
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Impact of  
Co-Creation on Brand 

Image in Skincare 
 
 
 
 
 

Marina Santos Aguiar 
 
 
 
 

Dissertation written under the supervision of Cláudia Costa 
 
 
 

Dissertation submitted in partial fulfilment of requirements for the MSc in 
Management with specialization in Strategic Marketing program at the 

Universidade Católica Portuguesa, June 2023. 
  



ii 

 

ABSTRACT 

Title: The Impact of Co-Creation on Brand Image in Skincare 

Author: Marina Santos Aguiar 

In recent years, the skincare market has become increasingly competitive, highlighting the 

importance for companies to employ differentiating strategies in order for brands and their 

products to stand out from the competition.  

To address this challenge, the present study elaborates on the existing literature concerning the 

effect of co-creation on behavioural attitudes, exploring the influence on brand image, and 

further investigating the perceived innovativeness in this context. In order to achieve this 

objective, a between-subject study with 89 participants was conducted to understand how co-

creation impacts the brand image within the skincare segment, analysing the type of innovation 

that has a more positive influence on the perceived innovativeness of co-creation, and how that 

variable is affected by the consumer’s hedonic purchase motivations.  

The results show a direct and positive effect of co-creation on the brand image, emphasizing 

the significance of collaborative product development in shaping consumer perceptions. 

Furthermore, the study deepens the knowledge of perceived innovativeness in this context, with 

the identification of two dimensions within the perceived innovativeness of co-creation: social 

and hedonic. The impact of perceived innovativeness on the brand image demonstrates the 

importance of innovation, as well as product novelty, for the consumer. Additionally, product 

involvement was identified as an influencing variable in the perceived innovativeness of co-

created products, establishing that high levels of product involvement increase the perceived 

innovativeness of co-created products. These findings provide valuable insights for the skincare 

segment and extend the current academic studies regarding co-creation, innovation and brand 

image. 

 

Keywords: co-creation; brand image; innovation; hedonic consumption; perceived 
innovativeness 
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SUMÁRIO 

Título: O Impacto da Co-Criação na Imagem de Marca em Cuidados de Pele 

Author: Marina Santos Aguiar 

Nos últimos anos, o mercado de cuidados de pele tem-se tornado cada vez mais competitivo, 

realçando a importância para as empresas em utilizarem estratégias de diferenciação para que 

as marcas destaquem.  

Para responder a este desafio, o presente estudo desenvolve a literatura existente sobre o efeito 

da co-criação nas atitudes comportamentais, explorando a influência na imagem da marca e 

investigando a percepção de inovatividade neste contexto. Foi realizado um estudo com 89 

participantes para compreender o impacto da co-criação na imagem da marca no segmento de 

cuidados de pele, analisando o tipo de inovação que tem uma influência mais positiva na 

inovatividade percebida da co-criação e como essa variável é afectada pelas motivações de 

compra hedónicas do consumidor.  

Os resultados mostram um efeito direto e positivo da co-criação na imagem da marca, 

sublinhando a importância do desenvolvimento colaborativo de produtos na formação das 

percepções dos consumidores. O estudo aprofunda também o conhecimento da inovatividade 

percebida neste contexto, identificando duas dimensões dentro da inovatividade percebida da 

co-criação: social e hedónica. O impacto da inovatividade percebida na imagem da marca 

demonstra a importância da inovação, bem como da novidade do produto, para o consumidor. 

O envolvimento do produto foi identificado como uma variável que influencia a percepção da 

inovatividade dos produtos co-criados, estabelecendo que níveis elevados de envolvimento do 

produto aumentam a percepção da inovação dos produtos co-criados. Estas conclusões 

fornecem informações valiosas para o segmento de cuidados de pele e alargam os actuais 

estudos sobre co-criação, inovação e imagem de marca. 

 

 

Keywords: co-criação; imagem de marca; inovação; consumo hedónico, percepção de 
inovatividade  
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1. Introduction 

The skincare market was worth $15,70 billion in 2023 (Statista Market Forecast, 2023). The 

market value of the skincare segment indicates fierce competition with consumers becoming 

increasingly demanding for products that meet their needs and deliver the promised results. In 

addition to product efficacy, consumers rely on testimonials from peers and key opinion leaders 

when choosing the most suitable product (Xiong et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2021). The market 

is driven by brand image that relies on trust and consumer perceptions of innovation (Fatma & 

Khan, 2023; Xiong et al., 2021) as a result, companies in the skincare market need to 

continuously strive for innovation and develop new products that meet consumers' needs. 

Younger consumers are entering the skincare market at a faster rate than the growth of older 

consumers (Zhang et al., 2021), and, since this segment is known to have higher brand-

switching intentions (Sahay & Sharma, 2010), brands struggle to find ways to engage with 

younger audiences. 

Therefore, in this growing brand image-driven market (Statista Market Forecast, 2023), which 

depends on consumer views of innovation and trust, brands need to find a competitive edge to 

stay relevant. This means that brands must use strategies to increase their market size to not 

lose the market to the competition. Having a clear understanding of consumers' perceptions of 

innovation is crucial for skincare companies to develop products that stand out in the market 

and meet consumers' needs and expectations. Customers are more likely to purchase, pay a 

higher price and recommend products perceived as innovative because consumers perceive 

them as more appealing and effective (Schreier et al., 2012). This is particularly important in 

the skincare market, where consumers are willing to spend more for products that provide 

unique benefits and demonstrate innovation (Yadav & Pathak, 2016). Thus, in this dynamic 

market, companies that can innovate and introduce new products that cater to consumers' 

shifting needs increasing their perception of innovation towards the brand, are more likely to 

have positive outcomes in consumer behaviour towards their brands (Schreier et al., 2012, 

Szymanski, et al., 2007).  

However, there are additional elements that influence customer behaviour, researchers have 

shown that consumption can be motivated by hedonic and utilitarian reasons which impact their 

purchasing behaviour (Babin et al., 1994; Herabadi et al. 2009, Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; 
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Okada, 2005; Voss et al., 2003). In contrast to utilitarianism, where product attributes seem to 

be more instrumental and functional, hedonism consumption is associated with "sensory, 

experiential product attributes." (Batra & Ahtola, 1991; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). These 

two distinct constructs help consumers in the decision-making process by allowing them to 

choose between products depending on the nature of the consumption dimension – either 

hedonic or utilitarian (Dhar & Wertenbroch, 2000). Okada (2005) found that the justification 

effect can help explain the different motivations for consumption. Consumers are more likely 

to justify their purchase of hedonic goods using emotional and pleasure-based justifications, 

whereas utilitarian purchases are more likely to be justified using functional and necessity-

based justifications. This highlights the importance of understanding the role of justification in 

consumer decision-making, due to the influence of the perceived value of a product based on 

utilitarian or hedonic attributes. Also suggests that the justification effect can influence 

consumers' perception of the innovative aspects of a product, as they may associate innovation 

more strongly with the attributes that align with their justifications, in this case when consumers 

justify their purchase using emotional and pleasure-based reasons, they may perceive the 

product as having higher hedonic innovativeness value.  

