01 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

By performing a series of two-way analyses of variance, several structural equation 

models, and a multiple group analysis based on 2 X 2 factorial between-subjects design, this 

study offers several important insights in relation to consumers’ perception of benefits and costs, 

subjective norms, and ability to co-create on intention to co-create for tourism innovation. It also 

provides the explanation of the moderating effects of the different co-creation settings on the 

relationships among the constructs in the study model.  

Based on a series of two-way ANOVAs, it was found that the level of co-creation 

intensity had strong main effects on the differences among consumers’ perceived benefits and 

perceived costs of co-creation activities. The other three constructs in the model (i.e., subjective 

norms, ability to co-create, and intention to co-create) were not influenced by co-creation scale 

or co-creation intensity. The results show that different co-creation settings have a high 

possibility of influencing the levels of participants’ perception on costs of co-creation. 

The results from the structural equation modeling for the general co-creation intention 

model illustrate that the four antecedent constructs (i.e., perceived benefits, perceived costs, 

subjective norms, and ability to co-create) are all effective predictors for the intention to co-

create. More precisely, it is proven that perceived benefit, subjective norms, and ability to co-

create have direct positive relationships with intention to co-create, whereas perceived costs have 

a direct negative relationship with intention to co-create in the proposed model. However, this is 
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not to say that the antecedents for intention to co-create are consistent in different consumer co-

creation settings. In fact, in the model shows variations in the relationships among its constructs 

influenced by different consumer co-creation setting manipulations.  

 More specifically, the results illustrate the moderating effect of co-creation scale and co-

creation intensity. While the ability to co-create shows the consistent positive influence on 

intention to co-create among the four different co-creation settings, other predictors (i.e., 

perceived benefits, perceived costs, and subjective norms) were found to be differ in various co-

creating settings. First, except for the incremental and low intensity group, perceived benefits 

and costs were proven to have no significant impact on forming consumers’ intention to co-

create, while subjective norms and ability to co-create were found to be useful predictors. On the 

contrary, however, perceived benefits and perceived costs, in addition to ability to co-create, 

were found to be important predictors for the intention to co-create in the incremental and low 

intensity group, while subjective norms were not. Interestingly, it seems that people care more 

about perceived benefits and costs and less about important others’ opinions than others in 

different co-creation setting when they participate in a co-creation activity where ideas for 

improving existing products and services are asked with less responsibility. 

However, despite the results of the differences of indicator compositions for intention to 

co-create in each co-creation setting, measurement invariance in the multiple group analysis 

revealed that the difference between group 1 (i.e., radical and high intensity) and group 3 (i.e., 

incremental and high intensity) was the only difference that showed a statistical significance in 

terms of the moderation effect of the co-creation setting. It can be said that although the 

indicators to predict intention to co-create are different in various co-creation situations, the 
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differences between the antecedents and intention to co-create can be neutralized in the overall 

relationships in the models.  

From the Z-test, it was found that the path coefficient between perceived costs to 

intention to co-create was a path that showed a statistical difference. The difference was found 

between group 3 and group 4, while the comparisons among other groups did not demonstrate 

any differences. It seems that the impact of perceived costs of co-creation participation on 

intention to co-create differs when respondents were provided with the different levels of 

intensity settings while they are providing incremental ideas. Although people are provided with 

different levels of intensity settings, the impacts of perceived costs on intention to co-create do 

not differ when they are providing radical ideas for the co-creation activity (i.e., between group 1 

and group 2). 

As the ability to co-create was the only construct that were identified as the sole predictor 

for intention to co-create in all co-creation settings, the path coefficient between ability to co-

create and intention to co-create showed a statistical difference from the Z-test. The comparison 

between group 1 and group 2 revealed a statistical difference from the ability to co-create to the 

intention to co-create, which implies that the participants’ ability to form their intention to co-

create differs when they were provided with different levels of intensity settings while they are 

providing radical ideas for the co-creation activity. Although people are provided with different 

levels of intensity settings, the impacts of ability to co-create on intention to co-create do not 

differ when they are providing incremental ideas for the co-creation activity (i.e., between group 

3 and group 4). 

