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ABSTRACT 

Value and value co-creation have received increasing interest among service, marketing 

and tourism researchers in recent years. The Marketing Science Institute (MSI) has 

identified “delivering customer value” as a key priority research topic in its latest 2020-

2022 research priorities. Understanding the tourist experience value co-creation process 

has strategic importance for destination managers. Previous studies in tourism have 

investigated value from an economic perspective and focused the impact of experience 

quality on value; less attention has been devoted to the study of tourist experience value 

from a multi-dimensional and co-creation perspective.  

This research aims to examine how experience value is perceived and co-created by 

tourists at a heritage destination. This research draws upon the service-dominant logic 

paradigm to investigate the dimensions, antecedents, and consequences of experience 

value from the tourists’ perspective in Huangshan, China. Specifically, this thesis 

explores how to measure tourist experience value at the destination level, the role tourists 

and destination play in the value co-creation process, and how tourist experience value 

leads to subsequent outcomes on tourist evaluations. 

This study applies a sequential mixed-methods approach consisting of two stages: 

qualitative and quantitative. The first stage of the study employs interviews with 50 

tourists who have just completed a trip to the heritage destination, Huangshan. The 

qualitative phase is used to derive insights regarding the nature and dimensions of tourist 

experience value and also tourist co-production behaviour at a tourist destination. The 

second stage involves two stages of questionnaire data collection. A pilot study (N=183) 

and then the main survey (N=958), conducted to test the proposed model using structural 

equation modelling and mediation analyses.  

This research provides several important findings. First, this research indicates that tourist 

experience value is a multi-dimensional construct with seven dimensions, namely 

aesthetic value, positive emotional value, restoration value, social relationship value, 

educational value, spiritual value, and economic value. Second, both tourist involvement 

and perceived competence significantly and positively influence tourist experience value. 

Additionally, destination quality also has a significant impact on tourist experience value. 

Third, tourist co-production is a multi-dimensional construct involving physical 
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interaction and social interaction, which has a direct and positive effect on tourist 

experience value. Furthermore, tourist co-production has an important mediation effect 

in the value co-creation process. Fourth, tourist experience value has a positive and 

significant influence on tourist wellbeing and destination identity. In conclusion, from a 

service-dominant logic (S-D logic) perspective, tourist-owned resources, destination-

owned resources, and tourist co-production play important roles in the tourist experience 

value co-creation process in the heritage destination.  

The findings of this research make significant contributions to the body of knowledge 

about tourist experience, value co-creation, S-D logic, and heritage tourism. This research 

has developed a multidimensional scale of tourist experience value at the destination level, 

especially in a heritage destination context. In particular, this research extends the 

experience value literature by explicitly adding aesthetic, restorative, and spiritual value 

dimensions to the measurement scale. This research also extends the traditional “quality-

value-satisfaction” model by adding tourist owned resources and tourist co-production 

into the model, providing a more holistic and theoretically founded framework to better 

understand the tourist experience value co-creation process. The research not only 

enriches the knowledge of heritage experience research, but also lends empirical support 

to the proposition that customers are important co-creators of value in the S-D logic. 

Practically, this research can help heritage destination marketing organizations and the 

tourism industry to acquire an in-depth understanding of the tourist experience value co-

creation process. More specifically, the measurement scale of tourist experience value 

identified in this study can be used as a benchmark to better meet the needs of tourists. In 

addition, this research provides destination managers with knowledge in terms of the 

factors that influence tourist experience value. Heritage destination managers should be 

aware of the important role of tourists in co-creating value, including their involvement, 

perceived competence, and also co-production behaviours during the trip. The heritage 

destination should shift the value creation perspectives from creating value for tourists to 

creating value with tourists. In summary, this research helps destination managers to 

better design destination marketing and management strategies to improve 

competitiveness. 

Keywords: tourist experience, experience value, value co-creation, heritage destination  
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1 Research Background 

What is experience value? How is experience value created in the consumption process? 

These questions are central to understanding decision making and outcomes from 

consumption experiences. This is because we live in an experience economy (Pine & 

Gilmore, 1999). Further, in purchasing goods or experiences, consumers are considered 

to be motivated to maximize value, and this affects their behaviours in the decision-

making process. Thus, it is indispensable for organizations to understand how to assess 

value co-creation from the consumer’s perspective. This thesis examines value co-

creation in tourism experiences. 

Value co-creation has been identified as a key research area in marketing, services, and 

tourism research (e.g., Grönroos, 2017; Prebensen & Xie, 2017; Vargo & Lusch, 2018b). 

The American Marketing Association has designated value as the central concept in its 

definitions of marketing, replacing the “product” as the object of exchange (American 

Marketing Association, 2020). Additionally, the Marketing Science Institute (MSI) has 

identified “delivering customer value” as a key topic in its latest 2020-2022 research 

priorities  (Marketing Science Institute, 2020). The importance of value has been further 

underlined by recent advances in service marketing theory which emphasize the 

significance of value and value co-creation as core concepts of marketing research 

(Gummesson, Mele, Polese, Galvagno, & Dalli, 2014; Ostrom, Parasuraman, Bowen, 

Patrício, & Voss, 2015; Ranjan & Read, 2016).  

Value was first investigated from an economic perspective as a ratio between service 

benefits and costs (Zeithaml, 1988). This view is based on the traditional goods-dominant 

logic (G-D logic), which identifies value as something that is created within a firm or 

organization and then delivered to the consumer in an exchange transaction. Recent 

research in services and marketing has witnessed a shift towards an experiential and co-

creation perspective of the service-dominant logic paradigm (S-D logic) (Vargo & Lusch, 

2004, 2018b). In the S-D logic paradigm, value is inherently experiential in nature 

(Helkkula, Kelleher, & Pihlstrom, 2012; Holbrook, 1999a), and is co-created by 

consumers through resource integration mechanisms and interactions.  
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Value co-creation and S-D logic have received increasing research attention, particularly 

in the marketing and service domains (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 

2004c). For example, Ostrom et al. (2015) highlight the importance of value co-creation 

as a service research priority. S-D logic offers a meta-theoretical framework that aims to 

explain experience value and value co-creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2016, 2018b). 

From an S-D logic perspective, value is centred in the experiences of consumers, rather 

than embedded in products and services. In addition, S-D logic suggests that value is co-

created with consumers within a dynamic context, such as a destination ecosystem. Thus, 

consumers are both the co-creators and judges of experience value (Sandström, 

Edvardsson, Kristensson, & Magnusson, 2008). This view emphasizes the important role 

of consumers in the value co-creation process.  

In the tourism field, value has been recognized as a key theoretical concept to be explored 

and tested in contexts, such as hotels (Oh & Kim, 2017; Sparks, Bradley, & Jennings, 

2011), adventure tourism (Prebensen & Xie, 2017; P. Williams & Soutar, 2009), and 

heritage tourism (C. F. Chen & F. S. Chen, 2010; H. C. Wu & Li, 2017). According to S-

D logic, destination managers need to move from selling tourism products and services 

to aiding and cooperating with tourists in maximizing experience value during their visit. 

In fact, one of most important tasks in destination marketing and management is to 

communicate and create value with tourists to drive their satisfaction and wellbeing. 

More recently, tourism researchers and practitioners have become increasingly interested 

in value co-creation (e.g., P. Chathoth, Ungson, Harrington, & Chan, 2016; X. Li & 

Petrick, 2008; Prebensen, Vittersø, & Dahl, 2013; Rihova, Buhalis, Moital, & Gouthro, 

2015). Understanding the tourist experience value co-creation process has strategic 

importance for destination managers. However, research on experience value co-creation 

in the tourism field is scant. Academics and practitioners lack knowledge about the role 

of tourists in the value co-creation process with a destination, the kind of experience value 

tourists derive from visiting a destination, how this experience value is co-created, and 

how the tourist experience value contributes to future tourist behaviour. 

Therefore, this thesis will explore the tourist experience value co-creation process in a 

destination, using the S-D logic paradigm. Specifically, this research will investigate the 

dimensions, antecedents, and consequences of experience value from a tourist’s 

perspective at a heritage destination: Huangshan, China. 
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1.2 Research Gaps 

While prior research has made significant contributions to the growing body of 

knowledge on tourist experience value and value co-creation, gaps remain in its 

application to tourism. Based on the comprehensive literature review presented in Chapter 

2, four gaps within the current tourism literature will be addressed in this thesis. 

Gap 1: Lack of studies exploring tourist experience value from an experiential 

perspective.  

Consumer value is considered central to competitive advantage and the long-term success 

of a business (Gallarza & Saura, 2020; Kotler, 2020; Woodruff, 1997). Although value 

has far-reaching implications for enhancing the competitiveness of tourist destinations, 

value-related research in tourism remains fragmented and underdeveloped (Prebensen, 

Chen, & Uysal, 2018). On the one hand, compared to the constructs of service quality and 

satisfaction, value perception has received scant attention in tourism research (Oh & Kim, 

2017). Despite research on tourist experience value, few studies have focused on 

experience value as a central concept to be investigated. Instead, the literature uses value 

as one of the constructs, linking it with other constructs to form a structural model to be 

tested (e.g., C. F. Chen & F. S. Chen, 2010; Pandža Bajs, 2015; Raza, Siddiquei, Awan, 

& Bukhari, 2012).  

Further, current studies explore the concept of value from an economic perspective; as a 

trade-off between costs and benefits (e.g., S. H. Kim, Holland, & Han, 2013; Ryu, Han, 

& Kim, 2008; Zeithaml, 1988; Zhu, Scott, Coghlan, & Jin, 2019). This trade-off approach 

to value has its roots in goods-dominant logic (G-D logic) and represents a view of the 

consumer as a rational decision maker. However, this approach is criticized as too 

simplistic to capture the rich meaning of experience value (Holbrook, 1999a). In recent 

years, following the development of S-D logic by Vargo and Lusch (2004) and Lusch and 

Vargo (2014), scholars have found it important to examine value from an experiential 

perspective (e.g., Gallarza, Arteaga, Del Chiappa, & Gil-Saura, 2015; Helkkula, Kelleher, 

& Pihlström, 2012; Prebensen, Woo, & Uysal, 2014). The experiential approach can 

better capture the essence and richness of consumer value and provide guidance for 

destination managers.  
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Therefore, this thesis adopts an experiential perspective to explore tourist’s subjective 

perceptions of experience value derived from the destination. This approach 

acknowledges that experience value can vary between tourists who travel to the same 

destination, and accepts that tourists are deeply involved in the co-creation of experience 

value.  

Gap 2: Lack of research assessing dimensions of tourist experience value at a 

destination level.  

An understanding of the dimensional structures of tourist experience value is a 

fundamental starting point for exploring the value co-creation process. The current value 

literature in the tourism field uses a unidimensional approach, based on the economic or 

utilitarian aspects of value (Zeithaml, 1988; Zhu et al., 2019). This approach views value 

as an objective construct that is measured uni-dimensionally. In these studies, value is 

commonly described as “value for money”, “worthwhile”, “reasonably priced”, etc.  

Though some studies have investigated value from a multidimensional perspective, a 

review of literature reveals that most of the existing value measurement instruments 

capture only two dimensions, such as economic value and emotional value. Several other 

dimensions such as restoration value, aesthetic value, and spiritual value can also be 

important dimensions of tourist experience value. However, tourism researchers have not 

paid adequate attention to these dimensions. Tourists typically seek multiple, subjectively 

determined types of experience value in addition to the economic/functional and 

emotional outcomes of their consumption experience.  

In addition, existing research on value dimensions has examined the hotel, restaurant, and 

tourist shopping contexts, but little attention has been given to measuring and 

operationalising the construct of tourist experience value in the context of a destination 

(Adhikari & Bhattacharya, 2016; Prebensen, Vittersø, et al., 2013). The destination is a 

fundamental unit of analysis in tourism (Pike & Page, 2014), and most  tourism activities 

take place at a destination. During their holiday, tourists “consume” a destination as a 

comprehensive experience, often ignoring that tourism products are produced and 

managed by individual players (Buhalis, 2000). The current research addresses this gap 

and undertakes empirical research into how tourists interpret experience value in a 

heritage destination. This thesis will develop an instrument that captures experience value 

in the destination context holistically. 
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Gap 3: Lack of studies investigating the tourist experience value co-creation process.  

S-D logic provides a valuable theoretical perspective on experience value and value co-

creation in the marketing, service and tourism fields (X. Li & Petrick, 2008) . Within the 

S-D logic perspective, the consumer is always a co-creator of value, and it is the consumer 

who perceives and determines value based on value-in-use (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; 

Vargo & Lusch, 2008). However, past research uses qualitative methods or treats value 

co-creation from a behavioural perspective, which depicts value co-creation in terms of 

participation and citizenship behaviours (e.g., Roy, Balaji, Soutar, & Jiang, 2020; Yen, 

Teng, & Tzeng, 2020; Yi & Gong, 2013). Few studies have explored and identified the 

mechanisms of value co-creation from a process perspective. Future work is needed to 

identify and understand how experience value is co-created, and through what mechanism 

(Heinonen, Strandvik, & Voima, 2013; Saarijärvi, Kannan, & Kuusela, 2013).  A review 

of value co-creation research in tourism literature is provided in Appendix A. 

There is also limited investigation of the tourist’s role and use of resources in the value 

co-creation process (Jamilena, Peña, & Molina, 2016). Most studies have examined the 

determinants of experience value from a firm resource perspective, studying quality (e.g., 

Bajs, 2015; J. S. Lee, Lee, & Choi, 2010; Oh, 1999), price (Pandža Bajs, 2015; Ye, Li, 

Wang, & Law, 2014), and image (S. H. Kim et al., 2013; Ryu et al., 2008). The effects of 

a tourist’s own resources in the value co-creation process are less studied. This may be 

because companies often view a consumer as a passive recipient of various offerings, 

rather than an active participant in the value co-creation process (Ostrom et al., 2010). In 

this thesis, tourist resources, destination resources and the interaction between the two 

play an important role in the process of value co-creation. 

In summary, there is a need to further explore the role of the tourist as resource provider 

and co-creator in the experience value co-creation process by deploying an S-D logic 

perspective. Therefore, this thesis investigates how tourists engage in the process of value 

co-creation. Specifically, this thesis will explore how tourist involvement, perceived 

competence, destination quality, and tourist co-production affect their experience value 

in the value co-creation process.  

Gap 4: Lack of studies assessing the outcomes of tourist experience value. 

Most current research on the consequences of tourist experience value has focused on 

tourist satisfaction and loyalty (e.g.,J. S. Lee, Lee, & Choi, 2011; Tsai & Wang, 2016; P. 
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Williams & Soutar, 2009; Zhu et al., 2019). Previously, a service quality-perceived value-

tourist satisfaction-tourist loyalty chain has been established in the tourism and marketing 

fields (Gallarza, Arteaga, & Gil-Saura, 2019; Gallarza & Saura, 2020; Oh & Kim, 2017). 

Despite the significance of experience value in tourism, few empirical studies investigate 

other outcomes of co-created tourist experience value. Prebensen, Vittersø, et al. (2013) 

call for future research to link experience value to other consequences, such as tourist 

wellbeing. An overview of the dimensions, antecedents, and consequences of tourist 

experience value research in tourism literature is provided in Appendix B. 

This thesis argues that this is a critical oversight, as empirical evidence concerning how 

tourist experience value will affect other important constructs would help destination 

managers to increase tourist experience value. Therefore, this thesis examines the 

relationship between tourist experience value and tourist wellbeing and tourist 

perceptions of destination identity.  

1.3 Research Objectives and Questions 

To address the research gaps, this thesis empirically researches experience value from a 

tourist co-creation perspective. This thesis mainly draws upon the S-D logic paradigm to 

measure and identify the dimensions, antecedents, and consequences of tourist experience 

value in a destination. The following overarching research objective for this study is 

proposed to guide the further development of research questions: 

How does a tourist perceive and co-create experience value in a destination? 

This research objective reflects the key area identified within the conceptual framework. 

The term “experience value” is the core construct of this thesis, highlighting that value is 

investigated from a tourist’s experiential perspective. The word “perceive” refers to the 

way in which an experience is regarded, understood, or interpreted. Additionally, “co-

create” reflects the mechanism of experience value creation, that is, who creates and 

determines experience value and how is experience value created in a destination.  

Specifically, this thesis explores how to conceptualize and measure tourist experience 

value, the role tourists and destination play in the experience value co-creation process, 

and how tourist experience value leads to subsequent outcomes regarding tourist 

evaluations. To further address the research objective, the following four sub-objectives 

and related research questions are formulated to guide the research investigation.  
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Objective 1: To conceptualize and identify the dimensions of tourist experience value.  

Research question 1.1: How can tourist experience value be defined and conceptualized?? 

Research question 1.2: What are the dimensions of tourist experience value in a heritage 

tourism destination? 

The first objective of this study is to explore the nature and meaning of tourist experience 

value and identify its dimensions. It is fundamental and important to determine what 

tourist experience value is and what components of tourist experience value comprise. 