In this context, exploring effective approaches that align with consumers' emotional 

connections and personal attachments to products can be instrumental. By implementing 

strategies that actively involve current consumers and tap into their insights, companies have 

the opportunity to build trust through shared needs and preferences. This collaborative approach 

not only instils a sense of ownership and satisfaction among consumers (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004), but the way the product is developed can change positively the perception 

of innovation of the product from the consumer point of view. 

Consumers often start by custom-create products for themselves because they want to have the 

right product that meets their needs and then make them available to the firm for wider 

commercialization. Many scholars argue in favour of this democratization of innovation 

because they see the benefits that both parties (companies and consumers) can take from this 

user-centred innovation process (Franke & Schreier, 2010; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Von 

Hippel, 2009). For the broader market, those that buy the product but do not take part in the co-

creation process, co-created skincare product generates positive behavioural attitudes, namely 

purchase intention and brand image (Fuchs & Schreier, 2010; Lee et al., 2019) since 
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collaboration with customers to address actual skin issues due to the need for consumer 

validation concept. Co-creation in the skincare industry ultimately leads to the creation of value 

in products that better meet consumers’ needs and preferences.  

Perceived innovation has been studied in the context of co-creation in past literature (Frow et 

al., 2015; Piller et al., 2010; Schreier et al., 2012), in which it was established the positive 

impact of perceived innovation on consumer behaviour intentions (e.g. purchase intentions). 

However, it is important to understand the nature of the perceived innovativeness when a 

consumer is confronted with the co-created product, as well as comprehend how the different 

dimensions of perceived innovativeness impact brand image differently. According to Roehrich 

(1994), there are two aspects of innovativeness: hedonistic innovativeness and social 

innovativeness (Snyder & Fromkin, 1980; Berlyne, 1960), distinguished by the emotional and 

social aspects of consumption, thus, it confirms that stimuli are an important dimension for 

innovation. If Roehrich’s research is applied to the study of co-creation products it could help 

in understanding the nature of perceived innovativeness of co-created products, and it would 

allow the study of social identification that highlights a dimension of perceived innovativeness 

and can, thus, be used by companies to enact favourable behavioural attitudes towards skincare 

products. 

The research tries to understand whether co-creation can influence different dimensions of 

perceived innovation which might appeal more to some types of consumption based on the 

identification effect enacted by co-creation with consumers. Due to the presence of empirical 

evidence, that co-creation has a positive effect on the company’s perceived innovation and 

brand authenticity in the mind of the consumers (Van Dijk et al., 2014), there is a possible 

assumption that brand image can be enhanced by communicating the innovation strategy (co-

creation) that the company employs. 

This study can also provide insights into the factors that influence consumer perception of 

skincare brands and how co-creation can be used as a strategy to enhance brand image in this 

segment of the cosmetic industry. The results can be useful for skincare brands looking to 

improve their brand image through co-creation strategies and can contribute to the existing 

literature on co-creation and brand image in the context of the skincare segment. 
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2. Literature Review and Conceptual Framework 

2.1 Literature Review 

2.1.1 Innovation 

The concept of economic innovation was introduced by Schumpeter (1942) as the explanation 

of economic structural cycles: waves of innovation affect the economic system, causing the old 

economic structure to collapse and a new one to emerge (Schumpeter, 1942). Due to the 

diversity of disciplines innovation encompasses, innovation has been defined from different 

perspectives (Baregheh et al., 2009), however more recent literature emphasizes the 

improvement of products and services themselves leading to enhanced quality (Malerba & 

Brusoni, 2007). Kimberly (1981) identifies different stages of innovation: (1) innovation as a 

process, (2) as a product, program, or service and (3) as an attribute of organizations. By 

introducing these stages of innovation, companies can adapt to changing market conditions, 

create value, and achieve, as well as maintain, a competitive advantage (Zahra & Covin, 1994), 

since innovation can help companies differentiate themselves from competitors and enter new 

markets (Brem & Viardot, 2017). In addition, companies that invest in innovation can create 

new products and services that generate revenue, while also improving efficiency and reducing 

costs (Hogan & Nagle, 2005; Zahra et al. 2014). Further, innovation is also intimately linked 

with creativity, Cropley et al., (2011) referred to “value in innovation” as the process between 

creativity and innovation and how that can create value for the final product. 

However, innovation scholars defend that the importance of innovation is not determined by its 

newness, but rather by how new the innovation appears to the person or group considering 

adopting it (Rogers, 1995). Consumers are more likely to adopt innovations that are perceived 

as new or novel because the products provide them with the opportunity to try something 

different, exciting, and valuable (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). So, this concept of a 

psychological construct that reflects the subjective perception of an innovation's novelty, rather 

than its objective newness in terms of time or technology, can be leveraged to create and deliver 

value to consumers. Agarwal and Karahanna (2000) studied the effect of user experiences of 

innovation on attitude towards products while introducing the notion of cognitive absorption as 

a mediator in this relationship. In this study, absorption is characterized as reflecting the 

consumer’s capacity to engage in cognitive activities (e.g processing and assimilating new 
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information) and is influenced by playfulness and personal innovation The concept of 

absorption is linked with social influence through the adoption of innovation as personal 

innovativeness and social influence must also be considered in determining consumer attitudes 

towards new products (Amoroso & Lim, 2015; Lu et al., 2005). These notions further evidence 

the existence of a personal construct within innovation (Kelly, 1955) that is influenced by 

exciting and emotional incentives towards novelty products as well as external influence for 

innovation adoption.  

2.1.2. Co-creation as a Source of Innovation 

Innovation as the process of introducing new products or services in the market, (Kimberly, 

1981; Schumpeter, 1942) refers to modifications made to the methodology or process to 

increase efficiency (Kahn, 2018). The process itself can impact the way the innovation is 

created and how is perceived by consumers (Tödtling et al., 2009). 

The product creation process can originate from different sources, the most traditional process 

is in-house product creation, involving the development of new products or services with the 

company's own resources. However, this approach can be expensive, time-consuming, and may 

lead to a lack of fresh perspectives and new ideas (Trott, 1998). In light of this, companies try 

to innovate by inviting new sources of ideas in the product creation process such as outsourcing, 

co-creation, and open innovation. (Bogers et al., 2010; Laursen & Salter, 2005; Nishikawa et 

al., 2017). 

Co-creation can be viewed as an innovation process where consumers are involved in different 

stages of product creation and development. This source of innovation involves a collaborative 

approach to innovation that leverages the collective knowledge and creativity of customers, 

suppliers, and other stakeholders (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). As the organization 

responsible for developing and launching the product or service, the company acts as a 

facilitator in the co-creation process providing resources, tools, and support to participating 

consumers. For the company, co-creation can lead to increased consumer loyalty and 

engagement, and improved products due to better insight into consumers' needs, while reducing 

the risk of product failure by incorporating feedback from consumers (Carbonell et al., 2009; 

Ramaswamy, 2008). However, companies may struggle to balance the needs and preferences 
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of participating consumers with their own objectives or fail to understand consumers’ latent 

needs (Franke et al., 2009).  