Overall, the findings of the study indicate that the new model for consumer co-creation 
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intention proposed in this current study, based on the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) in a combination with the concept of consumers’ 

benefits and costs perception, is useful to predict consumers’ intention to participate in co-

creation activities in the context of tourism. As argued about the impacts and effectiveness of 

perceived benefits and costs on co-creation participation intention in the prior conceptual 

research (Etgar, 2008; Hoyer et al., 2010; Nuttavuthisit, 2010), the result in the general model 

firmly support the debate with empirical evidences. As hypothesized, this study’s results also 

show that the subjective norms (Han et al., 2010; MacKay & Campbell, 2004; Sparks & Pan, 

2009; Quintal et al., 2010) and ability to co-create (Lüthje, 2004; Schreier & Prügl, 2008) are the 

strong predictors for intention to co-create. The results of the sub-model comparisons, however, 

indicate that these positive and negative impacts on intention to co-create can differ in 

accordance with various co-creation settings. 

 

5.1 Implications 

This study offers critical insights both in theoretical and practical manners, based on the 

results of why consumers are motivated to form tourism co-creation intention and how the 

relationships between intentional antecedents and the actual intention can differ in accordance 

with various co-creation contexts. 

Theoretically, this study emphasizes its own value by successfully presenting an 

empirical evidence of the relationships between the motivational antecedents and consumer co-

creation intention in order to broaden the understanding of consumer co-creation research in the 

context of tourism. Contrary to previous consumer co-creation literature mostly debating the 
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motivational impacts on intention to co-create conceptually without any empirical evidence, the 

current study presents an empirically tested general model with several motivational antecedents 

predicting the consumers’ co-creation intention. In the general model of consumer co-creation 

intention, the results demonstrate the evidences of the positive impacts of consumers perceived 

benefits, subjective norms, and ability to co-create in addition to the negative influence of 

consumers’ perceived costs in forming co-creation intention.  

The results of this study also provide the detailed understanding of the possible 

differences among those relationships in the model based on various co-creation stimulus 

settings. Despite the fact that all hypothesized antecedents were useful to predict the intention to 

co-create in the general model, it was determined that the significances of each antecedent can 

vary in accordance with the co-creation settings. It was obvious that the consumers who were 

asked to participated in a co-creation setting with low scale and low intensity had different 

motivational factors to form intention to co-create comparing to others in different co-creation 

setting. While those who were in the different settings only had subjective norms and ability to 

co-create to form their co-creation participation intention, ones who were in incremental and low 

intensity co-creation setting had perceived benefits and costs in addition to ability to co-create to 

form their intention to co-create without having subjective norms as one of the antecedents. It 

implies that, although some factors function good as a successful antecedent for predicting co-

creation intention in a general setting, particular stimuli can change the relationships among the 

intentional factors in various situation. 

From the practical point of view, the study casts several important implications. First, 

contrary to previous literature (Citrin et al., 2000; Füller, 2010; Hoyer et al., 2010; Lee & Back, 
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2006; Nuttavuthisit, 2010; Roberts et al., 2006), the factor loadings from the results of 

confirmatory factor analysis revealed that financial rewards are not as powerful as psychological, 

social, and technical benefits as motivators for co-creation activity participation. As the empirical 

result proved, other benefits than financial benefits can be more effective for forming consumers’ 

overall perceived benefits from co-creation participation and motivating them to participate in 

tourism co-creation activities.  

It is also found that maximizing benefits as rewards and minimizing costs as possible 

risks consumers may perceive prior to the formation of co-creation intention are not always the 

best ways to stimulate their intention to participate in co-creation activities. Although perceived 

benefits and perceived costs are useful predictors for intention to co-create in the general co-

creation setting, the results of this study also found that they might not work in diverse co-

creation settings. For example, despite the fact that perceived benefits and costs are good 

predictors for intention in an incremental and low intensity co-creation setting, they are not 

useful to predict their intention as much as subjective norms and ability to co-create in other co-

creation situation with different co-creation scales and intensities. Thus, it is advised that tourism 

co-creation planners should put more emphasis on promotion methods that stress the importance 

of social support and recognition and stimulate consumers’ confidence in skill and capability 

when encouraging consumers to participate in a co-creation activity that requires various levels 

of involvement and responsibility but low involvement and responsibility. 