This is the starting point and prerequisite that allows the antecedents and consequences 

of tourist experience value to be identified.  

In this thesis, value is interpreted from an experiential perspective, which is embedded in 

tourists’ consumption experience at the destination. Value should be regarded as an 

interactive relativistic preference experience, which is uniquely and phenomenologically 

determined by the tourist (Holbrook, 1999a; Vargo & Lusch, 2008). In addition, tourist 

experience value will be considered as a multi-dimensional construct in this thesis. Based 

on a comprehensive review of previous studies on experience value in the marketing, 

service, and tourism fields, in addition to interviews and questionnaire surveys with 

tourists, this thesis develops a valid and reliable research instrument for measuring tourist 

experience value in the context of destination.  

Objective 2: To explore the role of tourist resources and destination resource in the 

experience value co-creation process. 

Research question 2.1: To what extent does tourist involvement contribute to tourist 

experience value and co-production behaviours in the destination? 

Research question 2.2: To what extent does tourist perceived competence contribute to 

tourist experience value and co-production behaviours in the destination? 

Research question 2.3: To what extent does destination quality contribute to tourist 

experience value and co-production behaviours in the destination? 

After identifying the dimensionality of tourist experience value, the next step is to explore 

the mechanism of the tourist experience value co-creation process (Lusch & Vargo, 2014; 

Vargo & Lusch, 2018b). Thus, objective two aims to capture the antecedents of tourist 

experience value from a resource integration perspective. Specifically, this study explores 
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the role of tourist-owned resources, namely tourist involvement and tourist perceived 

competence, and destination-owned resources, namely destination quality, in the tourist 

experience value co-creation process. Six research hypotheses are developed based on the 

research questions.   

Objective 3: To explore the role of tourist co-production in the experience value co-

creation process.  

Research question 3.1: To what extent does tourist co-production contribute to 

experience value? 

Research question 3.2: To what extent does tourist co-production mediate the experience 

value co-creation process? 

The third research objective aims to explore the mechanism of tourist experience value 

co-creation from an interaction perspective. Interaction between the customer and the 

organization has been considered as another important mechanism of value co-creation 

(Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004c). 

Therefore, this research examines the effects of tourist co-production on experience value. 

Furthermore, this thesis assesses the mediating effect of tourist co-production in the 

experience value co-creation process. Four research hypotheses, including three 

mediation hypotheses, are proposed to address the two research questions.  

Objective 4: To explore the consequences of tourist experience value. 

Research question 4.1:  To what extent does tourist experience value contribute to tourist 

wellbeing? 

Research question 4.2: To what extent does tourist experience value contribute to their 

perceptions of destination identity? 

The last objective explores the effects of a tourist’s experience on their future attitudes 

toward life and destination. Specifically, this research examines the links between tourist 

experience value and outcome variables, namely tourist wellbeing and perceptions of 

destination identity. Two research hypotheses based on the research questions are 

developed to guide further investigation. 

In summary, four research objectives, eleven research questions, and twelve related 

research hypotheses are developed based on an extensive and critical review of the 
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Phase 2 is a quantitative investigation that involves two stages of questionnaire data 

collection. It seeks to test the proposed model of experience value co-creation and the 

hypotheses developed. There were 183 valid questionnaire responses for the pilot test and 

958 responses for the main survey. Participants were asked to answer a structured survey 

questionnaire; the participants were recruited from tourists who had just completed their 

trip to Huangshan. Data were analysed by descriptive statistics, exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA), and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using SPSS 20.0 and AMOS 25.0 

software. Structural equation modelling (SEM) was utilized to test the twelve hypotheses 

in the proposed research mode. Reliability and validity of all constructs were also tested.  

Ethical clearance was approved by Griffith University before data collection (Appendix 

C). Details of the adopted research methodology are presented in Chapter 3. In summary, 

the mixed methods approach enables the application of constructs measurement more 

appropriate for addressing each question in a complete and robust manner.  

1.5 Research Contributions 

This thesis will make important theoretical contributions to the experience value literature 

in the field of tourism, service, and marketing. Additionally, this research will provide 

some practical insights to help destination managers better design tourist experiences and 

improve the competitiveness of the destination.  

1.5.1 Theoretical Contributions 

From a theoretical standpoint, this research contributes to the body of knowledge on 

tourist experience value by developing a holistic framework of the experience value co-

creation mechanism in destinations. This framework links the inputs, process, and 

outcomes of value co-creation from a tourist’s experiential perspective. The five 

theoretical contributions of this study are as follows. 

First, this research conceptualizes tourist consumption value from an experiential 

perspective (Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Zeithaml, 1988). An experiential perspective 

highlights the tourists’ phenomenological world and how they interpret and experience 

different events. By adopting an experiential lens, this research shifts from a product and 

exchange-centric view to personalized tourist experience and how these experiences 

generate value-in-use, which deepens the understanding of the nature of tourist 

experience value.  
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Second, the present study investigates the dimensionality of tourist experience value at a 

destination level, which expands the scope of previous research on tourism experience 

value. The experience value that tourists obtain at the destination level is found to be more 

comprehensive and diversified than in a hotel, restaurant, or rural tourism context. This 

research has developed and validated a tourist experience value scale with a multi-

dimensional construct in the context of destination. The results show that tourist 

experience value is a holistic construct that involves seven dimensions. The dimensions 

of aesthetic value, restoration value, and spiritual value have received limited attention in 

previous literature, but are important components of tourist experience in this study. 

Hence, the current study offers additional insights into the dimensions of tourist 

experience value research.  

Third, this research extends the current “quality-value-satisfaction” chain (e.g., Hallak, 

Assaker, & El-Haddad, 2018; Oh & Kim, 2017; Yoon, Lee, & Lee, 2010) by adding 

tourist-owned resources into the value co-creation model. Prior studies indicate that the 

tourists play an active role in the value co-creation process; however, much remains 

unknown about this specific mechanism, that is, what kinds of resources tourists can bring 

when co-creating value. This research furthers the understanding of the tourist experience 

value co-creation process utilizing the tourist resource integration perspective. 

Specifically, this study finds that apart from destination-owned resources (i.e., destination 

quality), tourist-owned operant resources, such as tourist involvement and perceived 

competence, also positively and significantly affect tourist experience value. Therefore, 

this research provides a holistic view of tourist experience value co-creation by 

combining tourist-owned resources and destination-owned resources into one 

comprehensive model. 

Fourth, this study has explored the important role of tourist co-production in the value co-

creation process. This research reveals that tourist co-production value is derived from 

physical interaction and social interaction in the service delivery process and that tourist 

co-production has a direct and significant positive impact on tourist experience value. In 

addition, this research indicates that tourist co-production significantly and positively 

mediates the relationships between tourist involvement, perceived competence, heritage 

destination quality and tourist experience value in the value co-creation process.  This 

study provides empirical evidence of one of the core principles of S-D logic theory, that 
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is,  value emerges during a customer’s interaction with a firm’s offering via a continuous 

process of co-production (Payne, Storbacka, & Frow, 2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2008). 

Fifth, this research extends knowledge of the outcomes of tourist experience value by 

estimating the effects of tourist experience value on tourist wellbeing and destination 

identity. Extant studies have highlighted the consequences of tourist experiences as 

satisfaction and loyalty, but have ignored many other important variables. Therefore, this 

study responds to the call to include other relevant and valuable outcome variables into 

the value-related research model, such as tourist wellbeing (Leroi-Werelds, 2019; 

Prebensen et al., 2018; Zeithaml, Verleye, Hatak, Koller, & Zauner, 2020). The results 

also confirms the view in S-D logic that value creation entails a process that increases the 

customer’s wellbeing or allows them to feel better off (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). 

In summary, this thesis extends S-D logic theory through empirical testing of a destination. 

By developing an integrated framework that focuses on the dimensions, antecedents, and 

consequences of tourist experience value, this research combines two research streams 

together, namely value outcomes and value creation research (Gummerus, 2013; Vargo 

& Lusch, 2008). This thesis thereby provides a foundation from which future tourist 

experience value research can proceed. 

1.5.2 Practical Implications 

Practically, this study aims to help destination managers to better design destination 

marketing and management strategies to improve competitiveness. Understanding the 

experience value tourists can derive and also the value creation process during tourism 

service encounters is vital for destinations to survive and compete more effectively. 

The measurement of tourist experience value dimensions provides an important tool for 

destination managers to assess, predict, and enhance the quality of tourist experience. 

Being able to understand and capture the tourist experience value, from a tourist’s 

perspective, can enable destination managers to connect with visitors in a more personal 

way and to develop effective marketing strategies to facilitate tourist experience value 

creation. 

In addition, identifying the antecedents of tourist experience value creation has profound 

implications for improving tourist experience value. Tourist experience value is created 

not only by those elements which the destination can control (e.g., quality of attractions 
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and services), but also by elements that are outside of a destination’s control (e.g., tourist 

involvement, perceived competence). Consequently, destination managers should 

broaden the role of tourists in the experience value co-creation process. They should 

encourage tourists to actively participate in various tourism service activities to achieve 

competitive advantage.   

In summary, tourists should no longer be regarded as passive recipients of what the 

destination does for or offers to them, but rather, as co-creators and ultimate determiners 

of value. Destination managers should apply an experiential and value co-creation 

perspective, thus seeing the tourist as a resource integrator instead of a passive recipient 

of information. 

1.6 Definitions of Key Concepts and Terms 

This section provides the definitions of the key concepts and terms used throughout this 

thesis in Table 1.1.  

Table 1.1 Definitions of key concepts and terms 

Concepts and terms Definitions 

Value  Value as value-in-use is created by the user (individually and 

socially), during usage of resources and processes (and their 

outcomes) (Grönroos & Voima, 2013, p. 144) 

Value is always uniquely and phenomenologically determined 

by the beneficiary (Vargo & Lusch, 2008, p. 7) 

Customer experience  Customer experience comprises the cognitive, emotional, 

physical, sensorial, and social elements that mark the 

customer’s direct or indirect interaction with a (set of) market 

actor(s)(Keyser, Lemon, Keiningham, & Klaus, 2015, p. 14) 

Experience value  Consumer value is an interactive relativistic preference 

experience (Holbrook, 1999a, p. 5) 

Value co-creation  A process through which customers perform roles to derive 

benefits by either jointly with the service provider or 

independently leveraging their own and the service provider’s 

resources (Moeller, Ciuchita, Mahr, Odekerken-Schröder, & 

Fassnacht, 2013, p. 472)  
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Tourist involvement  A person’s perceived relevance of the object based on inherent 

needs, values and interests (Zaichkowsky, 1985, p. 342) 

Perceived competence Having the necessary skills and confidence required to perform 

a task (Meuter, Bitner, Ostrom, & Brown, 2005, p. 64) 

Destination quality  The tourist’s subjective judgement about a destination’s overall 

excellence or superiority (Zeithaml, 1988) 

Tourist co-production  Active participation in one or more activities performed 

throughout the consumption experience (Minkiewicz, Evans, & 

Bridson, 2014, p. 46) 

Tourist wellbeing Individual’s self-assessment of overall life satisfaction (Uysal, 

Sirgy, Woo, & Kim, 2016) 

Destination identity  A tourist’s feeling of identification or attachment to a tourism 

destination that he or she has visited (K. P. Hung, Peng, & 

Chen, 2019). 

 

1.7 Thesis Outline 

This section provides a brief outline of this thesis, which consists of a total of six chapters. 

Each chapter is briefly described below. 

The current chapter, Introduction, provides an introductory overview of this study and 

an understanding of how the research project develops. The research background gaps, 

objectives and questions, research methodology, contributions of the research, key 

concepts and terms are outlined in this chapter.  

Chapter 2, Literature Review, presents a detailed review of the relevant literature on 

consumer experience, experience value, S-D logic, and value co-creation. The purpose is 

to map what we know and do not know about tourist experience value to establish the 

theoretical foundation for the thesis. This chapter also proposes a comprehensive 

conceptual model based on the extant review of existing studies to illustrate the tourist 

experience value co-creation process of the destination, providing the basis for 

hypotheses development.  

Chapter 3, Research Methodology, discusses the methods chosen to investigate and 

answer the research questions. This chapter provides more detailed information on the 
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research paradigm, the qualitative and quantitative data collection approach, and data 

analysis methods. Research context and ethical issues are also discussed in this chapter. 

Both Chapter 4, Qualitative Results and Chapter 5, Quantitative Results, provide the 

findings of the study. Chapter 4 mainly presents the interview findings of dimensions of 

tourist experience value and tourist co-production behaviours. Chapter 5 presents the 

findings of the study based on the data analysis and results of hypothesis testing. 

Finally, Chapter 6, Discussions and Conclusions, provides a detailed discussion of the 

findings and discusses how the results are consistent or different from those of previous 

studies. Then the theoretical contributions and practical implications of the findings are 

highlighted. Additionally, this chapter discusses the limitations of the study, and provides 

recommendations for future research in the area of tourist experience value.  

1.8 Summary  

It is important for destination practitioners to fully understand tourist experience value 

from the tourist’s perspective. At the same time, the value-related theoretical studies have 

largely evolved from an economic and firm-driven perspective to an experiential and 

consumer-driven co-created perspective. In this chapter, the foundations for the thesis 

investigation have been outlined. The research background, research gaps, research 

objectives and research questions have been discussed. In addition, this chapter provides 

a brief description of the research methodology and definitions of key concepts and terms. 

The theoretical and practical implications are also outlined in this chapter. In the next 

chapter, a detailed literature review relevant to tourist experience value will be conducted.  
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

Chapter 1 has provided an introductory overview of this thesis. This chapter reviews the 

existing literature on consumption experience, experience value, and value co-creation 

mechanisms to establish a theoretical foundation for this study. A theoretical foundation 

for a thesis is vital to ensure the thesis builds on prior research and can identify a gap in 

the literature. Any research must provide a contribution to knowledge and identification 

of gaps in theoretical knowledge allows relevant research questions to be identified.  

To achieve this, this chapter discusses the literature of S-D logic, which provides the 

theoretical underpinning of experience value co-creation for this study. The key 

antecedents and consequences are then identified and examined individually, to provide 

the rationale for incorporating the constructs into a unified conceptual framework. A 

summary of hypotheses and a conceptual model are proposed to guide the following data 

collection and analysis of this thesis.  

2.2 Consumption Experience  

2.2.1 Consumption Experience  

The concept of consumption experience has become an important topic in the marketing 

and consumer research (e.g., Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; 

Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Schmitt, 2011; Verhoef et al., 2009). There is a consensus that the 

concept of experience and value are closely linked (Keyser et al., 2015; Volo, 2009), and 

also that the consumption experience is considered to be at the centre of understanding 

experience value and value co-creation (Helkkula, Kelleher, & Pihlstrom, 2012; Jain, 

Aagja, & Bagdare, 2017). As a consequence, it has been argued that value is embedded 

in a consumer’s consumption experience rather than specific products or services, and 

therefore value cannot be evaluated without understanding the consumption experience 

(Leroi-Werelds, Streukens, Brady, & Swinnen, 2014; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b). 

It is therefore critical to define and identify the features of the consumption experience to 

investigate the experience value and value co-creation process.  

The traditional marketing paradigm views consumers as rational value maximizing 

decision-makers who are concerned with functional features of products and services. In 
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contrast, the experiential marketing paradigm emphasizes the significance of emotional, 

sensory, relational, and educational aspects of consumption (Hirschman & Holbrook, 

1982; Schmitt, 1999a). From a marketing perspective, consumers want unique 

consumption experiences which are “engaging, robust, compelling and memorable” 

(Gilmore & Pine, 2002, p. 10). Therefore, firms can create competitive advantage through 

delivering valuable and meaningful consumption experiences (Homburg, Jozić, & 

Kuehnl, 2017; Verhoef et al., 2009). 

In their seminal article, Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) define a consumption experience 

as an emotional, learning, spiritual and psychological outcome resulting from a 

consumer’s active participation in events and activities. This definition emphasizes the 

experiential and affective facets of consumption including fantasies, feelings, and fun. 

Similarly, Pine and Gilmore (1999) define consumption experience as “events that engage 

individuals in a personal way” (p.12), indicating that experience is an inherently personal 

mental phenomenon which occurs only in the mind of a consumer.  

A consumption experience is multidimensional. An experience includes “the cognitive, 

emotional, physical, sensorial, and social elements that mark the customer’s direct or 

indirect interaction with a (set of) market actor(s)” (Keyser et al., 2015, p. 23). Similarly, 

through synthesizing the components and stages of consumption experience, Lemon and 

Verhoef (2016) also depict it as a multidimensional construct “focusing on a customer’s 

cognitive, emotional, behavioural, sensorial, and social responses to a firm’s offerings 

during the customer’s entire purchase journey” (p.71). Pine and Gilmore (1999) identify 

four main dimensions: entertainment, escapism, aesthetics and education. Gentile, Spiller, 

and Noci (2007) distinguish six components: sensorial, lifestyle, cognitive, emotional, 

pragmatic, and relational experience. Schmitt (2011) proposes four components, namely 

cognitive-intellectual, sensory-affective, behavioural and action-oriented components. 