The people that actively participate in the co-creation process by providing feedback, ideas, and 

insights about their needs and solutions are denominated as participating consumers (Chang & 

Taylor, 2016). When introducing the customer-active paradigm, Von Hippel (1978) highlighted 

the importance of the participating consumer in the creation of new products. According to 

Etgar (2008), consumers can be involved in the co-production process in five different stages: 

development of antecedent conditions, development of motivations, calculation of the co-

production cost-benefits, activation (engagement in the actual performance co-creation), and 

generation of outputs and evaluation of the process. These consumers are often highly engaged 

and invested in the co-creation process, leading to more meaningful feedback (Mahr et al., 

2014). For the consumer, participating in the creation process infuses a feeling of loyalty toward 

the brand (Sawhney et al., 2005; Sheth et al., 2000), however, these consumers may not be 

representative of the larger consumer population, and they might feel resentment if the product 

fails or doesn't end up being introduced to the market.  

Consumers who do not actively participate in the co-creation process but benefit from the 

products can be nominated as observing consumers. Their perspective towards the final co-

created product will differ from the perspectives of the company and the consumers that 

participated in the product development. Observing consumers perceive companies that foster 

customer empowerment in new product development as more customer-oriented (Brady & 

Cronin, 2001). Additionally, observing consumers may show a higher purchase intention, an 

increase in willingness to pay, and a higher likelihood of recommending the brand to other 

customers due to the "innovation effect of user design" resulting from co-creation (Costa & 

Vale, 2018; Schreier et al., 2012). Co-creation increases customer satisfaction, brand loyalty, 

and product development, all of which can better meet the needs of consumers. (Füller, 2010). 

Previous research has shown that the study of co-creation has attracted interest due to its 

potential to foster innovation, customer engagement and company performance (Afuah & 

Bastian, 2010; Franke et al., 2009; Nishikawa et al., 2017; Ramaswamy, 2008). Schreier et al. 

(2012) identified 4 characteristics that assist consumers' innovation perception to assign 

innovation attributions to companies fostering co-creation, the first relates to greater idea flow, 

the straight being in the number of people contributing to a creative innovation (Troy, et al., 
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2001; Valacich et al., 1995); secondly the diverse background and skills will affect creativity 

due to diversity of idea and perspectives of different people (Mannix & Neale, 2005; Robinson 

& Dechant, 1997); the user factor also influences innovation due to the identification construct 

of products being developed by people that consumers identify themselves with (Von Hippel, 

2009), and believe having shared needs and insights about the products; lastly the lack of 

constraints normally associated with professionally designed products (e.g. following 

structured guidelines imposed by the company) allows for a freedom of design (Schreier et al., 

2012). Co-creation has been found to positively impact the company’s performance by 

increasing the speed and effectiveness of product development (Nambisan & Nambisan, 2008; 

Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004) as well as improving brand awareness and reputation (Füller, 

2010; Nambisan & Nambisan, 2008).  

2.1.3. Brand Image 

Brand image is the perception that consumers have of a brand and is influenced by several 

factors, including product quality, perceived value, and innovation (Aaker, 1995). According 

to Keller (1993), this notion of brand image can be determined by the level of brand awareness 

and unique brand associations the consumer established from recalling memories associated 

with past interactions with the brand (e.g. advertising). Research has consistently shown that 

companies with a strong brand image are more likely to experience higher levels of customer 

loyalty and be more financially stable (Keller, 1993; Keller & Lehmann, 2006), therefore, 

companies need to focus on developing and maintaining a positive brand image, which can be 

achieved through successful communication and brand positioning (Keller, 1993).  

According to Aaker (1995) and Kapferer (2008), the brand’s image strategy should begin with 

building the brand identity in order to establish how a company wants to be perceived by its 

customers as well as the values and characteristics it wants to communicate through its products 

or services. Customer loyalty and consumer satisfaction are strong indicators of consumer 

behavioural intention (Zhang, 2015), both impacted by brand image differently. While 

satisfaction is enhanced by the consumer’s self-image (Jamal & Goode, 2001) due to its 

inherent connection to the consumer’s own evaluation of the shopping experience (Fornell, 

1992), customer loyalty derives from the approval of a brand that evolves into repeated 

purchasing of a brand’s products (Keller, 1993) positively enforcing the consumer’s perception 
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of the brand (Zhang, 2015). These two constructs (loyalty and satisfaction) originate from the 

consumer's opinion of a product or service (Zhang, 2015).  

The essential role brand perceptions play in developing brand loyalty and influencing consumer 

behaviour can be attributed to emotional and symbolic value and the self-expression consumers 

elicit from the brand (Aaker, 1999). One of the components of brand image is the perceived 

authenticity of a brand (Holt, 2002), this notion is linked with how brands appear to be 

“genuine, real, and/or true” (Beverland & Farrelly, 2010). Since co-creation is an innovative 

approach focused on the consumer (Füller, 2010) and high perceived authenticity positively 

influences the brand image (Holt, 2002; Liao et al., 2012; Xu et al., 2022), brands that foster 

co-creation strategies are likely to strengthen their brand image from the consumer’s 

perspective. Furthermore, by increasing product development quality and product efficacy, a 

co-creation strategy can impact consumer satisfaction, loyalty and build a brand identity around 

consumer-centric innovation ultimately impacting the brand image (Füller, 2010). The 

involvement of consumers in the creative process can, thus, potentially incentive competitive 

advantage due to differentiating the brand from competitors, by emphasizing the innovation 

strategy as unique and consumer centered. 

H1: Consumers develop more favourable behavioural intentions (i.e. positive brand image) 

toward brands fostering co-creation (vs. developed by professionals).  

2.1.4. Perceived Innovativeness 

Co-creation has already been established as an innovation process involving the collaboration 

of consumers in product creation (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The impact on the brand is 

influenced by how consumers perceive the co-created products, as co-creation is used as a 

source of innovation, and has been confirmed to affect the perceived innovativeness of the 

product as well as the brand image (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Schreier et al., 2012). 

In order to explore how communicating that a new product was the result of a co-creation 

process influences how consumers perceive the innovation, the concept of perceived 

innovativeness needs to be explored further. Perceived innovativeness is a critical factor in the 

success of a new product launch and influences consumer behaviour. The value drawn from 

innovation itself manifests in different ways (1) enhanced convenience saves time and effort 
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(Carrigan & Szmigin, 2006), (2) greater choice increases consumers' autonomy and freedom, 

(3) increased affordability improves the standard of living. (Hogan & Nagle, 2005; Schiffman 

& Kanuk, 2007). However, the value from the perception of innovation has a direct impact on 

consumer behaviour, such as (1) improved quality enhances consumers' satisfaction and loyalty 

(Choi & Lee, 2003) and (2) novelty and excitement stimulate curiosity and enjoyment, 

contributing to emotional and social well-being (Arnould & Thompson, 2005).  

People perceive the innovativeness of products differently, differently according to individual 

factors such as prior knowledge, experience, expectations, familiarity, cultural and social 

influences, individual attitudes, preferences, and cognitive biases shape how individuals 

perceive innovation (Roehrich, 1994). Kelly (1955) defines personal constructs as cognitive 

structures and mental frameworks people use to understand and evaluate the world around them. 

This concept of personal constructs varies between individuals, as they are influenced by 

individual experiences, knowledge, expectations, cultural context, and biases (Kelly, 1955). 

Therefore, recognizing the diversity of perceptions and personal constructs as well as 

understanding the sensitivity to external factors is important when measuring and analyzing the 

innovativeness of products. 