 Second, it is also important that co-creation planners need to recognize the importance of 

consumers’ ability to co-create to generate their intention to co-create. Since ability to co-create 

is the only construct that was always effective to predict consumers’ intention to co-create in 
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various co-creation settings as well as in the general co-creation model, the importance of 

consumers’ ability to co-create should be highly emphasized. To locate participants for co-

creation activities, the co-creation planners need to search for those with sufficient knowledge, 

experience, and enough time to participate in co-creation activities as explained by the factors of 

co-creation ability in the study. The factor loadings from the results of confirmatory factor 

analysis also suggest that, as the necessary aspects for forming one’s ability to co-create, general 

knowledge and experience are more required than product and/or service-specific knowledge and 

experience. 

 Overall, the study advances research in tourism consumer co-creation in three important 

ways. First, the study confirms the usefulness of the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) collaborating with consumers’ perception on benefits 

and costs when explaining their co-creation intention formation. Second, the study proposes and 

tests the first empirical model of consumer co-creation intention suggested in prior conceptual 

studies (e.g., Hoyer et al., 2010; Nuttavuthisit, 2010) in the context of tourism product and 

service co-creation. Third, the study also offers further insights on the moderating effect of the 

co-creation contexts (i.e., co-creation scale and co-creation intensity) and explains the difference 

of the relationships among the factors in the model, so practitioners can utilize the result to 

establish their plans to stimulate consumers’ intention to take part in tourism co-creation 

activities in various co-creation settings. 

 

5.2 Limitations and Future Research 

Although this study provides valuable insight into what influences consumers’ motivation 
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for tourism product and service co-creation and how the relationships can differ in accordance 

with various stimuli, limitations of the study should be noted. First, the data are based on a 

hypothetical co-creation experience. Therefore, our perceived benefits and costs are imagined 

perceptions rather than actual feelings. Although the scenario method avoids problems associated 

with time laps compared to a recall method (Mattila & Ro, 2008), it is also suggested to conduct 

how actual co-creation participants felt in a real co-creation setting and how they participated in 

the co-creation activities in terms of co-creation scale and intensity in order to compare the two 

research approaches.  It would be desirable to examine consumers’ actual behaviors in terms of 

co-creation scale and co-creation intensity as the extensions of this model.  

Second, the data have their limitations, although they had been gathered using extensive 

numbers of email addresses during several phases of data collection. The first limitation was the 

response rate. Despite a large potential sample (about 50,000), approximately only 1% (about 

850 as initial data and 695 as final data) remained as final data for the research analysis, which 

barely sufficed the minimum number of data for SEM and group comparison. Since a larger 

number of data can improve the analyses as more convincing and reliable, the similar research 

design with a larger data is desired to be conducted to support the current study. 

Third, from the results of this study, it can be argued that more co-creation settings will 

lead to a variety of differences. Since co-creation planners offer more complicated situations 

where consumers contribute their abilities and creative ideas, other manipulations such as co-

creation venues (i.e., online and offline) and/or co-creation stages (i.e., ideation, product 

development, commercialization, and post-launch) are expected to deliver some interesting 

results based on those manipulations (i.e., co-creation settings). 
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Finally, this study focused only on tourism co-creation activity and involved a single 

segment of the tourism attraction – a public park, Central Park, New York. It is probable that co-

creation behavior differs across different business segments and different product and service 

categories even in the tourism business. Consumers’ intention may form differently in the 

context of other co-creation settings. Future work is needed to identify the existences of possible 

differences in various business settings and product settings as additional extensions of this 

study. 
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APPENDIX B 

ONLINE SURVEY FORM 

:: CONSENT FORM ::  

TITLE: Consumer Co-Creation in Tourism Innovation    

INVESTIGATORS   

Investigator I, Iis P. Tussyadiah, Ph.D., National Laboratory for Tourism & eCommerce, School 

of Tourism and Hospitality Management, Temple University, 1810 N. 13th St, Suite 305, 

Philadelphia, PA 19122, (215) 204-8104, iist@temple.edu.  