Consumption experience is the result of the consumer’s subjective assessment of all 

attributes based on their direct and indirect interaction between a subject and an object 

(Klaus & Maklan, 2012; Lemke, Clark, & Wilson, 2011). 

2.2.2 Tourist Experience  

Research on tourist experience has become a key area of tourism research in recent years 

(e.g., Jensen, Lindberg, & Østergaard, 2015; Kandampully, Zhang, & Jaakkola, 2018; Oh, 

Fiore, & Jeoung, 2007; Uriely, 2005). From a psychological perspective, a tourist 
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experience can be viewed as the subjective mental state felt by tourists, such as the state 

of hedonics and peace of mind (Otto & Ritchie, 1996).  

Packer and Ballantyne (2016) define tourist experience as “an individual’s immediate and 

ongoing, subjective and personal response to an activity, setting or event outside their 

usual environment” (p.133). Larsen (2007) suggests that tourist experience could be 

investigated from an individual psychological process perspective, which is constructed 

through a process of tourist interpretation on tourism activities. This is consistent with a 

co-creation perspective, where the tourism experience is “the sum of the psychological 

events a tourist goes through when contributing actively through physical and/or mental 

participation in activities and interacting with other subjects in the experience 

environment” (Campos, Mendes, Valle, & Scott, 2018, p. 23). Based on this literature 

review, this study conceives tourist experience as resulting in a range of psychological 

outcomes resulting from their subjective internal responses to the products and services 

of the tourism company.  

Two features of tourist consumption experience can be identified in the literature, namely 

subjective-based experience and multidimension-based experience. A tourist 

consumption experience is inherently personal and subjective. Tourists actively interpret 

the consumption activities and construct their own experiences through attaching 

meaning to it (Keyser et al., 2015; Larsen, 2007). Their consumption outcome varies 

depending on how tourists respond to their interaction with the event (Mossberg, 2007; 

Pine & Gilmore, 1998). Research in marketing and tourism fields tends towards a 

postmodern, constructionist perspective that acknowledges the individual subjective 

nature of tourist experience (Becker & Jaakkola, 2020; Björk, Prebensen, Räikkönen, & 

Sundbo, 2021; McColl-Kennedy, Zaki, Lemon, Urmetzer, & Neely, 2019; Sugathan & 

Ranjan, 2019; Uriely, 2005). A tourist can bring different resources and combine them in 

space and time to yield positive experiences. Therefore, even when tourists participate in 

the same tourism activities, they may integrate resources and perceive the travel 

experience differently due to their different individual characteristics (Adhikari & 

Bhattacharya, 2016; Gentile et al., 2007; Knobloch, Robertson, & Aitken, 2017). Walls, 

Okumus, Wang, and Kwun (2011) state that “organizations cannot grant an experience to 

the consumer……and the outcome or experiential consumption depends on how the 

consumer, based on a specific situation or state of mind, reacts to the staged encounter” 

(p.19). Thus, a tourist experience can only be determined by its co-creators. 
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Tourist experience is multidimensional as it involves the physical, emotional, social, 

intellectual, sensory, economical, and spiritual responses of tourists (Adhikari & 

Bhattacharya, 2016; Andersson, 2007; Packer & Ballantyne, 2016). Pine and Gilmore 

(1998) proposed four components of consumer experience, namely esthetic, educational, 

escapist, and entertainment experiences, which were categorized by the level of 

involvement and consumer engagement. This multi-dimensional construct has been used 

extensively in tourism and hospitality fields (e.g., X. Liu, Huang, & Li, 2018; Oh et al., 

2007; H. J. Song, Lee, Park, Hwang, & Reisinger, 2015). 

Walls et al. (2011) indicate that the core tourist experience should include ordinary, 

extraordinary, cognitive, and emotive elements. Packer and Ballantyne (2016) summarise 

ten facets of the tourist experience in their review study, but identify overlapping of 

dimensions depicting the feelings of consumption. Later, they developed an instrument 

to capture multifaceted tourist experiences based on the ten facets. The instrument 

includes 15 dimensions, such as fascination, aesthetic appreciation, compassion, etc 

(Packer, Ballantyne, & Bond, 2018). 

Brochado, Stoleriu, and Lupu (2021) identified twelve dimensions of sensory experiences 

of wine tourism, including restaurant, pool, hotel, room, food, wine, staff, view, service, 

delicious, comfort, and Douro. A. Y.-P. Chang and Hung (2021) developed a 

multidimensional scale to measure the tourist experience of cultural and creative 

industries parks, which includes seven dimensions: learning, recreation, exhibition, 

service, food, facilities, and souvenirs. Suhartanto, Dean, Wibisono, et al. (2020) revealed 

that tourist Halal experience dimensions consist of Halal accommodation, Halal facilities 

and service, and people in the destination. Ghosh and Mandal (2019) developed a scale 

to measure medical tourism experience, namely medical service quality, treatment quality, 

tourism expense, tourism infrastructure, ease of access, destination culture, and 

destination appeal. In a recent review paper written by Godovykh and Tasci (2020), they 

indicated that customer experience in tourism comprises four main components, 

including cognitive, affective, sensory, and conative experiences. Despite inconsistencies 

among the exact dimensions of tourist experience, there is general agreement that tourist 

experience is a multidimensional construct. 
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2.2.3 Heritage Tourism Experience  

2.2.3.1 Heritage Tourism  

Heritage tourism is considered as one of the most important and popular forms of tourism 

activities (Prideaux, Timothy, & Chon, 2013; Timothy, 2018; C. Zhang, Fyall, & Zheng, 

2015). Heritage tourism can be defined from an experiential perspective. Moscardo (2001) 

describes heritage tourism as an experience which is created through tourist interactions 

with heritage destination resources.  

A recent review article by S. Kumar, Sureka, and Vashishtha (2020) found that the most 

common themes discussed in the Journal of Heritage Tourism include heritage 

management, sustainable development, heritage authenticity, and intangible tourism. To 

date, numerous studies have been conducted to explore heritage tourism from a wide 

variety of perspectives, mainly including heritage sustainable development (e.g., Garrod 

& Fyall, 2000; Landorf, 2009; C. Zhang et al., 2015; C. Zhang & Xiao, 2014), heritage 

tourist motivation  (e.g., López-Guzmán, Torres Naranjo, Pérez Gálvez, & Carvache 

Franco, 2019; Medina-Viruel, López-Guzmán, Gálvez, & Jara-Alba, 2019; Poria, Butler, 

& Airey, 2004), heritage authenticity (e.g., Bryce, Curran, O'Gorman, & Taheri, 2015; S. 

Lee, Phau, Hughes, Li, & Quintal, 2016; Nguyen & Cheung, 2015; Park, Choi, & Lee, 

2019), and heritage responsibility (Gao, Huang, & Zhang, 2017; C. Zhang, Chen, & Wang, 

2017). These studies provide important insights into both heritage tourism scholars and 

practitioners who wish to understand heritage tourists, improve heritage tourism quality, 

and promote the sustainable tourism development of heritage destination. 

However, much of our understanding about heritage tourism is focused on the supply side 

of heritage management rather than on the demand side of tourist experience (Timothy, 

2018). Tourist experience is the most neglected area in studies related to heritage tourism 

though it is very important for heritage destination managers (Timothy, 2018; Timothy 

& Boyd, 2006; Ung & Vong, 2010). What tourists do, think or feel at heritage destinations 

remains poorly understood and under-theorized (Light, 2015). There is a need for a better 

understanding of the subjective experiences of visitors to heritage destinations.  

2.2.3.2 Heritage Experience   

One of the signs of maturation in heritage tourism research is to understand how 

engagement with heritage can bring about change within individual tourists (Timothy, 
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2018). Although researchers disagree concerning the dimensionality of the heritage 

experience, most scholars argue that the tourist experience at heritage destinations is 

multidimensional. 

Masberg and Silverman (1996) adopt the phenomenological approach to investigate 

college student visitors’ perspectives of heritage sites. Respondents reported the activities 

in which they engaged, their companions, site personnel they had encountered, and 

information learned during their visits. The results indicate a multidimensional 

experience, involving social benefits, personal experience, and personalized learning. 

Suntikul and Jachna (2015) apply Pine and Gilmore’s model of experience economy to 

investigate the four different heritage experiences, namely aesthetic, escapism, 

entertainment and education, in Macao’s Historic Centre. Similarly, Ali (2015) indicates 

that heritage tourist experience was formed by four dimensions, including heritage site, 

historic value learning, hedonics and escapism, and service and facilities. She further 

argues that hedonics and escapism, and the heritage site itself were the most important 

dimensions of the heritage tourist experience. 

Some studies have explored the relationships between tourist experience and other 

constructs, such as satisfaction, heritage destination image, etc. For instance, 

Piramanayagam, Rathore, and Seal (2020) have found that heritage destination 

experience includes five dimensions, including entertainment experience, cultural 

identity seeking experience, educational experience, escape experience, and relation 

development experience. They further indicate that heritage visitor experience has a 

strong influence on destination image and the visitor’s behavioural intention. In 

conclusion, scholars have begun to conduct preliminary discussion on the tourist 

experience at heritage destinations from the perspective of tourists, which broadens and 

deepens the knowledge of heritage tourism research. 

2.3 Tourist Experience Value 

2.3.1 Concept of Tourist Experience Value 

The concept of experience value has been discussed and debated in marketing and tourism 

literature since its emergence (Gallarza, Gil‐Saura, & Holbrook, 2011). This concept has 

its roots in various disciplines including economics, marketing, and psychology (Payne 

& Holt, 1999). On the one hand, value can be understood from the traditional economic 
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get for what they give (Cronin Jr, Brady, & Hult, 2000). However, this approach has been 

criticized for not capturing the rich meaning of value as a result of consumers’ cognitive 

information processing (Holbrook, 1999a; Payne et al., 2008). In the tourism context, 

tourists not only rationally calculate travel costs and benefits, they also value hedonic 

aspects of consumption experiences (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; Packer & Ballantyne, 

2016). Therefore, it is necessary to move beyond the economic perspective in examining 

tourist consumption value. 

2.3.1.2 Experiential perspective: value as consumption experience 

Instead of value being treated as a trade-off between benefits and costs, the emerging 

experiential approach recognizes that experience value is derived from assessment of the 

consumption experience (Y.-j. Ahn, Hyun, & Kim, 2017; Helkkula, Kelleher, & 

Pihlstrom, 2012; Holbrook, 2006). Value, here, is an evaluative judgement and unique to 

each individual. It is a function of human experience rather than a function of service 

(Ramaswamy, 2011).  Holbrook (1999a) defines value in terms of being an “interactive 

relative preference experience” (p.5). He views value as “something that resides not in 

the product purchased……but rather in the consumption experience derived thereform” 

(p.9). This definition implies that value is a function of the interaction between subject 

(e.g., a tourist) and object (e.g., a destination’s offerings).  Thus, no value judgement can 

be made without any consumption experience taking place. 

Value, then, is considered to be a preferiential judgement of  consumption experience 

(Ballantyne & Varey, 2006). This notion is consistent with the concept of value-in-use 

proposed by Vargo and Lusch (2008) and also expands customer-dominant logic as 

‘value-in-the-experience’ (Helkkula, Kelleher, & Pihlstrom, 2012). Vargo and Lusch 

(2008) perceive value as value-in-use that is “…always uniquely and phenomenologically 

determined by the beneficiary” (p.7).  Adopting a phenomenological perspective, 

Helkkula, Kelleher, and Pihlstrom (2012) introduce the concept of ‘value as experience’ 

to explain how consumers draw meaningful benefits by integrating resources into their 

activities. This phenomenological view of value assumes that only the consumer can 

make sense of experience value creation. Therefore, the assessment of value moves away 

from the object of consumption (i.e., a product or service) to the consumers who co-create 

experience value with a firm (Jaakkola, Helkkula, & Aarikka-Stenroos, 2015). 
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A traditional economic investigation considers value to be an outcome of an evaluation 

of costs against benefits. This cognitive paradigm is based on goods-dominant (G-D) 

logic and considers value as value-in-exchange. Conversely, an experiential approach 

considers value as a unique and personal consumption experience. This thesis employs a 

value-in-use approach which is process-oriented and is more suitable for service-based 

offerings, like the tourism context. This approach recognizes emotional, social, spiritual, 

and epistemic aspects of experience consumption. Table 2.2 sums up the differences of 

these two approaches.  

Table 2.2 Comparison of value between economic and experiential perspective 

 Economic approach  Experiential approach 

Definition of 

value 

The consumer’s overall 

assessment of the utility of a 

product based on what is 

received and what is given 

(Zeithaml, 1988, p. 13). 

An interactive relative preference 

experience (Holbrook, 1999, p. 5) 

Value is always uniquely and 

phenomenologically determined by the 

beneficiary (Vargo & Lusch, 2008, p. 

7). 

Paradigm  Cognitive paradigm Cognitive-affective paradigm  

Value type Value-in-exchange Value-in-use/value-in-experience  

Value orientation Outcomes-oriented  Process-oriented  

Dimension One-dimension Multi-dimensions  

Logic  Goods-dominant logic Service-dominant logic  

Value creation  Value is embedded in the 

product/service 

Value is derived from the consumption 

experience  

 

Tourist experience and experience value are closely intertwined and inseparable concepts 

(Chaney, Lunardo, & Mencarelli, 2018). Tourist experience value focuses on the benefits 

that tourists obtain for their touristic experience. It is the aggregation of the benefits the 

consumer is seeking or experiencing from their stay at a particular destination. (V. Kumar 

& Reinartz, 2016; Prebensen, Vittersø, et al., 2013). This view is based on the proposition 

that tourists assign value to experiences. Sandström et al. (2008) argues that value is the 

evaluation of the consumption experiences. Some researchers even characterizes value as 

an experfience. For example, Helkkula, Kelleher, and Pihlström (2012) indicated that 
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“value that is directly or indirectly experienced by service customers within their 

phenomenological lifeworld contexts” (p.61). 

In empirical studies, researchers have analysed perceived experienced value based on 

consumer experience scales. For example, Anton (2018) adopted the experience scale of 

Pine and Gilmore (1998) and distinguish four dimensions of perceived experience value 

as entertainment, education, aesthetics, and escapism. Thus, it is not uncommon to see 

that the dimensions of tourist experience value are similar to those of tourist experience 

in literature. 

2.3.2 Dimensions of Tourist Experience Value  

As stated in section 2.3.1, value in early studies is conceptualized from an economic 

perspective, and as a unidimensional construct, measured by a self-reported item or set of 

items, such as “value for money” (e.g., Bojanic, 1996; Oh, 1999). This one-dimensional 

approach represents the origin of the study of experience value (Sanchez-Fernandez & 

Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007). 

The advantage of using a one-dimensional measurement method is its simplicity and ease 

of implementation (Chien-Hsin Lin, Sher, & Shih, 2005). However, this one-dimensional 

measurement is actually determining the monetary exchange, the overall benefits-costs 

relationship, and the utility of the choice (Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994; Gallarza et al., 

2011). Using this approach to assess experience value gained in a heritage destination 

ignores other dimensions such as emotional value and educational value. 

The multidimensional assessment of value has gained ground in recent studies (El-Adly, 

2019; Gallarza et al., 2019; P. Williams & Soutar, 2009; Yrjölä, Rintamäki, Saarijärvi, 

Joensuu, & Kulkarni, 2019; Zeithaml et al., 2020). This approach considers value to be a 

multifaceted construct consisting of several interrelated dimensions that capture 

consumers’ holistic value perceptions. For instance,  Holbrook (1999a) presents an eight-

celled framework of experience value based on three underlying criteria: extrinsic versus 

intrinsic, self- versus other-oriented, and active versus passive. When these criteria are 

combined, eight different value types emerge, namely, efficiency, play, excellence, 

aesthetics, status, ethics, esteem, and spirituality. The PERVAL model proposed by 

Sweeney and Soutar (2001) comprises four interrelated value dimensions: functional 

value (performance/quality), economic value (price/value for money), social value, and 
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emotional value, and the four dimensions are further applied into adventure tourism 

research (P. Williams & Soutar, 2009). 

This study adopts the multi-dimensional approach to study tourist experience value due 

to the importance of psychological and social aspects of the tourist consumption 

experience (Dedeoğlu, Balıkçıoğlu, & Küçükergin, 2016). Given the complexity of the 

tourism and hospitality experience, there is little agreement on what dimensions should 

be used to operationalize the construct. Table 2.3 shows studies of experience value using 

the multi-dimensional approach. As shown in the table, the number of dimensions ranges 

from two to eight. For example, Sparks, Butcher, and Bradley (2008) identify eight 

dimensions of value, namely relaxation, gift-giving, status, quality product, flexibility, 

fun, financial worth, and new experiences. It is challenging to capture all facets of tourist 

experience value at a destination in a concise manner. In addition, the dimensions of value 

are named differently by authors. The multidimensional approach has made an important 

contribution to value research (Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2009; J. B. Smith & Colgate, 

2007) but more studies are needed to develop and validate measures for value in different 

contexts. Sub-dimensions of tourist experience value are reviewed in the next section.  