Arnould & Thompson (2005) pioneered the studies on the social, emotional, and symbolic 

aspects of consumption. In 1994, Roehrich developed a scale to understand how consumers 

measure the perceived innovativeness of a product, introducing two components of 

innovativeness: hedonist innovativeness, related to the need for stimulation (Berlyne, 1960); 

and social innovativeness related to the need for uniqueness (Snyder & Fromkin, 1980). 

According to Roehrich’s (1994) research, the hedonic innovativeness dimension explains the 

motivation to adopt innovations for hedonic reasons, such as novelty appreciation. 

Innovativeness can be defined as “a tendency to be attracted to, and buy new products” and 

helps answer the question: Why are we attracted to a new product rather than a known product? 

Arnould (1989) observes that social rewards and social differentiation may both stimulate new 

product adoption and help shape consumers' self-identity. Past literature established that the 

social motivations for purchase are closely related to the symbolic meaning that products hold 

for consumers (Belk, 1988; Hirschman, 1980). The social dimension of co-creation allows 

consumers to feel a sense of belonging, being motivated to purchase a product co-created with 

a group of people consumers identify themselves with or want to belong to (Sawhney et al., 
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2005), this motivation has also been identified as an enhancer of the perceived social status of 

consumers (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The status elevation element can be particularly 

relevant in the context of luxury skincare products, where consumers often seek to express their 

social status and wealth through their purchasing decisions (Dubois & Laurent, 1994). Co-

creation can provide a social dimension to the product by allowing consumers to create unique 

and exclusive products that meet their needs.  

Dahl et al., (2015) introduce this concept of social identification to co-creation by observing 

consumers, while Fuchs et al. (2013) had previously studied this effect on participating 

consumers. Consumers develop a social identification with products and companies that adopt 

co-creation innovation strategies, this social identification occurs when consumers perceive the 

brand as representing values, beliefs, or characteristics that align with their own self-concept or 

desired social identity but is attenuated when consumers feel dissimilar to others that 

participated in the co-creation process (Dahl et al., 2015). 

As argued, perceived hedonic innovativeness has a strong emotional component (Berlyne, 

1960; Roehrich, 1994). This concept refers to an individual's inclination or propensity to seek 

and adopt new products or experiences primarily for the sake of enjoyment, pleasure, or novelty 

(Belk, 1988; Hirschman, 1980). Individuals with high levels of hedonic innovativeness are 

more likely to embrace new and unconventional products or experiences, even if they may not 

necessarily provide substantial practical benefits. These consumers motivated by the desire to 

engage in pleasurable and novel experiences, enhance their enjoyment, and express their 

individuality (Roehrich, 1994). Although Roehrich (1994) made the distinction between the 

hedonic and social dimensions, in which the sense of product uniqueness relates to social 

motivations, the social factor is also very present in hedonic consumption which might 

influence the way the innovativeness is perceived. By introducing these notions in co-creation 

strategies, this study can understand how co-creation products are perceived from these two 

perspectives and comprehend if co-creation drawing from social identification and resulting in 

a more diverse group of users, will elicit in consumer's higher perceived innovativeness which 

will contribute positively to brand image. 

H2a: The positive effect of co-created new products on brand image is mediated by higher 

perceived innovativeness ability in the co-created new product than in a new product internally 

developed by the firm. 
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H2b: The positive effect of co-created new products on brand image is mediated by higher 

perceived innovativeness ability in the co-created new product than in a new product internally 

developed by the firm. The mediation effect is explained by higher perceived hedonic 

innovativeness of co-created new products than in a new product internally developed by the 

firm. 

2.1.5. Motivation of Purchase 

Hedonic motivations are those associated with pleasure, comfort, sensory experiences, and 

consumers tend to engage in more emotional decision-making when making these types of 

purchases. Hedonic purchases can include luxury goods, entertainment, and experiences, and 

they are often associated with high levels of arousal and excitement. Consumer behaviour 

towards hedonic purchases is often driven by factors such as emotional mood (Hirschman & 

Holbrook, 1982), compulsive shopping (Horváth & Adıgüzel, 2018), adventure, gratification, 

role, value, social, and idea shopping motivation (Arnold & Reynolds, 2003). Utilitarian 

purchases, on the other hand, are motivated by practical needs and tend to involve more rational 

decision-making processes (Babin & Attaway, 2000). The purchase of utilitarian products is 

frequently influenced by factors such as functionality, quality, and price. Before making a 

purchase decision, consumers typically engage in more extensive information searches and 

evaluations of alternatives to ensure that the product meets their functional needs. According 

to Batra and Ahtola (1991), a distinction that can be made between these two motivations of 

consumer evaluation is whether the consumers assess “how useful or beneficial the object is” 

(utilitarian motivation) or “how pleasant and agreeable” the associated feelings towards the 

object are (hedonic motivation). 

However, a product isn't just one or the other; even within the same product category, distinct 

products can have different levels of hedonic or utilitarian features and there are benefits to 

both choices (Crowley et al., 1992). Studies discovered that there is a guilt associated with 

hedonic consumption and therefore individuals have the desire to consume hedonistic products 

(Khan & Dhar, 2006; Kivetz & Simonson, 2002; Okada, 2005), however, hedonic consumption 

is hindered by the relative difficulty of justification. This justification effect suggests that 

individuals indulge in hedonic consumption to a greater extent when the "decision context 

enables them to justify their choice" (Okada, 2005).  
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However, hedonic purchases can be motivated by social status and the desire to impress others 

(Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982), as well as the need for self-expression, as consumers use these 

types of purchases to communicate their identity and personality to others (Belk, 1988). 

Although Roehrich (1994) made the distinction between the hedonic and social dimensions, in 

which the sense of product uniqueness relates to social motivations, the social factor is also 

very present in hedonic consumption which might influence the way the innovation is 

perceived.  

Hedonic motivations heighten consumers' sensitivity to novel and unique experiences 

(Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). When consumers engage with a co-created product, the feeling 

that the brand has developed a product with their needs in mind enhances the emotional 

connection with the product (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The notion of co-creation, which 

emphasizes collaboration, uniqueness, and the involvement of consumers, aligns with the 

emotional appeal that a product was designed with consumers for the consumers making this 

novelty exciting and appealing to the hedonic nature of purchasing.  

H3: The positive effect of co-created new products on consumers’ perceived innovation will be 

higher for consumers with hedonic consumption motivations than for consumers with utilitarian 

consumption motivations. 

2.2  Conceptual Framework 

Figure 1- Conceptual Framework 

 

 

H1a 
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3. Methodology 

The research was conducted using an experimental study design, which allows researchers to 

manipulate one or more variables in a controlled environment to measure the effects of the 

independent variables on a specific outcome (Morrison, 2004). This design enables researchers 

to establish a cause-and-effect relationship between variables. 

To test the hypotheses a study was developed through an online questionnaire, this allows a 

higher reach of respondents, flexibility to answer the survey online, as well as easier data 

collection and analysis (Evans & Mathur, 2005). 

The main objective of this dissertation is to understand how co-creation impacts the brand 

image within the skincare segment. Additionally, the study explored the type of innovation that 

has a more positive influence on the perceived innovativeness of co-creation, and how that 

variable is impacted by the purchase motivations. 