Investigator II, Geunhee Lee, Ph.D. Candidate, National Laboratory for Tourism & eCommerce, 

School of Tourism and Hospitality Management, Temple University, 1810 N. 13th St, Suite 308, 

Philadelphia, PA 19122, (215) 204-8104, ghlee@temple.edu. 

INTRODUCTION   

In this study, we are interested in understanding consumers’ motivation and intention to 

collaborate with tourism service suppliers and other consumers to develop brand new products 

and services and/or improve existing products and services in the context of tourism business. 

Consumers’ participation in product and service development and/or improvement activities is 

called ‘consumer co-creation.’   It should take about less than 10 minutes to complete this 

survey.  We welcome questions about the study at any time.    

CONSENT   

I understand that my participation in this study is on a voluntary basis and I may refuse to 

participate at any time without consequence or prejudice.   

All documents and information pertaining to this research study will be kept confidential, unless 

required by applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations to be disclosed.  I understand 

that records and data generated by the study may be reviewed by Temple University and its 

agents and/or governmental agencies to assure proper conduct of the study and compliance with 

regulations.  I understand that the results of this study may be published.  If any data is 

published, I will not be identified by name.   

If I need to, I can contact Investigator I, Iis P. Tussyadiah, Ph.D., National Laboratory for 

Tourism & eCommerce, School of Tourism and Hospitality Management, Temple University, 

mailto:iist@temple.edu
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1810 N. 13th St, Suite 305, Philadelphia, PA 19122, (215) 204-8104, iist@temple.edu.    

If I have any questions about my rights as a research subject, I may contact the Institutional 

Review Board Coordinator at (215) 707-3390. The IRB Coordinator may also be reached by 

email: IRB@temple.edu or regular mail:  

Institutional Review Board Coordinator  

Temple University Research Administration  

Student Faculty Conference Center 3340 North Board Street – Suite 304  

Philadelphia, PA 19140 

 I agree to participate 

 I do not agree to participate 
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Please consider the following situation: 

 

While you are web surfing, you have found the following website called “My Central Park 

Idea” created by a private consulting company called "Central Park Planner." 

 

Central Park Planner invites the website’s visitors to contribute ideas. On the website, you 

can work together with the creative team from Central Park Planner and other web users to 

design new attractions and programs or improve existing ones (e.g., Carousel, Ice skate rink, 

Playgrounds) in Central Park, New York City. 

 

The website is designed to search information about the existing products and services in 

Central Park, post your ideas, read and vote for other people’s ideas, and join the online 

discussions on the website. In online discussions, people are required either to take the leading 

role in the discussions as a facilitator or to be just a discussion participant. This process is 

called a co-creation activity in this study. 

 

It is expected that there will be some type of benefit provided by Central Park Planner for the 

participants in accordance with the level of participation. 
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Random Scenario for group 1 

Through the My Central Park Idea website, you are invited to contribute ideas for Central 

Park, New York, to design brand new attractions and programs (e.g., something that 

the park has not yet provided for its visitors). 

 

Central Park Planner, the company managing the project requires a high involvement 

from you (e.g., to take the leading role as a facilitator in the discussions) and it will rely 

heavily on your ideas to design brand new attractions and programs. 

 

 

Random Scenario for group 2 

Through the My Central Park Idea website, you are invited to contribute ideas for Central 

Park, New York, to design brand new attractions and programs (e.g., something that 

the park has not yet provided for its visitors). 

 

Central Park Planner, the company managing the design project requires a low 

involvement from you (e.g., by being a participant in the discussions). Your opinion will be 

considered in their plan to design new attractions and programs.  