Table 2.3 Examples of multi-dimensional approaches to experience value in tourism 

Authors Number Value dimensions Research context 

Petrick and 

Backman (2002) 
2 

acquisition value, transaction 

value 
Golf Travelers 

Sparks Butcher, and 

Bradley  (2008) 
8 

product quality, gift, status, 

relaxation, flexibility, financial 

worth, new experiences, fun 

Timeshare industry 

Williams and 

Soutar (2009) 
5 

functional value, value for 

money, emotional value, social 

value, novelty value 

Adventure tourism 

Lo and Lee (2011) 3 

Personal growth and 

development, relationship 

enahncement, change in 

perspective on life 

Voluntter tourism  
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Jamal, Othman, and 

Muhammad (2011) 
5 

Establishment, price, host-guest 

interaction, experiential value, 

emotional value 

Community-based 

homestay visit  

Prebensen, Woo, 

Chen, and Uysal 

(2012) 

3 
functional value, social value, 

epistemic value 
Tourism attractions 

Peña, Jamilena, and 

Molina (2012) 
7 

staff-attention, facilities, 

convenience, emotional value, 

social value, educational value 

Rural tourism 

Eid and El-Gohary 

(2015) 
6 

quality value, value for money, 

emotional value, social value, 

islamic physical attributes, and 

Islamic non-physical attributes 

Islamic tourism 

Gao, Scott, and 

Ding (2016) 
4 

functional value, experiential 

value, symbolic value, cost 

value 

Destination 

Dedeoğlu et al. 

(2016) 
5 

quality value, emotional value, 

monetary value, behavioural 

price value, social value  

City tourism 

Kim and Park 

(2016) 
4 

economic value, functional 

value, social value, emotional 

value 

Community-based 

ecotourism 

Jaeseok  Lee, Chen, 

Song, and Lee 

(2016) 

2 
functional value; emotional 

value  
Movie experience 

Taylor et al. (2018) 5 

aesthetic, escapism, servcie 

excellence, food & beverage 

excellence, CROI 

Pop-up dining 

Choi, Wang, and 

Sparks (2019) 
4 

perceived functional benefits, 

perceived ease of use, 

perceived financial benefits, 

perceived enjoyment 

Travel app using 
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Fan, Hsu, and Lin 

(2020) 
3 

Intrinsic/extrinsic enjoyment, 

logistics, efficiencey 

Tourists’ online 

social contacts  

 

Positive emotional value 

Emotions have been found to play a significant role in the assessment of tourist 

experiences (Caru & Cova, 2007; J. H. Kim & Ritchie, 2014; Prayag, Hosany, Muskat, 

& Del Chiappa, 2017). Tourism activities possess hedonic components, as the desire to 

seek hedonic experience, such as enjoyment, is a factor in most tourism experiences (Otto 

& Ritchie, 1996). 

Positive emotional value refers to the state of mind or feeling generated or aroused as a 

result of evaluations of destination products or services, and include pleasure, excitement, 

awe, and amazement (J. S. Lee et al., 2011; Sheth et al., 1991; P. Williams & Soutar, 

2009). This reflects the intrinsically motivated and self-oriented nature of tourism 

products consumed for an emotional experience and for no other end-goal. 

Social relationship value  

As we have discussed above, value is socially constructed through experiences 

(Edvardsson, Tronvoll, & Gruber, 2011; Rihova et al., 2015). Social relationship value is 

defined as ‘perceived utility acquired from an alternative’s association with one or more 

specific groups’ (Sheth et al., 1991, p. 161). This value is extrinsically motivated, and 

focuses on influencing other people to achieving their desired goal (Holbrook, 1999a). 

An association with social groups can enhance an individual’s self-awareness or sense of 

existence. Relatedness, connectedness, and bonding are strong drivers for tourists to co-

create experiences by engaging in tourism activities (Campos, Mendes, do Valle, & Scott, 

2016). 

Educational value  

Educational value, also known as epistemic value, refers to a product’s capacity to arouse 

curiosity, provide novelty or enrich the knowledge of a tourist (Aho, 2001; Coudounaris 

& Sthapit, 2017). A need to gain knowledge is one of the sociopsychological motivations 

that predispose individuals to travel (Jones, 2009; Pearce & Lee, 2005). Tourists may 

wish to learn new things, broaden their insights, and be informed when they visit a 

destination (e.g., Jaeseok  Lee, Chen, Song, & Lee, 2016; Oh et al., 2007). Intellectual 
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development is a significant component of memorable experiences (Tung & Ritchie, 

2011). The perceived educational value of an experience increases a consumer’s 

enjoyment through enhancing consumer knowledge, skills, and ability.  

Aesthetic value 

Aesthetic value refers to a tourist’s evaluation of an object as beautiful (Dans & González, 

2019; Palmer, Schloss, & Sammartino, 2013) and/or a tourist’s hedonic impression and 

interpretation of whether an object is pleasurable to look at . It is derived from consumers’ 

perceived experience via the primary senses, including sight, sound, touch, smell, and 

taste (Mathwick, Malhotra, & Rigdon, 2001). Individuals respond to and appreciate 

aesthetic value through evaluation of the visual and other sensory aspects of an 

environment. Aesthetics is related to experiential value and plays an important role in the 

decision-making of tourists (Kirillova, Fu, Lehto, & Cai, 2014); however very little 

attention has been devoted to the concept of aesthetic value in the tourist experience value 

literature.  

Restoration value  

Restoration value refers to the tourist’s physiological responses in his or her own 

interaction with the destination environment (Bitner, 1992). People satisfy their 

psychological needs to escape from boredom and seek relaxation, by engaging themselves 

in travel experiences. Empirical studies have supported the importance of the refreshment 

and restoration function in travel experiences (Jones, 2009; Pearce & Lee, 2005). For 

example, Pearce and Lee (2005) found that relaxation is one of the major motivations of 

tourists. J. H. Kim and Ritchie (2014) indicate that relaxation, refreshment or renewal are 

defining basic components of tourism activities.  

Spiritual value  

Spiritual needs concern internally generated needs for self-enhancement, personal growth, 

or ego-identification (Andrades & Dimanche, 2014). Spirituality has been associated with 

terms such as purposefulness, personal growth, self-transcendence, and meaningfulness. 

In the marketing literature, Busser and Shulga (2018) consider meaningfulness as a co-

created value dimensions. Verhoef et al. (2009) further indicate that creating a meaningful 

customer experience is important for achieving competitive advantage and satisfied 

customers.  
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In the tourism context, it is connected to the tendency for travellers to seek meaningful 

experiences for personal growth and self-development. Zátori (2016) points out that one 

of the highest possible experience values for tour participants is when a meaningful 

outcome occurs in the form of the discovery of a new perspective. Tung and Ritchie (2011) 

explain that many people find travel a valuable experience for self-discovery. J. H. Kim 

and Ritchie (2014) indicate people search for meaningful experiences within their travel 

and tourism activities, such as seeking a sense of spiritual fulfilment through tourism 

rather than pursuing mere escapism. Tourist experiences offer eudemonic rewards, such 

as a sense of purpose and meaning, personal growth, accomplishment, and self-

development. Tourists engaging in tourism activities and consuming local products may 

learn different perspectives on matters in life.  

Economic value 

Economic value is defined as “the utility derived from the product due to the reduction of 

its perceived short and long-term costs” (Sweeney & Soutar, 2001, p. 211). It is similar 

to the concept of customer return on investment (CROR) proposed by Mathwick et al. 

(2001), which represents the maximum return on the amount of money, time and effort 

spent on visiting a destination. 

Economic value is identified as extrinsically motivated (a means to an end) or task 

oriented and for the benefit of the self rather than others (Babin et al., 1994; Batra & 

Ahtola, 1991). Zeithaml (1988) indicates economic value as a product/service’s objective 

monetary worth or the best trade-off between quality and price. In this sense, the 

economic value dimension refers to the rational and utilitarian valuations made by 

individuals.  Even though the tourism industry is viewed as a good example denoting the 

experience industry, economic value is one of the important aspects of tourist experience. 

Tourists are concerned with consuming products in an efficient and timely manner to 

achieve their goals with a minimum of irritation (Ryu, Han, & Jang, 2010).   

2.3.3 Experience Value in Heritage Destination  

Tourist experience value is a key determinant influencing a tourist’s consumption process 

at heritage destinations. To date, few studies specifically explore experience value in the 

context of heritage. Beeho and Prentice (1997) emphasize researchers should pay more 

attention to what tourists actually want to gain from visiting heritage attractions. They 
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found that the main benefit gained by tourists at a heritage destination is that it is an 

enjoyable educational experience. 

McIntosh (1999) adopts a ‘benefit-based’ approach to explore the value derived by 

tourists visiting cultural heritage attractions. She presents three distinct dimensions of 

beneficial experiences, namely affective, reflective and cognitive dimensions, finding that 

insightfulness was an important end state gained from visiting a heritage site.  Jewell and 

Crotts (2002) used the Hierarchy Value Map (HVM) technique to explore the underlying 

motives and needs of visitors to a heritage site and found two end core values: “make it a 

satisfying experience pleasure” and “stop repeating mistakes of the past”. Furthermore, 

in 2009 the authors revisited the same heritage site using the methodologies of the HVM 

technique and Associated Pattern Technique (APT), and found that the end core value for 

visitors was only pleasurable (Jewell & Crotts, 2009). 

Some studies explore heritage tourist value from a multi-dimensional perspective. 

Rasoolimanesh, Dahalan, and Jaafar (2016) developed a multi-dimensional scale for 

perceived value in a community-based homestay in a World Heritage site, including 

functional, emotional, and social value. Bapiri, Esfandiar, and Seyfi (2020) adopted the 

photo-elicitation methods to explore the meanings that visitors assigned to a cultural 

heritage site in Iran, where they found there are five primary clusters of meanings, namely 

aesthetics, identity, nostalgia, luxury and splendour, and despotism and power. Similarly, 

tom Dieck and Jung (2017) use a qualitative approach to explore the perceived value of 

Augmented Reality (AR) at cultural heritage sites from multiple stakeholders’ perspective. 

They found that AR has social, epistemic, cultural and historical, and educational, 

experiential, and economic value from both an external and internal stakeholders’ 

perspective. Dans and González (2019) identify the factors that constitute the social value 

of heritage in relation to sustainable tourism. They found four factors determining the 

social value of heritage, namely: existential, aesthetic, economic, and legacy value. Zhou, 

Shen, Wu, Wall, and Shen (2019) explored the benefits of visiting heritage museums 

among Chinese family visitors, which involved personal growth, restoration, cultural 

awareness, community attachment, and family bonding.  

Some scholars have examined the relationships between tourists’ perceived value and 

other variables, such as experience quality, satisfaction, and behavioural intentions (C. F. 

Chen & F.-S. Chen, 2010; C. F. Chen & Chen, 2013; Hussein & Hapsari, 2020; H. C. Wu 
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& Li, 2017). For example, C. F. Chen and F.-S. Chen (2010) found that experience quality 

significantly influences heritage tourists’ perceived value, and perceived value further 

positively affects tourist satisfaction and behavioural intentions. Similarly, H. C. Wu and 

Li (2017) also found that experiential quality is an important indicator of perceived  value 

in heritage tourism. S. Lee et al. (2016), examining the impact of heritage destination 

authenticity on perceived value, found that the object-based authenticity, existential 

authenticity, and perceived monetary value positively influenced overall perceived value.  

Calver and Page (2013) divide the perceived value of visits to heritage attractions into 

two dimensions, namely hedonic value and anthropogenic service value. Both dimensions 

are important antecedents of heritage visitors’ positive behaviour, such as enjoyment, 

value for money, revisit and recommendation. L. Zhang, Yang, Wang, and Ma (2020) 

explored how perceived value influenced tourists’ satisfaction and re-visit intention in a 

World Heritage site in China. They found that emotional, functional, social, brand, and 

monetary values offered by the heritage sites positively influenced tourists’ satisfaction 

and behavioural intention.  

In recent years, researchers have noticed the important role of tourists in creating 

experience value, and have conducted preliminary investigations on value co-creation in 

the context of heritage tourism. For example, Minkiewicz et al. (2014) proposed a 

conceptual model suggesting that consumers co-create their consumption experiences in 

the context of museums through three processes, namely co-production, engagement and 

personalization. Alexiou (2020) examined the process of the on-site co-creation of 

experience of participants in a cultural heritage festival, and proposed a CIF (Context, 

Interaction, Feelings) model. This model emphasized that the context, interactions, and 

feelings are vital components of a good co-created experience. Chronis (2005) examined 

the co-construction process of cultural narratives at a heritage site and indicated that 

tourist experiences emerge through the interaction between tourists and marketers. 

Tourists were not passive recipients of information, where they were actively involved in 

interpreting culture meanings through using their negotiation, embodiment, and prior 

background. In another study, R. Zhang and Smith (2019) argue that heritage meaning 

may be reinforced or remade through individual practice, which illustrates the agency of 

tourists in the making of heritage values and meaning.  
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In summary, tourists themselves are playing an increasingly important role in creating 

experience value. Visitors can bring their own resources to use, interpret and co-create 

the meanings of a heritage destination in a variety of ways to suit their own needs and 

wants. However, little attention has been focused on heritage tourist research from the 

experiential perspective (Calver & Page, 2013; McIntosh, 1999; Timothy, 2018), in terms 

of identifying the experience value gained from visiting a heritage destination. In fact, it 

is the tourist’s subjective perception of the experience value of a particular place which 

is at the core of heritage experience. Therefore, there is a need to delve deeper into 

understanding tourist experience value co-creation at heritage destinations. 

2.4 Tourist Experience Value Co-creation  

2.4.1 The Theoretical Foundations of Service Dominant (S-D) Logic 

The service dominant (S-D) logic, proposed by Vargo and Lusch (2004), has quickly 

emerged as a new established meta-theoretical framework on value co-creation in the  

marketing, service, and tourism fields (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; 

X. Li & Petrick, 2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2018b). S-D logic is different from traditional 

goods-dominant (G-D) logic regarding two institutional logics towards value creation 

mechanisms. G-D logic views value as value-in-exchange and treats consumers as passive 

recipients in the value creation process, while S-D logic regards value co-creation as a 

central notion where value is jointly co-created between the firm and the consumer (Anker, 

Sparks, Moutinho, & Grönroos, 2015; Bendapudi & Leone, 2003). 

S-D logic has undergone a series of refinements (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008, 2016). 

When it was first proposed in 2004, S-D logic identified eight foundational premises 

(FPs). After several revisions by researchers in the last 15 years, S-D logic now has five 

axioms, and these axioms further serve as a platform for the formation of eleven 

foundational premises (FPs) which form the building blocks of the framework (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2016). Among these eleven FPs, there are six (FPs 1, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11) that mainly 

relate to value co-creation (See Table 2.4). First, S-D logic holds that value is “uniquely 

and phenomenologically” (Vargo & Lusch, 2008, p. 7) determined by the consumer (FPs 

10) during the consumption process. This means that value is not embedded in the 

attributes or functions of products and services at the moment of exchange, but is obtained 

through use processes and assessed by a particular beneficiary. This assessment is unique 
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to each consumer because each value co-creation process is in a different context(Blocker 

& Barrios, 2015), thus value is both inherently experiential and contextual.  

Table 2.4 Foundational Premises related to value co-creation based on S-D logic 

Fundamental Premises Implications for tourism  

FPs 1 (Axiom 1): Service is the 

fundamental basis of exchange 

Service can be depicted as the application of 

specialized resources for the benefit of other 

actors – beyond tourism products as the basis 

of economic and social exchange. 

FPs 6 (Axiom 2): Value is co-created 

by multiple actors, always including 

the beneficiary  

Value is something that is always co-created 

through interaction between tourists and the 

tourism destination  

FPs 7: Actors cannot deliver value, 

but can participate in the creation and 

offering of value propositions. 

Value is determined by the tourist, not the 

destination. Tourism destination can only 

provide potential value, but value is created 

when the tourists accepts the value proposition. 

FPs 9 (Axiom 3): All social and 

economic actors are resource 

integrators 

For tourists, value co-creation is about 

integrating resources acquired from different 

sources into a usage process 

FPs 10 (Axiom 4): Value is always 

uniquely and phenomenologically 

determined by the beneficiary 

In the tourism context the tourist and only the 

tourist determines what value is created for 

him. Tourist experience value is assessed based 

on value-in-use, and this axiom reinforces that 

value is experiential, contextual and meaning 

laden. 

FP 11 (Axiom 5): Value cocreation is 

coordinated through actor-generated 

institutions and institutional 

arrangements 

Tourists should obey the regulations and rules 

of the destination to enhance their experience 

value.  