3.1 Data collection 

The data was collected through an online survey using a convenience sampling method in which 

the selection of participants was based on their accessibility, which could be due to factors such 

as location, availability, or willingness to participate (Dornyei, 2007).  

To ensure the validity and reliability of the data, the survey was pre-tested with a small sample 

of participants before being finalized and distributed, this test also evaluated respondents 

understanding of questions and details were modified according to the feedback from the initial 

questionnaire. In addition, measures were taken to protect the privacy and confidentiality of 

participants, such as using anonymous responses and secure data storage methods. The data 

collection method allowed for efficient and convenient data collection, while also ensuring the 

quality and reliability of the data. 

The study followed a 2 (source of innovation: co-creation vs professionally developed) x 2 

(consumption motivation: hedonic vs utilitarian) between-subject design. The survey was 

distributed on social media, amongst friends and student groups to reach a wide target audience. 

The questionnaire had 92 respondents, with 89 valid respondents that had an average age of 
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22,4 and a median age on an interval between 25-34 years old, 55.05% of respondents were 

female and 49,95% were male. 

3.2 Method  

First participants were greeted and welcomed. After, they were presented with a new product 

launched in the market – a facial serum. In one scenario, the product was presented as co-

created, and the other presented the same product but as a traditionally developed (developed 

by the company only). Survey participants were randomly assigned to one of the two scenarios. 

At the beginning of the survey, participants were asked questions to determine their level of 

interest in the skincare segment. After this, they were presented with one of the two product 

scenarios - in which a new facial serum with a special formula is being released in the market. 

- and asked to complete a manipulation check to confirm their understanding of the product's 

origin (“Consumers were involved in the creation of the facial serum”). After the manipulation 

check, participants were asked a series of questions related to the focus of this study, presented 

in the next section (3.3 Measure). These questions covered topics such as level of involvement, 

perceived innovativeness, brand image, motivation of purchase, and demographic information.  

3.3 Measure  

The survey data was gathered by using a seven-point Likert scale. To measure the 

understanding of both scenarios (the presence of a co-created product in the first group and a 

product developed by professionals presented in the second) was introduced a manipulation 

check after the scenario description “Consumers were involved in the creation of the facial 

serum” (1= strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The scenario with the co-created product 

described the company as Brand A while the scenario with the product developed by 

professionals described as Brand B for an easier analysis of the data later.  

Product involvement in the skincare segment was measured by 3 items: 1) “How often do you 

use skincare products” (1= Never to 7 = Everyday); 2) “How frequently do you buy skincare 

products?” (1= Never to 7 = Very Frequently); and 3) “How interesting do you find skincare 

products?” (1= Very Uninteresting to 7 = Very Interesting). These items were adapted using 

scales of Thompson and Malaviya (2013). To analyze the perceived innovation two scales from 

previous literature were adapted into one scale with eight items (e.g., “I like to test and try the 
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latest trends in the skincare world”), the scale of Schreier (2012) was adapted and integrated 

with the translated and adapted scale of Roehrich (1994). By using Schreier's (2012) scale we 

can analyse the perceived innovation, however with the conjunction of Roehrich's (1994) scale 

is possible to gather information regarding the two dimensions of social and hedonic 

innovativeness. The scale followed a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree to 7= strongly 

disagree).  

To study the dependent variable brand image the survey incorporated the adapted scale of 

Martínez Salinas and Pina Pérez (2009), which is a scale adapted from Martin and Brown, 

(1990); Aaker (1996); Weiss et al. (1999) and Villarejo (2002); this construct had seven items 

(e.g., The Brand is reliable) with a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree to 7= strongly 

disagree) to understand the respondent’s vision of the brand. In this section, an attention check 

was introduced to check if the respondents were answering the questionnaire attentively. The 

scale of Voss et al., (2003) was used to understand the motivation of purchase towards skincare 

products, whether they originate more from utilitarian or hedonic consumption motives, this 

scale contained 6 items (e.g., useful).  

Control variables were also measured at the end of the questionnaire. These regarded age 

(measured by age groups from “under 18” to “85 older” ), gender (Male, Female, non-

binary/third gender and Prefer not to say) as well as income (measured by only income groups 

ranging from <500 to >3501). 

The following table summarizes the constructs, items and scales used in the development of the 

questionnaire.  

Table 1- Constructs 

Construct Item Scale 

Product 

Involvement 

How often do you use skincare products?  

How frequently do you buy skincare products? 

How interesting do you find skincare products? 

Thompson & 

Malaviya, 

2013 

Perceived 

innovativeness*  

I am usually among the first to try new products that address 

my skin conditions. S 
Roehrich, 

(1994) and 
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New skincare products excite me. H 

I try new skincare products before my friends. S 

I hear about new skincare trends regarding my skin’s needs 

faster than most people I know. S 

I am very curious about skincare products. H 

I like to test and try the latest trends in the skincare world. S 

I think the brand has the ability to develop really innovative 

products that thrill me. H 

The brand is in the position to derive very original product 

ideas for me to be the first to try. S 

I think the brand can create very interesting new skincare 

products that I would buy just to see what it's worth. H 

Schreier et al. 

(2012) 

Brand image Brand X is reliable.  

Brand X is likeable.  

Brand X doesn't disappoint its customers. 

Brand X’s products are necessary.  

Brand X’s products have high quality.  

Brand X is innovative.  

Brand X has a personality that distinguishes itself from 

competitors 

Martínez Salinas 

& Pina Pérez, 

(2009);  

Motivation of 

purchase 

Useful 

Exciting 

Necessary 

Enjoyable  

Functional  

Pleasant 

Voss, et al., 

2003 

*The social (S) and hedonic (H) dimensions distinguished by Roehrich (1994) are identified at the end of each 

item. This identification wasn’t revealed to the respondents. 
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3.4 Data Analysis 

Manipulation check 

Firstly, the manipulation check was performed to confirm that the respondents fully understood 

the scenarios presented. To measure the manipulation, check an analysis of variances 

(ANOVA) was performed on the source of innovation scenario (Mco-created=6,83; Mprofessionals 

=1,33; p<.001) and confirmed, within the 95% confidence level, that the respondents perceived 

the differences between the co-created and professionally created products (Table 2). The 

manipulation check question was presented with the following scale “Consumers were involved 

in the creation of the facial serum” (1= strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). 

Table 2 - Manipulation Check 

 Source of Innovation  

Co-created 
Professionally 

Developed 
 

 Mean Mean ANOVA Test 

Manipulation Check 6,83 1,33 <.001 

 

Measures 

Testing the scales in the data set is imperative to assure the items used in each variable are 

statically reliable and can, therefore, be averaged into one scale. The scale reliability is 

measured by Cronbach’s alpha which should be above .7 to represent statistically respectable 

reliability (DeVellis, 1991; George & Mallery, 2018).  

The Cronbach’s Alpha for the scale “Product involvement” was accessed using the 3 items, 

indicating a value of .687, which according to DeVelis 1991 is minimally accepted (>.65 = 

minimally acceptable). Each of the items had an item-total correlation between .531 and .539 

which are low thresholds, however, removing an item from the scale would lower both the 

Cronbach’s alpha and the item-total correlations, thus no items were removed from the scale 

(Table 5). 