 

 

Random Scenario for group 3 

Through the My Central Park Idea website, you are invited to contribute ideas for Central 

Park, New York, to improve existing attractions and programs (e.g., something that 

the park has already provided). 

 

Central Park Planner, the company managing the improvement project requires a high 

involvement from you (e.g., to take the leading role as a facilitator in the discussions) as it 

will rely heavily on your ideas to improve their attractions and programs. 
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Random Scenario for group 4 

Through the My Central Park Idea website, you are invited to contribute ideas for Central 

Park, New York, to improve existing attractions and programs (e.g., something that 

the park has already provided). 

 

Central Park Planner, the company managing the design project requires a low 

involvement from you (e.g., by being a participant in the discussions). Your opinion will be 

considered in their plan to improve their attractions and programs.  

 

 

Q1 Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.      

The situation asks me to provide... 

 ideas to design brand new attractions and programs with high involvement 

 ideas to design brand new attractions and programs with low involvement 

 ideas to improve existing attractions and programs with high involvement 

 ideas to improve existing attractions and programs with low involvement 
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Q2 Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.   

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

I have a lot of experience 

with Central Park, New 

York. 

          

I have a lot of experience 

in contributing my ideas 

for new product and 

service 

development/improvement. 

          

I have a great deal of 

knowledge about Central 

Park, New York. 

          

I have a great deal of 

knowledge to contribute to 

new product and service 

development/improvement. 

          

I have enough time to 

contribute my ideas for 

new product and service 

development/improvement. 

          

I have enough time to 

participate in this co-

creation activity regularly 

if required. 
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Q3 Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.    

Most people who are important to me would...  

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

...think it is 

good to take 

part in this 

co-creation 

activity. 

          

...support my 

participation 

in this co-

creation 

activity. 

          

...understand 

my 

participation 

in this co-

creation 

activity. 
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Q4 Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.      

I believe participating in this co-creation activity will...  

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

...provide me 

monetary 

incentives. 

          

...provide me 

shared 

profits. 

          

...reward me 

an exclusive 

customer 

status. 

          

...help me 

enjoy social 

interaction 

with others. 

          

...allow me to 

excel. 
          

...make me 

proud of 

myself. 

          

...allow me to 

acquire more 

knowledge. 
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Q5 Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.      

I believe participating in this co-creation activity will...  

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

...cost me 

money. 
          

...damage my 

finances. 
          

...generate 

issues with 

other people 

due to 

different 

opinions and 

point of view. 

          

...make me 

lose the time 

that I could 

spend with 

my friends 

and family. 

          

...make me 

frustrated. 
          

...make me 

disappointed 

with myself. 

          

...make me 

confused due 

to the 

complexity of 

Central Park's 

attractions 

and 

programs. 
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Q6 Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.  

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

I will 

participate in 

this co-

creation 

activity. 

          

I will 

contribute my 

ideas for this 

co-creation 

activity. 

          

I will share 

my ideas with 

others for the 

given product 

and service 

co-creation. 

          

 

 

Q7 Gender: 

 Male 

 Female 

 Do not wish to comment 

 

Q8 Marital status: 

 Married 

 Single or never married 

 Divorced, separated, widowed 

 Living with partner 

 Do not wish to comment 
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Q9 Your current employment: 

 Employed full-time 

 Employed part-time 

 Retired 

 Not employed 

 Do not wish to comment 

 

Q10 Highest education level you have attained: 

 Some high school 

 Completed high school 

 Some college, not completed 

 Completed college 

 Post graduate work started or completed 

 Do not wish to comment 

 

Q11 Please select the your age range. 