Source: adapted from Vargo and Lusch (2018) 

S-D logic argues that value is jointly co-created between the firm and the consumer, and 

consumers play an active role in the value co-creation process (FPs 6, FPs 7, FPs 11). In 

the traditional G-D logic of value creation, value is created and determined by the firm 

and then delivered to the consumer in the market. Consumers are “outside the firm” who 

have little or no role in the value creation process (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b). In 

S-D logic, value is co-created by multiple actors (FPs 6), which means that firms cannot 

unilaterally create value themselves; rather, they only offer potential value (FPs 7). The 

creation of value is an interactional process that requires consumers’ active participation 

(Grönroos, 2006; Gummesson, 2008; Hoyer, Chandy, Dorotic, Krafft, & Singh, 2010). 
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S-D logic suggests that value is co-created through the resource integration process (FPs 

1, FPs 9). Both providers and consumers are resource integrators (FPs 9), and value can 

only be co-created when resources are integrated and used. As resource integrators, 

consumers integrate firms’ offerings with their own resources to create experience value 

(E. Arnould, Price, & Malshe, 2006; Peters et al., 2014). This resource integration process 

is individual based, because each consumer is different in his/her availability and use of 

resources. The operant resources (e.g., consumer’s knowledge, skills) is of significance 

in the value co-creation process.  

2.4.2 Conceptualization of Value Co-creation 

Based on the S-D logic framework, this section summarizes the key conceptualizations 

of value co-creation, dimensions and the value co-creation mechanism. A summary of the 

main definitions is presented in Table 2.5. 

Table 2.5 Definition of Value Co-creation in service marketing and tourism research 

Author(s) Definition Key dimensions  

Prahalad and 

Ramaswamy 

(2004b). 

The joint creation of value by the company and 

the customer; allowing the customer to co-

construct the service experience to suit her 

context (p.8) 

Joint creation, firm-

oriented, co-construct 

experience  

Grönroos 

(2012) 

Joint activities by parties involved in direct 

interactions, aiming to contribute to the value 

that emerges for one or both parties (p.1520) 

Joint activities, 

interactions 

McColl-

Kennedy et al. 

(2012) 

Benefit realized from integration of resources 

through activities and interactions with 

collaborators in the customer’s service network 

(p.375) 

Activities, interactions, 

resources integration  

Moeller, 

Ciuchita, 

Mahr, 

Odekerken-

Schröder, and 

Fassnacht 

(2013) 

A process through which customers perform 

roles to derive benefits by either jointly with the 

service provider or independently leveraging 

their own and the service provider’s resources 

Process perspective, 

role performing, 

resource integration  

Campos et al. 

(2016) 

A process requiring the tourist’s active 

participation and interaction during the on-site 

experience (p.1310) 

Active participation, 

interaction  
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In line with S-D logic, value co-creation can be defined from a resource integration 

perspective. Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004a) described value co-creation as the joint 

activity conducted by the company and the customer, which allowed the customer to co-

create the service experience to suit his situation. They further propose a DART (Dialogue, 

Access, Risk Assessment, Transparency) model of value co-creation that firms can use to 

maximize profitability by learning from consumers (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a). 

This definition is firm-oriented and associated with the transactional view of exchange 

(McColl-Kennedy & Cheung, 2018; Minkiewicz et al., 2014). 

Value can be co-created by consumers through employing and integrating various 

operand and operant resources (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008). For example, McColl-

Kennedy and Cheung (2018) describe value co-creation as the integration of resources 

from multiple sources by consumers to realize benefits. In a similar vein, Moeller et al. 

(2013) treats value co-creation as a process by which customers use the resources of 

themselves and service providers to obtain benefits.  

Some scholars define value co-creation from a consumer interaction perspective. For 

instance, Grönroos (2012) defines value co-creation as the joint activities of all parties 

involved in direct interactions with the aim of contributing to the value creation. McColl-

Kennedy, Vargo, Dagger, Sweeney, and Kasteren (2012) adopted a comprehensive way 

to define value co-creation as the benefits realized from resource integration through 

activities and interactions in the customer service network. Within this definition, 

“activities” indicate the consumer’s active behavioural performance and “interactions” 

reflect their social interactions with others in the service network. 

The concept of value co-creation has been adapted to the tourism context. Campos et al. 

(2016) define co-creation experience as “a process requiring the tourist’s active 

participation and interaction during the on-site experience” (p.1310). They explain that 

co-creation is the sum of the interrelated psychological events a tourist experiences when 

contributing actively through physical and mental participation in tourism activities and 

interacting with other individuals at the destination.   

2.4.3 Value Co-creation Process 

To understand the process of value co-creation, three different spheres of value creation 

activities have been identified: the provider sphere, the encounter sphere, and the 

consumer sphere (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Payne et al., 2008). In the provider sphere, 
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firms employ resources, institutions, and practices to manage business operations and 

relationships with consumers (Payne et al., 2008). Resources provided by a firm are 

transformed into outputs that consumers use in their value creation process. In the 

consumer sphere, consumers create value using resources provided by the provider 

through self-service activities. In the encounter sphere, the consumer directly interacts 

with the provider through participating activities and interacting with other individuals 

(Grönroos & Gummerus, 2014). Note that although conceptually independent, these 

spheres overlap and complement each other.   

In S-D logic, Vargo and Lusch (2018b) propose that the value co-creation process has 

two components: value-in-use and co-production. Value-in-use means that value can only 

be created with, and determined by, the consumer in the consumption process, while co-

production involves participation in the creation of the core offering itself. Similarly, in 

their synthesis of the value co-creation literature, Ranjan and Read (2016) also consider 

value co-creation as a higher-order construct consisting of value co-production and value-

in-use. Consumers actively co-create their consumption experiences through co-

production, personalization, and engagement (Minkiewicz et al., 2014). Consumers 

participate in value co-creation through integration of resources obtained through a range 

of activities and interactions (E. Arnould et al., 2006; S. Baron & Harris, 2008). Thus, 

consumers play an active, albeit varying, role in the realization of value. Yi and Gong 

(2013) consider value co-creation to be a higher-order construct which contains two main 

dimensions: customer citizenship behaviours and customer participation behaviours. 

Ordenes, Theodoulidis, Burton, Gruber, and Zaki (2014) identify three elements of value 

co-creation, including activities, resources, and context. Later, McColl-Kennedy et al. 

(2019) extended this to five elements, by adding interaction, and customer role.  

Based on the previous research in S-D logic and value co-creation related studies, we 

conclude that there are three fundamental theoretical foundations that help to provide a 

sound basis for the development of the analytical framework for the value co-creation 

process, namely value-in-use, resource integration, and consumer interaction. These are 

discussed below. 

2.4.3.1 Value-in-use 

Value is perceived and assessed by the consumer on the basis of value-in-use, and value 

co-creation needs to be grounded in the value-in-use concept (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; 



39 
 

Vargo & Lusch, 2004). In the extent literature, value-in-use has been considered as one 

of the essential components in the process of value co-creation (Macdonald, Wilson, 

Martinez, & Toossi, 2011; Ranjan & Read, 2016). S-D logic holds that value-in-use is the 

evaluation of consumption experiences and is inherently consumer-oriented, and it can 

be depicted as the subjectively experienced benefit (Sandström et al., 2008; Woodall, 

2003). 

Flint and Woodruff (2014) define value-in-use as a phenomenological experience 

perceived by a consumer when interacting with products and services during the 

consumption process (e.g., climbing a mountain provides more than landscape and 

service, it provides a sense of beauty and relaxation through the consumption process). 

Value can only be assessed by the consumer in the consumption process; thus, the process 

of usage is fundamental for value co-creation. In this sense, value is always individually 

and contextually realized and determined by consumers based on their own specificity of 

their usage (Edvardsson, Gustafsson, & Roos, 2005; Edvardsson et al., 2011), which also 

reflects the 6th and 10th FPs of S-D logic. 

Value-in-use not only implies that value is co-created but also that it is dependent on the 

consumer’s integration of resources. Value emerges in use through consumption 

experiences, not products or services, per se, by the physical or mental use of firm 

resources (Helkkula, Kelleher, & Pihlstrom, 2012). This requires consumers to have the 

necessary knowledge, skills, and also their physical and mental participation to deploy 

the firm’s resources effectively to achieve their consumption goals and needs (Ballantyne 

& Varey, 2006; Macdonald et al., 2011). In other words, value will not be created until 

the actor (e.g., the tourist) integrates operand and operant resources from various sources 

during the consumption process. 

When value is perceived from a value-in-use perspective, the focus of value creation is 

no longer predominantly on the price of the service exchange. Instead, value creation 

becomes a dynamic process that emphasizes the consumer’s experiences and ability to 

extract value from products and services provided by firms (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). 

This contextual value-in-use is always uniquely and phenomenologically evaluated by 

the consumer and is intertwined with the concept of consumption experience. The value-

in-use perspective is in line with the notion of experience value, which gives the concept 

of experience value similar features as value-in-use (Grönroos, 2011b; Lusch & Vargo, 
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2014). Thus, in this thesis the notion of tourist experience value will draw on the value-

in-use perspective, which considers experience value co-creation as the tourist’s co-

creation of value-in-use.  

2.4.3.2 Consumer Resource Integration  

Consumer resource integration is the second important mechanism in the process of value 

co-creation (Findsrud, Tronvoll, & Edvardsson, 2018; Lusch & Vargo, 2006b; Plé, 2016). 

S-D logic recognizes the important role of the resources of the supplier and customer in 

the co-creation of value. Consumers derive value through resource integration, by 

integrating their own resources with those provided by the organization (Hibbert, 

Winklhofer, & Temerak, 2012). However, to date there has been limited scholarly 

research on the role of resource integration (Hughes, Vafeas, & Hilton, 2018; Payne et 

al., 2008). In particular, there has been a lack of empirical studies.  

Resources are the foundation for co-creation (Storbacka, Frow, Nenonen, & Payne, 2012). 

S-D logic adopts a resource-based theoretical perspective of value co-creation. Lusch and 

Vargo (2014) view resources in S-D logic as “anything, tangible or intangible, internal or 

external, operand or operant, an actor can draw on for increased viability” (p.121). This 

view of resources offers a system view of the role of resources in value co-creation. In 

addition, resources can be described as core competencies, the fundamental knowledge, 

functions, and skills of an entity (Macdonald, Kleinaltenkamp, & Wilson, 2016; Vargo & 

Lusch, 2008). Customers can be seen as an operant resource when they apply their 

knowledge and skills to integrate a firm’s resources to co-create value. It should be noted 

that resources themselves do not have intrinsic value but become valuable within a 

specific context when applied or integrated with other resources (Mele, Russo Spena, & 

Colurcio, 2010).  

Consumers play an important role in the value co-creation process by integrating 

resources beyond the firm-customer exchange, including customers’ self-generated 

activities (Edvardsson et al., 2011). According to S-D logic, consumers are resource 

integrators when they employ resources to determine and enhance their own consumption 

experiences. Customer resource integration refers to the processes by which consumers 

deploy their resources to create value directly or that will facilitate subsequent various 

consumption activities from which they derive value (E. Arnould, 2005; S. Baron & 

Harris, 2008).  
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As a service provider contributes by presenting a value proposition, consumers derive the 

experience value through using provider resources and investing personal resources 

(Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 2012; Mustak, Jaakkola, & Halinen, 2013). Consumers 

combine their resources and the organization’s resources in the service process that affect 

the ultimate experience value creation (Ordanini & Pasini, 2008). This perspective 

implies that consumers must acquire the necessary knowledge and skills to be effective 

resource integrators as they engage in activities that create value (Hibbert et al., 2012). 

In this thesis, value co-creation resources are both destination-level and tourist-level 

factors that can contribute to experience value. To create value, tourist resources should 

be combined with destination resources. Tourists do not solely utilize their own resources 

in a co-creation process; rather, they integrate them with the resources of the destination. 

2.4.3.3 Consumer Interaction  

Customer interaction is another important mechanism for value co-creation. The 

theoretical approach of S-D logic highlights the role of interactions for the involvement 

of customers in the value co-creation process (Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 

2012).Scholars consider the interaction between a firm and a consumer as the critical 

component in the value co-creation process (Chandler & Vargo, 2011; Sheth & Uslay, 

2007).  

Prior literature highlights the central role of interactions in value co-creation. In value co-

creation, consumers are assumed to play an active role and create value together with the 

firm (Kohler, Fueller, Matzler, Stieger, & Füller, 2011; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a) 

through direct or indirect interaction across one or more stages of consumption (Hoyer et 

al., 2010; Payne et al., 2008; Payne, Storbacka, Frow, & Knox, 2009; Roggeveen, Tsiros, 

& Grewal, 2012; Tynan, McKechnie, & Chhuon, 2010). 

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004b) not only emphasize interactions as the locus of value 

co-creation, but that individuals co-construct their own contextualized outcomes of value. 

Similarly, Higgins and Scholer (2009) indicate that value from the process reflects how 

the goal pursuit activity itself is experienced. Consumers should perform a sequence of 

actions to reach a desired end state. The meaning of each action can differ among 

individuals and hence involves its own value judgement.  

These interactions can be defined as situations in which the interacting parties are 

involved in each other’s practices (Grönroos & Ravald, 2011). The core of interaction is 
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a physical and mental contact. Vargo and Lusch (2004) define the customer interaction 

or service exchange as the “application of specialized competences (knowledge and skills) 

through deeds, processes, and performance for the benefit of another entity or the entity 

itself” (p.2). From this perspective, consumers contribute toward co-producing a service 

by participating proactively during the encounter. Interaction enables an actor to enter the 

value creating processes of other parties and benefit from them. By interacting, 

knowledge, products, and services are activated and transformed in the value creation 

processes to achieve certain goals (value-in-use).  

Customer interaction is a behavioural construct that measures the extent to which 

consumers become involved in the service delivery process. The present study defines 

tourist interaction activities as the set of cognitive and behavioural activities tourists use 

to integrate resources. 

2.4.4 Experience Value Co-creation in Tourism Research  

Value co-creation has recently received attention in tourism research. As an emerging 

concept, value co-creation has been studied in diverse contexts, including the hospitality 

industry (P. Chathoth, Altinay, Harrington, Okumus, & Chan, 2013; FitzPatrick, Davey, 

Muller, & Davey, 2013; Harkison, 2018; Hsiao, Lee, & Chen, 2015; Im & Qu, 2017; 

Morosan & DeFranco, 2016; Shaw, Bailey, & Williams, 2011), destination marketing 

and management (Blazquez-Resino, Molina, & Esteban-Talaya, 2015; Cabiddu, Lui, & 

Piccoli, 2013; Mathis, Kim, Uysal, Sirgy, & Prebensen, 2016; Prebensen, Vittersø, et al., 

2013; D. Wang, Li, & Li, 2013), sharing economy (Camilleri & Neuhofer, 2017; Jiang, 

Balaji, & Jha, 2019; A.-G. Johnson & Neuhofer, 2017; T. C. Zhang, Jahromi, & Kizildag, 

2018), and so on.  

As the guiding theoretical framework for value co-creation, S-D logic has also received 

increasing attention within the scholarly literature and current tourism industry practice 

(e.g., Blazquez-Resino et al., 2015; FitzPatrick et al., 2013; X. Li & Petrick, 2008; 

Prebensen, Vittersø, et al., 2013; Shaw et al., 2011). S-D logic is particularly relevant in 

tourism management. This theory recognizes the active role of tourists in the development 

of their own experiences, in which value is co-created through the interaction process 

with the tourism destination’s resources. 

Most notably, recent literature has recognized the importance of value co-creation in 

tourism. X. Li and Petrick (2008) were among the first to discuss the importance of S-D 
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logic for tourism marketing and management. Shaw et al. (2011) empirically assessed the 

concept of S-D logic and its implications for tourism management in a hospitality setting.  

Some researchers emphasize the importance of an organization in the value co-creation 

process. For example, FitzPatrick et al. (2013) use the S-D logic as a framework to 

analyze the role of a hotel’s intellectual disclosures in the value creation process. 

Similarly, O'Cass and Sok (2015) brought tourism service firms (manager and employees) 

and customers together to examine the nature of a tourism service provider's value 

proposition, its contribution to the value offering, and subsequent impact on customers' 

perceived-value-in-use. 

Many scholars argue that tourists play a significant role in the value co-creation process. 

For example, Prebensen, Vittersø, et al. (2013) found that tourist resources, like the 

tourist’s time, effort, and attractiveness, together with the personal service of the 

destination, could enhance the tourist’s experience value at the destination. Antón, 

Camarero, and Garrido (2018) explored the role of the visitor as co-creator of experiences 

in the context of museum, and indicated that prior knowledge, active participation, and 

interaction could enhance experience value.  

2.4.4.1 Role of Tourist in Value Co-creation  

Value cannot be predefined by the destination but is interpreted by the tourist at the 

destination during the tourist consumption. The tourist should bring their own resources 

(e.g., time, effort, money, skill, knowledge) for value co-creation. Tourist experience 

value is always co-created and involves interaction with destination products and services, 

as well as other people in various services-capes (Prebensen, Vittersø, et al., 2013). 