18 

 

The perceived innovativeness Cronbach’s alpha incorporated 9 items with a value of .884, 

indicating that the reliability is significant, and the item-total correlations for these items varied 

between .519 and .757. While the scale ensures internal consistency (>.7), Roehrich's (1994) 

research indicates that the scale is divided into two dimensions: hedonic and social 

innovativeness, following his rationale, the results were expected to identify two distinct 

dimensions. A factorial analysis was performed to confirm if the separate hedonic and social 

dimensions’ items have factor loadings indicating that they load on the same construct, meaning 

that they could be grouped. 

The results show two distinct groups representing clearly the social and hedonic dimensions 

Roehrich (1994) distinguished (Table 3). After performing a varimax with Kaiser rotation, the 

items from the social dimensions show a stronger correlation with each other (e.g. “I am usually 

among the first to try new products that address my skin’s condition” and “The brand is in a 

position to deliver very original product ideas for me to be the first to try” have a correlation of 

.690) and the same effect happens within the hedonic dimension items. The determinant value 

is .11 (>.005), which indicated that the items are related. The KMO test is .880 and the Bartlet´s 

test of sphericity is <.001 which shows statistical significance, after analysing the communities 

(all of them >.5), we can confirm that a good amount of information is being extracted, avoiding 

the need to delete an item from the scale. According to the rotated matrix, the items divide 

themselves into two distinct factors with loadings >.6, representing a good correlation of each 

item with the corresponding factor (Table 3). Two new variables were created according to the 

factor’s loadings (Social_Inovativeness and Hedonic_Inovativeness). 

Table 3- Perceived Innovation Factor analysis 

Perceived 
Innovation’s 
Components 

Factor Analysis 

Item 

Rotated loadings within 

correspondent factor 

(Varimax with Kaiser) 

Social 
Innovativeness (1) 

I try new skincare before my friends. .806 

I hear about new skincare trends regarding my 
skin’s needs faster than most people I know.  .719 

I like to test and try the latest trends in the 
skincare world.  

.883 
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The brand is in the position to derive very 
original product ideas for me to be the first to try.  

.753 

I am usually among the first to try new products 
that address my skin conditions. 

.673 

Hedonic 
Innovativeness (2) 

New skincare products excite me.  .796 

I am very curious about skincare products. .740 

I think the brand has the ability to develop really 
innovative products that thrill me.  

.824 

I think the brand can create very interesting new 
skincare products that I would buy just to just to 
see what it's worth.  

.620 

With the two new variables, a new reliability test was performed to ensure consistency within 

the new variables. The social dimension presented and Cronbach’s alpha of .876 (>.7) with 

item-total correlations between .628 and .656 (Table 5), which is an improvement from the 

item-total correlation of the scale perceived innovativeness before the separation of the two 

dimensions. The hedonic dimensions’ Cronbach’s alpha was .801 (>.7) and its item-total 

correlations were within an interval of .556 and .656 (Table 5). Despite two values being <.7, 

according to the analysis, Cronbach’s alpha would decrease if an item was deleted, due to the 

importance of all of the items and no increase detected of Cronbach's alpha, it was decided not 

to delete the items with an item-total correlations bellow .6.  

For the brand image, an initial reliability analysis revealed a Cronbach’s alpha of .850 (>.7) and 

item-total correlations within a wide interval of .518 and .779. In the original scale from 

Martínez Salinas and Pina Pérez, (2009) after a factor analysis, the authors divided the scale 

into two dimensions (functional image and reputation), however when performing a factorial 

analysis with the present study’s data there was only one component presented, leaving no 

evidence of two statistically different groups. As a result, from the scale reliability, the item 

“Brand X doesn’t disappoint its customers” was removed due to a low item-total correlation 

(.518<.7), resulting in a new Cronbach’s alpha of .841 (>.7) and a slight change in item-total 

correlation scores with an interval of [.532 - .717] (Table 5). 

The motivation of purchase was measured by 6 items and with a low Cronbach alpha 

(0,562<.7). This effect might be explained by the fact that this scale was created with two 

dimensions (hedonic and utilitarian), and the respondents with hedonic motivation will respond 
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differently to the scale than someone with utilitarian motivations. Thereafter, a factor analysis 

was conducted to statistically verify the two dimensions: hedonic and utilitarian (Table 4). 

According to the factor analysis, the stronger correlations correspond to the items relating to 

one of the pre-identified dimensions (hedonic or utilitarian) in past literature (Batra & Ahtola, 

1991; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; Voss, et al., 2003). In this scale, the two dimensions are 

divided into 3 hedonic items (exciting, enjoyable and pleasant) as well as 3 utilitarian items 

(useful, necessary and functional). Interestingly, as expected, some correlations between 

hedonic and utilitarian items are negative (e.g. enjoyable vs functional = -.230 correlation). 

Table 4- Consumption Motivation 

Consumption Motivations 
Components 

Factor Analysis 

Item 

Rotated loadings within 

correspondent factor 

(Varimax with Kaiser) 

Hedonic Motivations (1) Useful .846 

Necessary .824 

Functional .815 

Utilitarian Motivations (2) Exiting .799 

Enjoyable .814 

Pleasant .841 

In order to confirm that the two dimensions are statistically different the determinant was also 

analysed (determinant = .172), indicating that the items are related (>0,005). The KMO test 

presented as .611 and the Bartlet’s test of sphericity as <.001 which shows statistical 

significance. From the Varimax with Kaiser matrix, there were 2 components extracted, which 

explained 68% of the variance. According to the matrix, the items divide themselves into two 

distinct factors with factor loadings >.799, indicating a very good correlation with the 

dimensions (Table 4). After the factorial analysis, two new variables were created 

(hedonic_motivations and utilitarian_motivations) and a new scale reliability test was 

performed to assume scale consistency on both new scales. The hedonic dimension presented 

a Cronbach’s alpha of .773 and the utilitarian .757, which indicated a good scale reliability 

(Table 5). 
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Table 5 - Reliability Analysis 

Construct Reliability Analysis 

Item Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Product 
Involvement 

How often do you use skincare products?  .531 

.687 How frequently do you buy skincare products? .539 

How interesting do you find skincare products? .539 

Social 
Innovativeness 

I try new skincare before my friends. .628 

.876 

I hear about new skincare trends regarding my 
skin’s needs faster than most people I know.  .669 

I like to test and try the latest trends in the 
skincare world.  

.790 

The brand is in the position to derive very 
original product ideas for me to be the first to 
try.  

.730 

I am usually among the first to try new products 
that address my skin conditions. 

 
.714 

Hedonic 
Innovativeness 

New skincare products excite me.  .656 

.810 

I am very curious about skincare products. .593 

I think the brand has the ability to develop 
really innovative products that thrill me.  

.556 

I think the brand can create very interesting new 
skincare products that I would buy just to t just 
to see what it's worth.  

.653 

Brand Image Brand X is reliable.  .636 

.841 

Brand X is likeable. .618 

Brand X’s products are necessary. .532 

Brand X’s products have a high quality. .565 

Brand X is innovative. .717 

Brand X has a personality that distinguishes 
itself from competitors. 