 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 

Age             
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Q12 The state in which you currently reside: 

 I do not reside in the United States 

 Alabama 

 Alaska 

 Arizona 

 Arkansas 

 California 

 Colorado 

 Connecticut 

 Delaware 

 District of Columbia 

 Florida 

 Georgia 

 Hawaii 

 Idaho 

 Illinois 

 Indiana 

 Iowa 

 Kansas 

 Kentucky 

 Louisiana 

 Maine 

 Maryland 

 Massachusetts 

 Michigan 

 Minnesota 

 Mississippi 

 Missouri 

 Montana 

 Nebraska 

 Nevada 

 New Hampshire 

 New Jersey 

 New Mexico 

 New York 

 North Carolina 

 North Dakota 

 Ohio 

 Oklahoma 
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 Oregon 

 Pennsylvania 

 Puerto Rico 

 Rhode Island 

 South Carolina 

 South Dakota 

 Tennessee 

 Texas 

 Utah 

 Vermont 

 Virginia 

 Washington 

 West Virginia 

 Wisconsin 

 Wyoming 

 

Q13 Your annual household income from all sources in 2010 (before taxes): 

 Less than $20,000 

 $20,000-$29,999 

 $30,000-$39,999 

 $40,000-$49,999 

 $50,000-$74,999 

 $75,000-$99,999 

 $100,000-$149,999 

 $150,000-$199,999 

 $200,000 or more 

 Do not wish to comment 
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Q14 How would you describe your ethnic origin? 

 White 

 African American or Black 

 Spanish or Hispanic 

 Asian or Pacific Islander 

 Native American or Aleutian Eskimo 

 Other 

 Do not wish to comment 

 

Thank you very much for participating in this important study.  We highly appreciate and value 

your time and contribution.  Please provide your contact information in order to be considered 

for the sweepstakes.   (1 X $100, 2 X $50, 2 X $25 restaurant.com certificates) 

First Name 

Last Name 

Email address 

 

Please click "Submit" to record your response.   Should you have any questions, please contact: 

Geunhee Lee National Laboratory for Tourism & eCommerce School of Tourism & Hospitality 

Management Temple University 1810 N. 13th Street, Suite 308 Philadelphia, PA 19122 email: 

ghlee@temple.edu 
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APPENDIX C 

RESPONDENTS’ PROFILE 

 (N=693 excluding two missing answers) 

    Frequency Percent 

Gender 
  

 
Male 222 31.9 

 
Female 456 65.6 

 
Do not wish to comment 15 2.2 

    
Marital Status 

  

 
Married 427 61.4 

 
Single or never married 112 16.1 

 
Divorced, separated, widowed 94 13.5 

 
Living with partner 35 5.0 

 
Do not wish to comment 25 3.6 

  
  

Employment 
  

 
Employed full-time 355 51.1 

 
Employed part-time 103 14.8 

 
Retired 117 16.8 

 
Not employed 82 11.8 

 
Do not wish to comment 36 5.2 

    
Education 

  

 
Some high school 2 .3 

 
Completed high school 55 7.9 

 
Some college, not completed 147 21.2 

 
Completed college 223 32.1 

 
Post graduate work started or completed 248 35.7 

 
Do not wish to comment 18 2.6 
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Age group 
  

 
18-24  15 2.2 

 
25-34  68 9.8 

 
35-44  105 15.1 

 
45-54  199 28.6 

 
55-64 235 33.8 

 
65+ 71 10.2 

    
Residetial State 

  

 
Connecticut 69 9.9 

 
Massachusett 79 11.4 

 
New Jersey 130 18.7 

 
New York 180 25.9 

 
Pennsylvania 199 28.6 

 
Vermont 5 .7 

 
Others 31 .1 

    
Income 

  

 
Less than $20,000 26 3.7 

 
$20,000-$29,999 29 4.2 

 
$30,000-$39,999 49 7.1 

 
$40,000-$49,999 29 4.2 

 
$50,000-$74,999 124 17.8 

 
$75,000-$99,999 95 13.7 

 
$100,000-$149,999 106 15.3 

 
$150,000-$199,999 40 5.8 

 
$200,000 or more 25 3.6 

 
Do not wish to comment 170 24.5 
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Ethinicity 
  

 
White 553 79.6 

 
African American or Black 41 5.9 

 
Spanish or Hispanic 19 2.7 

 
Asian or Pacific Islander 7 1.0 

 
Native American or Aleutian Eskimo 3 .4 

 
Other 12 1.7 

 
Do not wish to comment 58 8.3 

 