Tourists integrate resources (e.g. accommodation, transport, landscape) acquired from a 

destination, with their skills to create experience value. For destination resources to 

provide value, tourists need to know how to act on them. For example, the tourists need 

to have the corresponding knowledge and ability to undersand the tourism destination 

landscape meaning to obtain experience value. In S-D logic, it is the tourists themselves 

who perceive and define value when using a product or service. 

Tourists are co-producers who actively build their own consumption experiences through 

interactions with the destination environment and the people encountered (e.g., travel 

companion, other tourists, local community, and staff). For example, Walls et al. (2011) 

indicate that the extent of experience value a tourist derives is based on their knowledge, 
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skill, and willingness to engage in a multidimensional encounter. Im and Qu (2017) found 

that tourists with a higher level of motivation, knowledge and self-efficacy are more likely 

to take part in co-creation.  

2.4.4.2 Role of Destination in Value Co-creation  

Value co-creation does not take place in a vacuum (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2012). A 

service provider influences customer experience by offering resources to the customer, 

thus providing an input to his or her service experience. (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2012). 

In this perspective, the role of destination is to provide the tourist with a suitable platform 

and environment that are being used by the tourists to co-create the experience value 

(Gentile et al., 2007). 

Vargo and Lusch (2004) argues that the company’s role is to deliver a value proposition, 

which is co-created when the customers use the firm’s products and services. Thus, a 

destination cannot directly ‘give’ an experience to the tourist; it can merely create the 

experience environment in which tourists can actively participate in tourism activities and 

co-construct their own experience. It is the tourist who adds the final link to the 

production chain by putting together the resources in a consumption experience that 

produces the tourist experience value (Andersson, 2007; Mossberg, 2007).  Therefore, 

the destination should manage the tourism products and services to “provide the right 

environment and setting for the desired customer experiences to emerge” (Schmitt, 1999b, 

p. 60). 

To conclude, in this research, the author considers value to be co-created with a tourism 

destination. This means that tourist experience value will not only be influenced by the 

destination (heritage destination quality), but also affected by the tourists’ resources (e.g., 

tourist involvement, perceived competence) and active participation level.  

2.5 Antecedents of Tourist Experience Value  

This section explores the antecedents of tourist experience value, which include tourist-

owned resources, destination-owned resources, and tourist interactions with a destination. 

Tourist-owned resources refer to the operant resources owned by tourists, such as their 

motivation, skills, time, and money which can be acted on operand resources to create 

value. Destination-owned resources focus on the operand resources, such as nature and 

culture resources, facilities, and services, etc. Tourist interactions with a destination 

relates to tourist’s co-production or on-site tourism activity participation behaviours at 
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the destination. In this thesis, tourist-owned resources include tourist involvement, tourist 

perceived competence; destination-owned resources are represented by the construct of 

destination quality; and tourist co-production reflects the tourist interactions with the 

destination.  

2.5.1 Tourist Co-production  

Customer co-production represents a central concept in the service literature, which plays 

a critical role in the value co-creation process. This concept has been widely investigated 

in service, marketing, and tourism research (Auh, Bell, McLeod, & Shih, 2007; S. C. 

Chen, Raab, & Tanford, 2015; Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Ranjan & Read, 2016; Vargo & 

Lusch, 2004). This is about the behaviours that are made by the customer in the service 

process, which ultimately shapes the experience value they receive.  

A key characteristic of service is that the consumption of a service cannot be disconnected 

from its production (Grönroos, 2000; Lovelock & Gummesson, 2004; Wilson, Zeithaml, 

Bitner, & Gremler, 2016). The service inseparability feature implies that tourists have 

responsibilities or mandatory roles to co-produce a successful service. In addition, 

according to the theory of S-D logic, value is created by the beneficiary during the use of 

goods and services (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Thus, tourists are required to participate to 

an extent to gain experience value during the service delivery process. This section 

explores the conceptualizations, dimensions, and mechanisms of tourist co-production in 

the value co-creation process.  

2.5.1.1 Conceptualization of Tourist Co-production  

Scholars have used various terminologies interchangeably to describe customer co-

production in the literature, such as customer participation (Auh, Menguc, Katsikeas, & 

Jung, 2019; Chan, Yim, & Lam, 2010; S. C. Chen & Raab, 2017; Jiang et al., 2019; L. 

Xie, Guan, & Huan, 2019), co-creation behaviours or activities (Pham, Sweeney, & 

Soutar, 2019; Yi & Gong, 2013), degree of co-creation (Prayag, Gannon, Muskat, & 

Taheri, 2020; Prebensen, Kim, & Uysal, 2016), or customer engagement (S. Huang & 

Choi, 2019; Shafiee, Tabaeeian, & Khoshfetrat, 2020). In this thesis, although we use the 

construct of “co-production” due to its broader conceptual domain, we will also use other 

related concepts to help explain this construct. 

In the context of S-D logic, Lusch and Vargo (2006a) identify customer co-production as 

an integral part of value co-creation and define it as “(customer) participation in the 
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creation of the core offering itself” (p.284). Similarly, Auh et al. (2007) define co-

production as “constructive customer participation in the service creation and delivery 

process and clarify that it requires meaningful, cooperative contributions to the service 

process” (p.361). From a behavioural perspective, Etgar (2008) describes co-production 

as customers’ participation in one or more activities in a firm’s network chain and refers 

to the co-production as the activation stage of value co-creation. Minkiewicz et al. (2014) 

depict customer co-production as active participation in one or more activities performed 

throughout the consumption experience. This conceptualization focuses on the 

fundamental actions undertaken by the customer during service encounters, reflecting the 

degree to which customers contribute their time and effort to service production and the 

delivery process. This definition is also adopted in this thesis.  

Although there are many different definitions and views on tourist co-production, they 

share some common features. First, co-production captures the proactive role of 

customers in the value co-creation process. In S-D logic, customers are regarded as 

resource integrators, who are no longer passive recipients of value, but are active value 

co-producers (Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004b). Second, co-production emphasizes the characteristic of interaction 

in the experience value co-creation process. In the tourism context, it describes the 

relationship between the subject (e.g., a tourist) and the object (e.g., an attraction/tourism 

activity/people) at the destination. 

2.5.1.2 Dimensions of Tourist Co-production  

Given that a universally accepted definition for customer co-production has not been 

established, as well as the differences between research contexts, debates over its 

measurement and dimensionality should not be surprising. Some measurement scales 

have been developed and tested in the fields of marketing and tourism, such as customer 

value co-creation behaviours (Campos et al., 2016; Ranjan & Read, 2016; Yi & Gong, 

2013), customer participation (Chan et al., 2010; S. C. Chen & Raab, 2017), tourist 

engagement (S. Huang & Choi, 2019), and degree of co-creation (Prebensen et al., 2016); 

however, they are not considered suitable for the current study.  

Those measurement scales either only focus on the interaction between the customer and 

service employees, or they are too simplistic and fail to capture the full aspect of tourist 

co-production behaviours in a destination. For example, S. C. Chen and Raab (2017) 
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develop a mandatory customer participation scale with three dimensions in the context of 

restaurants, and indicate that this construct includes three dimensions, namely 

information participation, attitudinal participation, and actionable participation. However, 

this measurement mainly focuses on the relationship between customers and service staff 

members. In similar vein, Prebensen et al. (2016) only adopt two items to describe the 

degree of co-creation at the destination.  

From the literature discussed above, it can be seen that although no agreement about the 

measurements of tourist co-production has been reached in the tourism field, many 

scholars have agreed that tourist co-production should include active participation of 

tourism activities and interaction with subjects in the destination (Adhikari & 

Bhattacharya, 2016; Campos et al., 2018; S. Huang & Choi, 2019; Shafiee et al., 2020). 

For instance, Adhikari and Bhattacharya (2016) argue that tourist experience originates 

from tourist interaction with the physical environment and people at the destination. Thus, 

this thesis proposes that tourist co-production at the destination involves two fundamental 

dimensions—physical interaction and social interaction.  

Physical interaction  

Physical interaction refers to the interaction between tourists and the destination 

environment, mainly focusing on a set of cognitive and behavioural activities carried out 

by tourists themselves in the destination to support the creation of experience value. 

Physical interaction implies the active “performing” or “doing” of things during the 

service process (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2019). Tourists physically interact with the 

destination, which are bodily contributions to the creation of tourist experience 

(Buonincontri, Morvillo, Okumus, & van Niekerk, 2017). The encounters between 

tourists and various tourism products, services, and activities at the destination are a 

central component of the tourism experience. 

Social interaction  

Social interaction refers to the interactions between tourists and other actors during their 

trip to the destination, emphasizing an interaction between people. In the context of 

destination, social interaction includes not only the interaction between tourists and 

service staff members, but also the interactions between tourists, travel companions, local 

communities, and other tourists (Pearce & Lee, 2005). In S-D logic, Vargo and Lusch 

(2016) argue that all social actors are resource integrators. When applying this perspective 
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to the destination context, all actors including travel companions, service employees, 

local residents, and other tourists can be involved to facilitate tourist experience value 

creation collaboratively. Social interaction activities, like meeting new people, short 

conversations, and sharing travel experiences with fellow tourists can add value to the 

tourist experience (Cutler & Carmichael, 2010; H. Lin, Zhang, Gursoy, & Fu, 2019; 

McLeay, Lichy, & Major, 2019; Stylidis, 2020).  

Although scholars have highlighted the importance of customer co-production in the 

value co-creation process, limited empirical research exists, especially in the context of 

heritage destination. Specifically, to date very few studies have empirically explored the 

effect of tourist co-production on tourist experience value at the destination. Therefore, 

to gain a deeper understanding of the mechanism of tourist co-production in the value co-

creation process, this thesis aims to test its direct and indirect impact on tourist experience 

value. 

2.5.2 Tourist Involvement 

Consumer involvement is an important psychological construct in the consumer 

behaviour field (Bienstock & Stafford, 2006; Laurent & Kapferer, 1985; Zaichkowsky, 

1994). It has been investigated extensively in marketing and tourism studies (e.g., Havitz, 

Kaczynski, & Mannell, 2013; X. Jin, Xiang, Weber, & Liu, 2019; Prebensen et al., 2014).  

Consumer involvement can be investigated from two perspectives. On the one hand, 

involvement can be seen as an unobservable state of motivational statement, which is 

often adopted as an antecedent variable of tourist behaviour (Biswas, Deb, Hasan, & 

Khandakar, 2020; Campos, Mendes, do Valle, & Scott, 2017; Prebensen, Woo, Chen, & 

Uysal, 2013). In this sense, involvement represents the level of relevance or interest that 

an individual ascribes to an object (Gu, Qiu Zhang, King, & Huang, 2018; S. Xu, Kim, 

Liang, & Ryu, 2018; Zatori, Smith, & Puczko, 2018). For example, Zaichkowsky (1985) 

defines involvement as “a person’s perceived relevance of the object based on inherent 

needs, values and interests” (p. 342). This internal state concerns the amount of interest 

and arousal evoked by a product, service, or activity.  

On the other hand, some scholars treat consumer involvement as a level of experience 

engagement, i.e., the extent to which a tourist is engaged in activities hosted by a 

destination. This approach mainly focuses on tourists’ participation in tourism services 

as a reflection of tourists’ behavioural state at a place. With such an approach, tourist 
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involvement is seen as a component of the tourism experience (Ali, Ryu, & Hussain, 2016; 

Lu, Chi, & Liu, 2015; J. B. Xu & Chan, 2010). For instance, K. P. Hung et al. (2019) 

view tourist involvement as the extent to which a tourist is engaged in activities hosted 

by a destination.  

In this thesis, the motivational perspective is adopted because it captures the 

psychological connection tourists share with a destination. Therefore, tourist involvement 

with a destination can be described as the degree of relevance, importance or motivational 

intensity linked with the visit to a destination (Coudounaris & Sthapit, 2017; Lehto, 

O’Leary, & Morrison, 2004).  

Most of the current studies on tourist involvement have focused on its relationships with 

tourist satisfaction (S.-N. Hwang, Lee, & Chen, 2005; K. Kim, 2008), tourist loyalty 

(Afonso, Silva, Gonçalves, & Duarte, 2018), place attachment (Prayag & Ryan, 2012) 

and destination image (Lu et al., 2015; Molinillo, Liébana-Cabanillas, Anaya-Sánchez, & 

Buhalis, 2018). However, to date, very few scholars have explored the relationship 

between tourist involvement and tourist experience value in destination. In fact, as an 

important psychological resource owned by tourists, tourist involvement plays a 

significant role in the value co-creation process. Thus, this thesis aims to explore the 

effects of tourist involvement on tourist experience value and tourist co-production in a 

heritage destination.  

2.5.2.1 Effect of Tourist Involvement on Tourist Experience Value  

Tourist involvement is considered as a critical psychological construct due to its central 

role in understanding tourist experience. Researchers in the tourism field have found that 

tourist involvement has a positive effect on tourist experience (Campos et al., 2017; J. H. 

Kim, 2014; S. Xu et al., 2018). For example, J. H. Kim and Ritchie (2014) consider 

involvement as one of the important dimensions of a memorable tourism experience. 

Sparks (2007) found that involvement with wine and food activities had a direct positive 

impact on tourists’ emotional attitude. Campos et al. (2017) also found that tourists’ levels 

of involvement have a positive effect on the memorability of the experience.  

In recent years, tourism scholars have begun to investigate the role of tourist involvement 

in the value creation process. Prebensen, Woo, et al. (2013) found that tourist involvement 

has a positive influence on tourist experience value at the destination. However, in their 

other similar study, the relationship between tourist involvement and tourist perceived 



50 
 

value was not supported (Prebensen et al., 2014). Yen and Teng (2015) examined the 

mediation role of perceived value between celebrity involvement and behavioural 

intentions. They found that higher celebrity involvement is associated with perceived 

value, which further affects tourist behavioural intentions. 

C. F. Chen and Tsai (2008) examined the moderation effect of tourist product 

involvement between perceived value and consumer loyalty regarding TV travel product 

shopping in Taiwan. Their results showed that involvement plays a significant moderating 

effect between the two factors. In other words, the greater the involvement of a consumer, 

the larger the likelihood that perceived value will lead to higher consumer loyalty.  

In a restaurant related study, Lu and Chi (2018) note that consumer involvement with 

organic food was a significant antecedent of the perceived hedonic value and utilitarian 

value of organic dining. They further argue that the effect size on perceived value is 

greater at upscale restaurants than quick-service restaurants. In another study, Altunel and 

Erkurt (2015) found that cultural tourists’ involvement positively affects their experience 

quality, whereas experience quality has three constructs (i.e., learning, enjoyment, and 

escape), which is similar to the construct of the experience value operationalized in the 

current study. 

In accordance with these studies, the present thesis proposes that tourists with a high level 

of involvement with the destination tend to obtain greater experience value due to their 

increased goal relevance, importance, and interest toward the heritage destination, 

Huangshan. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H1a: Tourist involvement has a significant, positive effect on tourist experience value 

in the heritage destination.  

2.5.2.2 Effect of Tourist Involvement on Tourist Co-production 

Consumer involvement is a critical determinant of consumer participation behaviours. A 

number of researchers have discussed the potential effects of consumer involvement on 

their cognitive process (Celsi & Olson, 1988; Petty, Cacioppo, & Schumann, 1983). For 

example, Hollebeek, Jaeger, Brodie, and Balemi (2007) found that when a product, 

service or experience is important for the consumer, they tend to search more related 

information and actively participate in the production of the service. Ida (2017) also found 

that the level of involvement positively influences customers’ participation behaviour 
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(e.g., personal interaction) and citizenship behaviour (e.g., providing feedback) when 

working on co-creation value. 

A highly involved consumer is interested in exploring more information about the product 

and processing product information in greater detail (Bowden, 2009; Puccinelli et al., 

2009). In this perspective, tourists who have greater involvement towards a destination 

would have stronger motivation to attend to and comprehend the salient information of 

that destination. 

In the context of tourism and hospitality, several studies have initially examined the 

impact of tourist involvement on tourist participation behaviours. A tourist’s involvement 

profile with a tourist destination or recreational activity is positively related to frequency 

of participation (Havitz & Dimanche, 1990; Havitz & Dimanche, 1999). J. J. Taylor, Bing, 

Reynolds, Davison, and Ruetzler (2018) noticed that customers who were more 

personally involved with wine were likely to consume more wine. In the context of 

restaurants, S. C. Chen et al. (2015) found that purchase importance had a moderate 

impact on two dimensions of customer participation behaviours: information 

participation and actionable participation, but no effect on attitudinal participation.  

Harrigan, Evers, Miles, and Daly (2018) explored the relationship between consumer 

involvement and consumer brand engagement in the context of tourism social media sites. 

The results revealed that higher involvement with tourism social media sites was 

positively related to cognitive, affective, and behavioural engagement. The cognitive and 

behavioural engagement reflect a consumer’s level of thought processing, energy, and 

effort spent on a brand, which is similar to the construct of tourist co-production in this 

study.  