.640 
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Hedonic 
Motivations 

Exiting .576 

.757 Enjoyable .572 

Pleasant .611 

Utilitarian 
Motivations 

Useful .632 

.772 Necessary .603 

Functional  .588 

 

Results 

H1: Consumers develop more favourable behavioural intentions (i.e. positive brand image) 

toward brands fostering co-creation (vs. developed by professionals).  

The one-way ANOVA revealed that the source of innovation (co-created product vs non-co-

created product) influenced the brand image (p  < .001). It was also possible to analyse the 

perceived difference between the new co-created product and the product developed by the 

firm’s professionals. Results show a significant higher brand image for co-created products than 

for non-cocreated products (Mprofessionals = 4,77; Mco-creation = 5,52; p < .001). Due to the results, 

H1a is not rejected. 

 

Table 6 - ANOVA (source of innovation / brand image) 

 Source of Innovation  

Co-created 
Professionally 

Developed 
 

 Mean Mean ANOVA Test 

Brand Image 5,52 4,77 <.001 

 

H2a: The positive effect of co-created new products on brand image is mediated by higher 

perceived innovativeness ability in the co-created new product than in a new product 

internally developed by the firm. 

To test H2a a mediation analysis was conducted using the Process, within Spss (Hayes, 2012). 

The mediation analyses for H2a, where we stated that the positive effect of co-created new 



23 

 

products on brand image is mediated by higher perceived innovativeness ability, was performed 

with source of innovation as the independent variable (co-created or firm), the dependent 

variable is brand image and perceived innovation as the mediator. The results showed that the 

independent variable (source of innovation) (p <.001), and the mediator (perceived innovation) 

had a significant impact on the dependent variable (p <.001), the indirect effect of the 

independent variable (source of innovation) through the mediator (perceived innovation) was 

not significant (, β = .1263; p > .05). Hence, perceived innovation does not mediate the 

relationship between the source of innovation and perceived innovativeness. H2a is rejected, 

the mediation analysis summary is presented in Table 7.  

 

Table 7- Mediation Analysis: Perceived Innovativeness 

 

 

H2b: The positive effect of co-created new products on brand image is mediated by higher 

perceived innovativeness ability in the co-created new product than in a new product 

internally developed by the firm. The mediation effect is explained by higher perceived 

hedonic innovativeness of co-created new products than in a new product internally 

developed by the firm. 

This second mediation follows a model with a relationship between the independent variable 

(source of innovation) and the dependent variable (brand image) being mediated by the variable 

hedonic innovativeness. In this model the independent variable and mediator both have a 

significant impact on the brand image (p=< .00 and p < .05 respectively), however, the effect 

of the source of innovation (co-creation vs professionals) on the mediator (hedonic 

innovativeness) is not significant (p > .05) (Table 8). This means that despite the direct 

Mediation 
Total 

Effect 

Direct 

Effect 

Indirect 

Effect 

Confidence 

Interval 

t-

statistics 
Conclusion 

Source of 
innovation ↓  
Perceived 
innovation ↓ 

Brand Image 

   Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 

-.7500 

(.000) 

-.8035 

(.000) 
.0535 -.1114 .2382 -5.4645 

No 

Mediation 



24 

 

interaction of the source of innovation and brand image, the mediation of hedonic 

innovativeness is not statistically significant, thus H3 is rejected. 

 

Table 8 – Mediation Analysis: Perceived Hedonic Innovativeness  

 

 

H3: The positive effect of co-created new products on consumers’ perceived innovation will 

be higher for consumers with hedonic consumption motivations than for consumers with 

utilitarian consumption motivations. 

Although moderation alters the base relationship, the moderation in this model was supported 

by strong literature basis and could validate the presence of opposing effects, thus the 

moderation effect will be tested to study whether the effect holds. 

Moderation was tested by using Process Model 1 (Hayes, 2012) and showed a significant model 

(model summary: p <.05). However, with perceived innovativeness as an outcome, the 

interaction effect was not significant (β = .2194; t= 1.2136; p > .05). Results show a significant 

effect between the consumers that are motivated by hedonic consumption on perceived 

innovativeness (β = .5264; p = <.001), the interaction between co-created products and hedonic 

motivations did not show a significant effect on perceived innovativeness (β = .1277; p=>.05), 

(Table 8). Thus, the results do not support a moderation effect by hedonic motivations. These 

results suggest that despite influencing perceived innovativeness, the hedonic motivations do 

not moderate the relationship. 

 
 

Mediation Total 

Effect 

Direct 

Effect 

Indirect 

Effect 

Confidence 

Interval 

t-

statistics 

Conclusion 

Source of 
innovation  ↓ 

High hedonic 
innovativeness 

 ↓ 

 Brand Image 

   Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 

-.7500 

(.000) 

-.7117 

(.000) 
-.0383 -.1699 .0941 -4.316 

No 

Mediation 
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Table 9 - Moderation Analysis: Hedonic Motivation 

 Coefficient t-statistics P-value Conclusion 

Model Summary ____ ____ <.001 

No Moderation 

Outcome Perceived 

Innovativeness: 
____ ____ ____ 

Source of Innovation .1277 .7443 >.05 

Hedonic Motivation .5264 5.8174 <.001 

Interaction (source vs 

hedonic) 
.2194 1.2136 >.05 

 

Further Findings 

Previous research has shown that consumer involvement has a significant impact on product 

evaluations and brand image (Park and Lessig, 1981; Zaichkowsky, 1985). In this study product 

involvement was measured to understand the relationship the respondents had with the skincare 

segment, afterwards, the product involvement was studied more closely. Involvement is 

referred to a consumer's degree of interest in a certain product (Solomon, 2001), meaning that 

there are different levels of involvement (Petty et al., 1983; Petty and Cacioppo, 1996; 

Zaichkowsky, 1985). Due to the influence product involvement has on consumer behaviour, a 

consumer highly involved in skincare products with a stronger basis of knowledge might 

perceive the innovation differently than consumers with little to no knowledge of that segment. 

When studying the perceived innovativeness of co-created products, the notion of involvement 

can have a powerful influence on the outcomes. Therefore, a second moderation analysis was 

performed to understand if product involvement can be a moderator for the way co-created 

products’ innovativeness is perceived in the mind of the consumer. This concept was theorized 

to moderate co-creation because, due to more information searching and complex evaluations 

of alternatives during purchase decision-making (Richins & Bloch, 1986), consumers with high 

skincare product involvement are more likely to perceive co-created products in that product 

category as more innovative. 
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The moderation exhibited a significant model (p <.05) provided by the significant interaction 

effect (β = -.5878; p <.01), the variable product involvement moderates the relationship between 

the independent variable source of innovation and the variable perceived innovativeness. With 

the outcome “perceived innovativeness”, the product involvement (p< .000) and interaction 

effect (p < .05) were statistically significant at a 95% confidence level, while the source of 

innovation was significant on a 90% confidence level (p<.1). The coefficient of the source of 

innovation was positive (β = .1103) which means that consumers display higher perceived 

innovativeness for co-created new products. The source of innovation presents a positive 

coefficient (β =.1103), and the interaction effect has a negative coefficient (β =-.5878). 

According to the codding of the variables (co-creation: 0; professionals: 1), a negative 

moderation means that the relationship between source of innovation and perceived 

innovativeness is strengthened by high levels of involvement. Thus, the product of involvement 

is a moderator.  