Based on previous studies, it is anticipated that when the level of tourist involvement 

increases, they are more likely to invest time and effort to actively participate in tourism 

activities at the heritage destination. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 1b: Tourist involvement has a significant, positive effect on tourist co-

production in the heritage destination. 

2.5.3 Tourist Perceived Competence  

Perceived competence is an important psychological construct in consumer research. It is 

considered as one of the important operant resources owned by a consumer in the value 
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co-creation process (E. J. Arnould, 2008; Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Merz, Zarantonello, & 

Grappi, 2018). Perceived competence can influence consumers’ goal setting and 

achievement, and regulate the amount of effort people make in the service production and 

delivery process (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999; Gist, 1987). Thus, it is important to 

acknowledge the critical role of perceived competence in the tourist experience value co-

creation process. 

Before discussing the definitions and applications of perceived competence, it should be 

noted that perceived competence in this thesis is consistent with terms in most existing 

research: ability (Auh et al., 2007; Dong, Sivakumar, Evans, & Zou, 2015; Meuter et al., 

2005), self-efficacy (S. C. Chen et al., 2015; Yim, Chan, & Lam, 2012), and mastering 

(Prebensen & Xie, 2017; Unger & Kernan, 1983). In this thesis, this construct is labelled 

perceived competence rather than self-efficacy or other variable names because this 

research focuses on competence specific to a destination rather than on global efficacy. 

However, these terms are used interchangeably when explaining the effects.  

Perceived competence can be defined from different perspectives. In self-determination 

theory, competence refers to the feeling of effectiveness in interacting with the social or 

physical world (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Canziani (1997) conceptualizes consumer 

competency as “the fit of knowledge, skills and motivations with the more general 

consumer roles that people hold in service firms” (p.8). In the context of social cognition 

theory, consumer self-efficacy is depicted as the belief in one’s capabilities to specify and 

produce a service to attain certain goals, as required in the service delivery process 

(Bandura, 1982; Van Beuningen, De Ruyter, Wetzels, & Streukens, 2009). Meuter et al. 

(2005) define customer ability as “having the necessary skills and confidence required to 

perform a task” (p.64). This definition represents a goodness fit between a consumer’s 

perceived ability and corresponding tasks in service delivery. In this thesis, the definition 

proposed by Meuter et al. (2005) is adopted to describe tourist perceived competence, 

which refers to a tourist’s self-appraisal about his knowledge, skills, and abilities that 

enable him to perform specific tasks effectively to obtain the desired outcome at the 

destination.  

Perceived competence has been widely studied in marketing (Harris, Russell‐Bennett, Pl

é, & Cáceres, 2010; S. H. Hsieh & Chang, 2016), management (G. Chen, Gully, & Eden, 

2001; Spreitzer, 1995), and service research (C. Y. Chen, 2018; Pham et al., 2019). 
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According to social cognition theory, self-efficacy judgments help determine how much 

effort people would like to devote to an activity and also the extent of goals and desired 

outcomes they can achieve (Bandura, 1982; Wood & Bandura, 1989).  

As such, tourists with high perceived competence are more likely to invest energy to 

participate in more tourism activities, learn more about the local nature and culture, and 

be persistent when facing difficulties during the trip. This would make them feel informed 

and have greater control over their behaviours; thus, they would derive more experience 

value from the trip.  

Perceived competence has also received increasing attention in tourism and hospitality 

areas in recent years; however, most of the studies have mainly focused on employee self-

efficacy in the hospitality industry (e.g., Etehadi & Karatepe, 2019; Hallak, Assaker, & 

Lee, 2015; Qiu, Dooley, & Xie, 2020). Although several studies have examined the 

relationship between perceived competence or self-efficacy with other variables from a 

tourist perspective, these studies mainly focus on behavioural intention, job search 

behaviour, and perceived ease of use (e.g., K. Hung & Petrick, 2012; Kakoudakis, 

McCabe, & Story, 2017; S. J. Lee & Lina Kim, 2018; Ozturk, 2016). Tourist perceived 

competence, despite its importance, has seldom been discussed in the context of value co-

creation in destinations. Thus, this thesis bridges this important research gap by 

examining its effects on tourist experience value and tourist co-production in a heritage 

destination. 

2.5.3.1 Effect of Tourist Perceived Competence on Tourist Experience Value 

The mechanism of consumer perceived competence affecting consumer value can be 

explained from two aspects. On the one hand, customers with high perceived competence 

should be able to take full advantage of the features of a service or product, which 

ultimately enables them to maximize experience value from the service and product 

(McKee, Simmers, & Licata, 2006). Based on role theory (Solomon, Surprenant, Czepiel, 

& Gutman, 1985), customers contribute to service outcomes as “partial employees” in the 

service delivery process. Thus, consumers who have a higher perceived competence 

within a given service context are better able to perform their role in the service delivery 

process. 

On the other hand, people tend to report the most positive experience when their perceived 

capabilities act to match the challenges for action. According to flow theory, feelings of 
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enjoyment emerge if a person perceives a high level of skill in handling the challenges 

encountered (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; Csikszentmihalyi & Larson, 2014). For example, 

Ozkara, Ozmen, and Kim (2017) found consumer skills have significant effects on two 

flow dimensions (i.e., enjoyment and curiosity) in online shopping. 

In the field of consumer research, Van Beuningen et al. (2009) found that customer self-

efficacy could increase novice customers’ financial performance perceptions and service 

value evaluations. They further investigated the effect of self-efficacy change on 

perceived value and found that the increase of customers’ self-beliefs in their capabilities 

during the information search positively affects perceived value (Van Beuningen, de 

Ruyter, & Wetzels, 2011). S. J. Bell and Eisingerich (2007) propose that customers with 

higher levels of expertise are able to process more complex levels of information, and 

thus more easily achieve goals.  

In the field of tourism research, only a few studies have investigated the effect of tourist 

perceived competence on tourist experience value. Prebensen and Xie (2017) found that 

mastering is a very important variable in generating experience value in the context of 

adventure tourism. They further indicate that mastering has a greater influence on 

sociological and psychological value than on physiological value. Similarly, Antón et al. 

(2018) identify that museum visitors’ prior knowledge provides a basis for them to derive 

greater value from the experience. Better knowledge about the tourism offerings can 

directly enhance the tourist’s learning, entertainment, escapism, and aesthetics value in 

the context of a museum.  

Based on the above theoretical and empirical evidence, this study argues that tourists with 

a high level of perceived competence are more likely to derive a high level of tourist 

experience value in the heritage destination. Therefore, the following hypothesis is 

proposed: 

Hypothesis 2a: Perceived competence has a significant, positive effect on tourist 

experience value in the heritage destination. 

2.5.3.2 Effect of Tourist Perceived Competence on Tourist Co-production 

According to self-determination theory, competence determines a person’s engagement 

level in various activities (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Customers who feel more efficacious 

within an experience tend to exert more effort in implementing a certain behaviour, 
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undertake more challenging tasks, and cope better with obstacles (Luszczynska, Gutié

rrez‐Doña, & Schwarzer, 2005; McKee et al., 2006). Conversely, if customers believe 

that they are incapable of performing a task, they will not invest much effort into it 

(Maddux, Norton, & Stoltenberg, 1986; Meuter et al., 2005). Therefore, a customer who 

is perceived as having a high degree of perceived competence tends to actively co-

produce the service experience. 

In marketing and service research, customer perceived competence has been shown to be 

an important predictor of customer participation behaviours. Auh et al. (2007) found that 

both financial and medical client expertise and ability have a significant and positive 

association with co-production. Expert customers have greater ability to make meaningful 

contributions to service delivery. Similarly, Alves, Ferreira, and Fernandes (2016) found 

that both client expertise and self-efficacy have a direct and positive impact on the co-

creation activities with the firm in the context of Internet service and barber service.  

Other scholars have investigated the moderating effect of customer self-efficacy in the 

value creation process. For example, in a health service research, Tam (2019) found that 

high self-efficacy patients would prefer to take an active participative role in the 

diagnostic process as they feel that they have the knowledge and ability to contribute to 

the diagnosis which ultimately improves their health outcomes. C.-Y. Wang (2019) 

posited that customer participation is positively related to customer value when both 

customer self-efficacy and adviser-efficacy are high in the context of banking services.  

In the tourism field, very few articles have discussed the impact of customer perceived 

competence on their participation behaviours. In a hospitality service study, S. C. Chen 

et al. (2015) found that customer self-efficacy is strongly and significantly related to 

actionable and attitudinal participation, but has no effect on information participation. 

Antón et al. (2018) found that visitors’ prior knowledge has a significant effect on their 

on-site participation and interaction behaviours in the context of museums. When visitors 

have knowledge about the museum subjects together with some experience in cultural 

tourism, they are more prepared and confident about engaging and participating in the 

proposed activities. These results provide empirical justifications for the use of tourist 

perceived competence to predict tourist co-production behaviours in the destination. 

Tourist co-production requires different sets of skills, suggesting tourist perceived 

competence is likely to be crucial if they are to become active resource integrators. Based 
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on the above discussions, this research assumes that when a tourist has a high level of 

competence, they are more likely to actively participate in co-production activities. Hence, 

the following hypothesis is established: 

Hypothesis 2b: Perceived competence has a significant, positive effect on tourist co-

production in the heritage destination. 

2.5.4 Heritage Destination Quality  

Although tourists play the primary role in creating their own experience value, a 

destination also provides important resources into the tourist experience value co-creation 

process, such as offering high quality products and services. This section will discuss the 

role of destination-owned resources, such as destination quality in this thesis, in the tourist 

experience value co-creation process.  

The quality construct has received considerable attention in the marketing, service and 

tourism literature by both academic researchers and practitioners in recent years (e.g., Oh 

& Kim, 2017; Yarimoglu, 2014). Zeithaml (1988) defines perceived quality as “the 

consumer’s subjective judgement about a product’s overall excellence or superiority” 

(p.3). From this perspective, service quality should be viewed as subjective in nature or 

as an attitude. Similarly, Pratibha A Dabholkar, Shepherd, and Thorpe (2000) argue that 

service quality is the subjective evaluative judgment of consumers based on the service 

performance they encounter. Quality evaluation is predominantly based on a cognitive 

processing mechanism.  

A destination represents an amalgam of a diverse range of products and services (Gartner 

& Ruzzier, 2011; Pike & Page, 2014), which are offered individually or together and at a 

particular geographically defined place. Features such as a destination’s attractions, 

tourism infrastructures, tourist services, and tourism activities are combined to be offered 

as a tourist destination. Destination is recognized as a primary unit of analysis in tourism 

research, in which on-site experience formation and value co-creation take place (Bajs, 

2015; Mistilis, Buhalis, & Gretzel, 2014).  

Consistent with the aforementioned concepts of perceived quality, this thesis defines 

heritage destination quality as the tourist’s subjective evaluation of the overall excellence 

of a heritage destination. In this thesis, heritage destination quality is measured via a 

unidimensional structure because of the amalgamated nature of destination (Buhalis, 
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2000). At the destination level, a tourism product is a bundle of components such as 

attractions, accommodation, food, activities, entertainment, etc. The tourist’s overall 

evaluation of a destination is a combination of products and services (Konecnik & Gartner, 

2007). The evaluation of destination quality by tourists tends to be holistic rather than 

attributive.  

The relationship between quality and perceived value has gained increasing prominence 

in the marketing and tourism literature. Previous scholars have confirmed that service 

quality is a direct antecedent of perceived value (Dodds et al., 1991; Oh, 1999; 

Parasuraman & Grewal, 2000). However, the understanding of the role of destination 

quality in the value co-creation process remains limited. Therefore, this thesis aims to 

examine the effect of destination quality on tourist experience value and tourist co-

production behaviours in the context of heritage destination.  

2.5.4.1 Effect of Heritage Destination Quality on Tourist Experience Value 

The extant literature in marketing and tourism has shown that quality serves as a positive 

and strong antecedent of perceived value, and a clear “quality-value-satisfaction” chain 

has been established in the literature (e.g., Bolton & Drew, 1991; Gallarza et al., 2019; 

Gallarza, Saura, & Moreno, 2013; Oh & Kim, 2017). According to the means-end model 

proposed by Zeithaml (1988), perceived value is a direct consequence of perceived 

service quality. When evaluating the perceived value of a service product, consumers tend 

to place greater importance on the quality of a service than they do on the costs associated 

with its acquisition. Thus, increasing customers’ perceptions of service quality can result 

in high perceived value and customer satisfaction (Cronin Jr et al., 2000; Parasuraman & 

Grewal, 2000; Tam, 2004). 

In the field of tourism research, the majority of empirical studies in the literature have 

confirmed the positive relationship between quality and value in different contexts, 

mainly focusing on restaurants and hotels (P. T. Chen & Hu, 2010; H.-H. Hu, 

Kandampully, & Juwaheer, 2009; Oh, 1999; Ryu, Lee, & Kim, 2012), festivals (J. S. Lee 

et al., 2011; I. A. Wong, Ji, & Liu, 2018), and the cruise industry (Petrick, 2004). For 

instance, Petrick (2004) indicates that the quality of a cruise service is not embedded in 

perceived value; rather, it is a direct antecedent and is generally the best predictor of 

perceived value. Oh (1999) proposes an integrative model of service quality, customer 

value, and customer satisfaction in the context of hotels, and supports a positive influence 
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of service quality on customer value. In a festival study, I. A. Wong et al. (2018) found 

that event program quality positively affects perceived value of participants.  

Some researchers further divide quality into different aspects, and then explore the 

different effects of various aspects of quality on value (P. T. Chen & Hu, 2010; J. S. Lee 

et al., 2011; Ryu et al., 2012). For example, Ryu et al. (2012) examined the impact of 

three elements of food service quality on customer perceived value, and found that only 

the quality of the physical environment and food were significant predictors of customer 

perceived value. 

In recent years, several scholars have begun to explore the relationship between 

destination quality and tourist perceived value. Boo, Busser, and Baloglu (2009) have 

found mixed results, namely that a significant relationship between destination brand 

quality and destination brand value was found for the Atlantic City sample, but it was not 

found for the Las Vegas sample. Hallak et al. (2018) point out that perceived quality of a 

destination (i.e., Australia) has positive effects on tourist satisfaction, loyalty, and 

perceived value, while the relationship between perceived quality and perceived value 

has the largest effect size. Pandža Bajs (2015) found tourist perceived value of Dubrovnik 

was affected most strongly by destination appearance, emotional experience, and quality 

of tourist services; however, tourist perceived value was measured only using the 

economic dimension.  

To conclude, the results of these studies have led to a convergence of the view that 

perceives quality as a significant antecedent of perceived value. Hence, this study 

proposes the following hypothesis: 

H3a: Heritage destination quality has a significant, positive effect on tourist experience 

value in the heritage destination.  

2.5.4.2 Effect of Heritage Destination Quality on Tourist Co-production  

In this thesis, we also propose that heritage destination quality has a direct and positive 

impact on tourist co-production behaviours during their trip to the heritage destination. In 

fact, tourist co-production emerges from a tourist’s interaction with a destination’s 

physical surroundings, personnel, and tourist related practices; thus, it is likely that 

destination quality will influence tourist co-production behaviours during service 

encounters.  
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Due to the inseparability features of tourism service, destination service providers can 

and do affect tourist co-production behaviours. Grönroos (2011b) points out that what 

suppliers can do in the value co-creation process is to provide their customers with 

resources that can be used by them, together with other available resources. As tourists 

are active actors who are able to co-produce the tourism services with the destination, 

their performances are also dependent on the capacity of destination suppliers to add 

resources to the total resource set held by tourists to ensure their ability to utilise the 

resources available in the most effective and efficient way (Payne et al., 2008). 

Although there is no explicit empirical investigation on the effect of destination quality 

on tourist co-production in marketing and tourism, there are similar studies that can be 

used for reference. In an online marketing study, Elsharnouby and Mahrous (2015) found 

that four dimensions of e-service quality (efficiency, fulfilment, compensation and 

contact) positively affect customers’ willingness to participate in the co-creation 

experience. In tourism, S. C. Chen et al. (2015) propose that restaurant service-scape is 

positively related to customer participation behaviours. They further notice that the 

exterior environment of the restaurant only has a moderate impact on information 

participation, while the interior environment positively influences attitudinal participation.  

Based on the above discussions, it is proposed that the improvement of the heritage 

destination quality will enhance tourist co-production behaviours with respect to the 

tourist physical interaction and social interaction at the heritage destination. Thus, the 

following hypothesis is proposed: 

H3b: Heritage destination quality has a significant, positive effect on tourist co-

production in the heritage destination.  

2.5.5 Role of Tourist Co-production  

2.5.5.1 Effect of Tourist Co-production on Tourist Experience Value  

In recent years, researchers in marketing and service areas have begun to explore the 

impact of customer co-production on consumption experiences. A customer’s active 

participation can help facilitate customization of the product, which further increases the 

likelihood of goal achievement (Etgar, 2008). Haumann, Güntürkün, Schons, and 

Wieseke (2015) argue that customers who actively engage in co-production activities 

derive more benefit than those customers who do not. Similarly, Dong, Evans, and Zou 
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(2008) point out that as the level of customer participation in service recovery increases, 

the customer will have greater perceived value with regard to future co-creation.  