 

Table 10 - Moderation Analysis: Product Involvement 

Outcome Perceived 

Innovativeness 
Coefficient P-value Conclusion 

Source of Innovation .1103 .5441 

Moderation 
Product Involvement  .4409 .0002 

Interaction (source vs 

involvement) 
-.5878 .0200 
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4. General Discussion  

The results of this study provide interesting findings in the field of brand image and innovation 

applied to the skincare industry.  First, co-creation is a relevant innovation strategy for brand 

image. The study showed a positive influence on brand image when consumers learn that a new 

product was developed in collaboration with other users.  

Secondly, the study aimed to investigate the role of perceived innovativeness on brand image 

when a brand communicates that a new product was co-created. On this sphere, the results did 

not indicate higher perceived innovativeness and the social and individual dimensions were not 

enacted by co-creation. Besides the overall value of co-creation as an innovation method, 

consumer perception of innovativeness may be influenced by external factors, for example, 

customer engagement (Yen et al., 2020) rather than solely relying on the presence of co-creation 

itself. The findings of the present study indicate that the association between co-creation and 

perceived innovativeness ability can be context dependent.  

Thirdly, when investigating the perceived innovativeness dimensions of innovation (social and 

hedonic), it was not possible to find evidence of perceived innovativeness being strengthened 

by the hedonic dimension in the co-created scenario. One reason for it might be the way the 

respondents interpreted Roehrich’s (1994) scale. The scale refers to the individual’s own 

personal constructs of how they perceive innovativeness in a broad context and measures the 

nature of that extended perception (whether social or hedonic). Therefore, respondents might 

have not projected the perception of innovativeness to the new product itself as evidenced in 

established literature (Füller, 2010; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Schreier et al., 2012). This 

factor could also explain the fact that, although the source of innovation was identified in both 

scenarios, statistically there was no significant difference in perceived innovativeness of the co-

created product vs a professionally developed one. 

Finally, analyzing the influence of consumption motivations on co-created products evidenced 

that, despite not moderating the effect between the source of innovation and perceived 

innovativeness, hedonic motivations impact the perceived innovativeness variable. This might 

indicate that the embracement of unconventional and new product experiences associated with 

hedonism (Belk, 1988; Hirschman, 1980) is weighing positively on the receptivity of novelty 

products. In further instigations, the variable product involvement was tested as a moderator 
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for the model. This moderation showed that high levels of product involvement perceive 

products communicated as co-creation with a higher perceived innovation (vs professionally 

developed). 

Previous empirical evidence had already established how highly product-involved consumers 

tend to develop emotional connections (Laurent & Kapferer, 1985), personal attachments, and 

strong brand preferences (Zaichkowsky, 1985). This research has gone beyond to draw the link 

between perceived innovation and brand image as well as the direct positive effect co-creation 

has on the image of skincare brands.  

Therefore, skincare brands should adopt co-creation as a source of innovation to drive positive 

attitudes towards their product’s perception and consequently, their brand image. 

4.1 Managerial and Academic Implications  

Managerial 

The study implies that products communicated as co-created change the way observing 

consumers have a positive effect on the skincare brand’s image, proving added value to this 

segment. Skincare brands can leverage the concept of innovation by actively involving 

consumers in the co-creation process. By engaging consumers and creating products in 

collaboration with users, skincare brand managers can enhance the image of their brands and 

strengthen their connection with consumers. 

The research also shows the flexibility of hedonism, connecting the influence of hedonic 

motivation of purchase with the impact of hedonic perceived innovativeness. Because skincare 

is a segment with high hedonic consumption, brands need to leverage the way consumers are 

involved with products and how they might perceive its innovation to achieve positive 

behavioural attitudes. As a growing and highly competitive market, skincare brands need to 

invest in co-creation innovation strategies to a customer-centric brand image in order to create 

value in their products and brands and differentiate themselves. 
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Academic 

This study holds significant academic implications as it contributes to the existing literature 

regarding co-created products (Etgar, 2008; Frow et al., 2015; Füller, 2010; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004; Schreier et al., 2012), introducing the dimensions of social and hedonic 

innovativeness (Roehrich, 1994) into co-created perceived innovativeness.   

One notable implication is the role of perceived innovativeness in influencing consumers' 

perception of brand image by emphasizing the co-creation aspect of the product. Additionally, 

this study also builds upon existing research on perceived innovation (Schreier et al., 2012), by 

highlighting that innovativeness for consumers is not solely enacted through social and hedonic 

perceived innovativeness. It sheds light on the notion that co-creation can lead to higher 

innovation ability, not only due to the outcome but also because of the involvement of 

consumers in the co-creation process, resulting in the creation of high-quality products. 

For innovation scholars interested in the study of co-creation, this research establishes product 

involvement as a boundary condition for the favourable acceptance and perception of the 

communication of new co-created products. The study reveals that when consumers are more 

involved with skincare products, they tend to perceive higher levels of innovativeness in the 

co-created products. 

The research also introduces the dimensions of social and hedonic innovativeness into co-

created innovation. By exploring the concept of innovativeness and how it extends to brand 

image, it enriches the understanding of co-created product studies Additionally, the presence of 

the social identification variable in co-creation and perceived innovativeness strengthens the 

connection between these concepts, providing further insights into the dynamics of co-created 

products. 

4.2 Limitations and Further Research  

It is important to acknowledge that this study focused on skincare products, especially serums. 

The findings and actions observed in these products may not be generalizable to other skin care 

products or categories. Thus, future research should consider conducting similar studies with 

multiple skin care products to determine if the same effects are observed. 
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The sample size in this study was limited by financial constraints and the reliance placed on 

personal contacts such as friends and family as participants through personal platforms such as 

social media and message groups. While attempts were made to diversify the sample in terms 

of age the majority of participants had ages between 18 and 34 years, a more comprehensive 

and representative sample would increase the significance of the findings. Future studies should 

aim to include a larger and more diverse sample to gain a more comprehensive understanding 

of the impact of co-creation on the image of skincare brands. 

The use of an online survey as the primary data collection method raises concerns regarding the 

validity and authenticity of participant responses. People may respond based on intentions 

rather than actual behaviours, which can lead to response bias (Carrington et al., 2010). To 

mitigate this issue, future studies could incorporate field experiments or observational studies 

using real skincare products to validate and complement the findings obtained through self-

reported surveys. 

Additionally, while this study focused on the perception of innovativeness, it is important to 

recognize that perceptions of quality may also influence brand image. Similarly, exploring the 

relationship between co-creation and quality perceptions, as well as its effect on price 

perception and willingness to pay could provide valuable insights into the potential economic 

impact of co-created products compared to professionally developed products.  

Lastly, it would be interesting to build upon previous research on the sense of guilt associated 

with hedonic consumption (Okada, 2005) and examine the potential effects of co-creation on 

consumers' guilt associated with hedonic purchases. Further studies on how co-creation, as the 

source of innovation of a product, leads to a higher perception of quality and, most importantly, 

of innovation (Schreier et al., 2012; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004) could investigate whether 

the change in perception of co-created products acts as a justification for hedonic purchases. 

This analysis could shed light on the ways co-creation mitigates guilt and influences consumer 

judgments when it comes to hedonic products. 
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