Customers can gain economically, socially, and psychologically by actively participating 

in service production and the delivery process. For example, Chan et al. (2010) examined 

the effectiveness of customer participation in the context of professional financial 

services, and they found that a higher level of customer participation could enhance 

customer economic value and relational value. In the same vein, Carlson, Wyllie, Rahman, 

and Voola (2018) note that customer participation has positive influences on functional 

value, emotional value, relational value, and entitativity value in the context of social 

media brand communities. In another qualitative study, based on a self-determination 

theory perspective, Engström and Elg (2015) found that customer participation can offer 

social benefits. By sharing some activities with persons of similar interests and desires, 

customers feel connected to others, which can further boost their sense of relatedness. 

In the field of tourism and hospitality, only recently have attempts been made to explore 

the value outcomes of participation from a tourist’s perspective (González-Mansilla, 

Berenguer-Contrí, & Serra-Cantallops, 2019; Mohd-Any, Winklhofer, & Ennew, 2015; 

Taheri, Coelho, Sousa, & Evanschitzky, 2017). For example, Jiang et al. (2019) found 

that customer participation directly affected their functional value, social value, epistemic 

value, and ethical value in the context of Airbnb. In the context of museums, Antón et al. 

(2018) indicate that museum visitors’ active physical interaction and social interaction 

during the visit have positive influences on their perception value. Mohd-Any et al. (2015),  

examining the effects of customer participation level on users’ e-value when using travel 

websites, noticed that customers who make more use of the travel website’s features gain 

more utilitarian/control value and emotional value.  

Based on S-D logic, Morosan and DeFranco (2016) found that the degree of co-creation 

via mobile devices in hotels has a significant and strong impact on the perceived value of 

co-creation, which in turn influences their perceived value of the hotel stay. Similarly, J. 

Xie, Tkaczynski, and Prebensen (2020) found that both tourists’ physical and mental co-

creation behaviours directly affect tourists’ evaluations of their perceived value. They 

further argued that psychological co-creation behaviour is more important than physical 

co-creation in enhancing perceived value.  

Thus, based on the previous studies, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
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H4: Tourist co-production has a positive effect on tourist experience value in the 

heritage destination. 

2.5.5.2 Mediation Effects of Tourist Co-production in Value Co-creation Process  

Comparatively fewer studies have considered the mediating role of tourist co-production 

in the value co-creation process (Taheri et al., 2017). Co-production allows customers to 

provide direct input of their resources into the service provision to shape the consumption 

experience and create higher levels of customization to help achieve their consumption 

goals (Auh et al., 2007; Chan et al., 2010). According to S-D logic, value is co-created 

through resource integration of both operant and operand resources by actors in the 

service network (Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Tourists use various 

resources when engaging in co-production activities as they turn resources into 

experience value.  

Tourists with high level of involvement are more likely to obtain high levels of experience 

value through enhancing their level of co-production behaviours at the heritage 

destination. For example, Bitner, Faranda, Hubbert, and Zeithaml (1997) propose that the 

level of customer participation would vary depending upon what is required of them and 

the level of involvement. The fundamentals of social exchange theory hold that 

consumers will be more willing to invest resources in participation with an activity or 

service relevant to them if they are, in turn, deriving perceived value from that activity or 

service (Guo, Gruen, & Tang, 2017). Thus, highly involved tourists tend to have a greater 

depth of processing and more elaborate, extensive thoughts about tourism products, and 

finally, gain more experience value from their trip.  

Tourists with high perceived competence are more likely to derive more experience value 

from their co-production because they feel more capable of handling challenges 

encountered during the trip. Social cognitive theory posits that individuals’ evaluation of 

their capabilities significantly influences their perception of benefits when performing 

specific behaviours (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Yim et al. (2012) also found that a high level 

of self-efficacy helps create a positive relationship between customer participation and 

participation enjoyment for customers. Customers with more confidence in their abilities 

to participate in the service process would gain more value from their co-production 

behaviours and are more willing to put extra effort into co-production behaviours than 

those with low self-efficacy.  
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Co-production is also linked to the features of the relevant products themselves (Etgar, 

2008). Tourist co-production captures not only tourists’ inputs but also tourists’ use of 

resources from the destination. Destination organizations enter the domain of the tourists 

to help tourist co-production. This represents the ways in which tourists interact with the 

heritage destination’s provided resources, such as tourism attractions, hotels, restaurants, 

and other tourism activities. Thus, destination quality will affect tourist experience value 

by enhancing tourist co-production behaviours in the heritage destination.  

In summary, through co-production, tourists combine their resources with those of the 

tourism service providers at the heritage destination into their consumption process, 

thereby affecting tourist co-production and value outcomes during the value co-creation 

process (Jaakkola & Alexander, 2014; Mustak et al., 2013).  

In this study, we assert that tourist co-production plays a mediation effect in the tourist 

experience value co-creation process in the heritage destination. Thus, the following three 

mediation hypotheses are proposed: 

H4a: Tourist co-production positively mediates the relation between tourist 

involvement and tourist experience value.  

H4b: Tourist co-production positively mediates the relation between tourist perceived 

competence and tourist experience value.  

H4c: Tourist co-production positively mediates the relation between destination quality 

and tourist experience value.  

2.6 Consequences of Tourist Experience Value  

This section discusses the consequences of tourist experience value in terms of tourist 

wellbeing and destination identity.  

2.6.1 Tourist Wellbeing 

Customer wellbeing research has become an emerging field of study in the marketing, 

service, psychology, and tourism areas, especially under the influence of positive 

psychology in recent years (Hartwell et al., 2018; Joseph Sirgy, 2019; Mayer, Machado, 

Marques, & Nunes, 2020; Vada, Prentice, Scott, & Hsiao, 2020). Numerous studies have 

demonstrated a positive effect of tourism activities on the wellbeing of individual tourists 

(e.g., Hartwell et al., 2018; Pyke, Hartwell, Blake, & Hemingway, 2016; M. K. Smith & 
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Diekmann, 2017; Uysal et al., 2016). Tourism activities helps foster wellbeing by 

restoring cognitive capabilities, eliciting good feelings and diminishing the level of stress 

(Carneiro & Eusébio, 2012; Willis, 2015). This construct has been investigated in 

different contexts, such as spa hotel (Y.-C. Huang, Chen, & Gao, 2019), tea drinking 

(Xiaobo Su & Zhang, 2020), slow adventures (Farkić, Filep, & Taylor, 2020), and snow-

sport tourism (Mirehie & Gibson, 2020). 

It should be noted that scholars in tourism often use similar terms such as life satisfaction 

and quality of life interchangeably with wellbeing (Joseph Sirgy, 2019; Mirehie & Gibson, 

2020; M. K. Smith & Diekmann, 2017; Uysal et al., 2016). Frisch (2000) defines 

wellbeing as “an individual’s subjective evaluations of the degree to which his or her 

most important needs, goals, and wishes have been fulfilled” (p.220). Diener and 

Seligman (2004) depict subjective wellbeing as an individual’s cognitive and affective 

appraisal of their life, including positive emotion, engagement, purpose, and contentment. 

In tourism, Uysal et al. (2016) describe wellbeing as an individual’s self-assessments of 

overall life satisfaction. Moscardo (2009) defines this as “an individual’s sense that 

his/her life overall is going well” (p.162). Although there are different definitions, it can 

be seen that wellbeing resides within the experience of the individual and captures the 

individual’s own judgements of their life satisfaction. In this thesis, tourist wellbeing is 

described as a tourist’s own internal judgement of overall life satisfaction after the trip. 

A growing body of literature empirically demonstrates that tourism experiences have a 

positive influence on tourists perceived overall life satisfaction (e.g., Gilbert & Abdullah, 

2004; Moscardo, 2009; Neal, Sirgy, & Uysal, 1999, 2004). For example, Neal et al. (1999) 

make an initial attempt to investigate the importance of vacation experience to leisure life 

and the overall quality of life of leisure travellers. The results show that satisfaction with 

tourism services contributes to satisfaction in leisure life, which in turn contributes to life 

satisfaction. Gilbert and Abdullah (2004) found that the vacation-taking group showed a 

higher sense of wellbeing and more pleasant feelings after their holidays when compared 

to the non-holiday-taking group. However, these studies did not specify why tourism 

activities can improve tourist wellbeing.  

Yet, the antecedents of tourist wellbeing remain under-researched. Research has largely 

focused on the effect of tourist satisfaction on tourist wellbeing. Other factors potentially 
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leading to tourist wellbeing have not been sufficiently examined in the literature, 

including the perceived value of their experience to their subjective wellbeing. 

In essence, value creation is a process through which the customer becomes better off in 

some areas or which increases the customer’s wellbeing. On a more general level, value 

is created when the customer’s wellbeing has been improved because the products and 

services have fulfilled their needs and goals and have been integrated into their life 

(Grönroos, 2011b; Grönroos & Voima, 2013). This argument aligns with self-

determination theory stating that wellbeing can be enhanced when psychological needs 

are satisfied (Ryan & Deci, 2000, 2001). Sirgy (2010) further explains that the 

contribution of tourist experience to wellbeing depends on the value people attach to their 

attainment of travel goals. 

Additionally, the positive-activity model proposed by Lyubomirsky and Layous (2013) 

provides a useful mechanism to explain the effects of consumption experience on 

wellbeing. This model addresses that people can increase their wellbeing through positive 

activities, such as holiday taking. It further argues that the positive activities increase the 

individual’s wellbeing through four mediating variables, namely positive emotion, 

positive behaviours, positive thoughts, and need satisfaction.  

2.6.1.1 Effect of Tourist Experience Value on Tourist Wellbeing  

The research concerning the impact of tourist experience value on tourist wellbeing in the 

destination remains limited. In the marketing field, Gong, Choi, and Murdy (2016) found 

that customer value has a positive effect on customer wellbeing, with customers 

becoming better off in various aspects of lives, such as satisfied needs.  

In the tourism field, the potential link between tourist experience value and tourist 

wellbeing is of considerable interest for the tourism industry (Y.-C. Huang et al., 2019; 

Jinsoo Hwang & Lee, 2019; Vada, Prentice, & Hsiao, 2019). An increasing number of 

studies have begun to explore the impact of tourist experience on wellbeing. For example, 

Jinsoo Hwang and Lee (2019) found that all the four dimensions of senior tourist 

experience had positive impacts on their wellbeing. However, in another study by Y.-C. 

Huang et al. (2019), they indicated that tourist experience only had a positive effect on 

tourist positive emotions, but not on life satisfaction. Vada et al. (2019) operationalized 

wellbeing as hedonic and eudemonic well-being, and they found that memorable tourist 

experience has a significant effect on both hedonic and eudemonic wellbeing. Dekhili and 
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Hallem (2020) further explored the important role of co-creation in improving tourist 

wellbeing. They proposed that the extent to which the offer is co-created with tourists has 

a positive impact on the latter’s well-being. Therefore, tourists would feel that the tour 

has a significant impact on their wellbeing when they co-created experience value at the 

destination. 

Adopting a customer-dominant logic, Fan et al. (2020) established the measurement scale 

for online experiential value, and found that all three dimensions (i.e., intrinsic/extrinsic 

enjoyment value, logistic value, and efficiency value) have significantly positive effects 

on tourist’s subjective wellbeing. Saayman, Li, Uysal, and Song (2018) developed a 

tourist wellbeing index and a destination overall tourist satisfaction index and confirmed 

the significant effects of perceived performance and assessed value, not only on tourist 

satisfaction but also on tourists' sense of wellbeing. Tokarchuk, Maurer, and Bosnjak 

(2015) established a comprehensive congruity model to explore the link between tourism 

experiences at the destination and quality of life enhancement. The findings demonstrate 

that functional, economic, hedonic, safety, moral, leisure and self-congruity provide a 

significant contribution to the enhancement of the quality of life of vacation-takers. 

Based on the above discussions, it can be assumed that the experience value tourists 

derive from the trip can enhance their subjective wellbeing or perceptions of overall life 

satisfaction. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H5: Tourist experience value has a significant, positive effect on tourist wellbeing. 

2.6.2 Destination Identity  

Place identity has been widely investigated in tourism and leisure fields in recent years 

(e.g., Dwyer, Chen, & Lee, 2019; Gross & Brown, 2008; Jenny Lee, Kyle, & Scott, 2012; 

Yuksel, Yuksel, & Bilim, 2010). Rooted in environment psychology, place identity refers 

to a symbolic or emotional attachment to a special place (Hernández, Hidalgo, Salazar-

Laplace, & Hess, 2007). In the tourism context, the term destination identity is usually 

used to investigate place identity. 

In environmental psychology, Proshansky, Fabian, and Kaminoff (1983) define place 

identity as “an individual’s strong emotional attachment to particular places”(p.61).  The 

word ‘place’ focuses on the environmental settings to which people are emotionally 

attached, whereas the word ‘identity’ means two things: sameness and uniqueness 
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(Lewicka, 2008), suggesting that environment helps to create symbolic meanings and 

place-specific beliefs. In marketing field, Bhattacharya and Sen (2003) propose that brand 

identity refers to the distinctive and relatively enduring characteristics of a focal brand. 

In essence, destination identity reflects the psychological bonding people develop toward 

a place. In this thesis, heritage destination identity is described as a tourist’s feeling of 

identification or attachment to a destination after finishing a trip.  

Tourism is essentially place-based and involves the production of destination identity at 

different scales (Dredge & Jenkins, 2003). Tourists are believed to develop identification 

or attachment to a destination because of its capacity to fulfil their goals or needs as well 

as the symbolic meaning derived from visiting the destination (Yuksel et al., 2010). 

Therefore, if the resources of destination can satisfy the needs and preferences of tourists, 

identification to the destination occurs. Therefore, creating a sense of place is seen as a 

useful strategy in highly competitive tourism markets that will help increase tourist 

loyalty and reputation for the destination (Y.-C. Lin, Pearson, & Cai, 2011). 

Many studies have examined the antecedents of place identity, such as destination or 

brand image (S. S. Kim, Choe, & Petrick, 2018; Y. Liu, Hultman, Eisingerich, & Wei, 

2020; Veasna, Wu, & Huang, 2013), involvement (Z. Xu & Zhang, 2016), brand loyalty 

(S. S. Kim et al., 2018; Y. Liu et al., 2020), perceived quality (S. S. Kim et al., 2018; 

Pandey & Sahu, 2020), and destination brand personality (Z. Huang, Zhang, & Hu, 2017). 

Although both destination identity and experience value have been considered critical 

constructs to effectively manage and market a destination, only limited empirical research 

has examined the relationship with each another. Therefore, this thesis attempts to test 

the effect of tourist experience on destination identity in a heritage destination, 

Huangshan.  

2.6.2.1 Effect of Tourist Experience Value on Destination Identity  

Few studies in tourism have attempted to explore how tourist experiences at heritage 

destination influence destination identity. According to social identity theory, the need 

for identification is motivated by consumer needs (Delgado-Ballester & Fernandez 

Sabiote, 2015). Adopting this perspective, the benefits customers derive from the firm 

can drive them to engage more with the firm through identification (Bhattacharya & Sen, 

2003; Keller, 1993). Ramkissoon, Smith, and Weiler (2013) further argue that place 

identification is an appraisal of whether the features of a place can satisfy the functional, 
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recreational, and other psychological needs of an individual. As such, tourist experience 

value that is derived from visiting the destination can increase one’s feelings of belonging 

to a destination. 

In marketing, Delgado-Ballester and Fernandez Sabiote (2015) found that both brand 

experiential value and functional value positively influence consumer brand identification, 

while former effect size is higher than that of brand functional value.  In the tourism field, 

L.-H. Wang, Weng, and Yeh (2011) examined the relationships between experience 

values, destination image and place identity. They found that all four dimensions of tourist 

experience value contribute to the formation of place identity. 

Suntikul and Jachna (2016) established a conceptual link between models of co-creation 

and place identity at UNESCO heritage sites. They found that place identity correlates 

more strongly with experience value (i.e. entertainment, education, aesthetic and 

escapism), supporting the important link between a feeling of personal rapport with a 

place and the perceived value of the visitor’s experience at that place. C. F. Chen, Leask, 

and Phou (2016) found that tourist symbolic, experiential, and functional consumption 

can have significant influence on destination identity in a heritage destination context. 

Similarly, in the context of cultural tourism destination, K. P. Hung et al. (2019)  reveal 

that aesthetics, service staff excellence, and playfulness affect tourists' satisfaction, which 

in turn affects their sense of belonging.  

Tourists’ memorable experience at the destination is also vital in the formation of place 

identity. Tourists develop an identification to a destination when their experience is 

memorable, satisfying and enhances their purpose and meaning in life. Several scholars 

have pointed out that tourist memorable experience can enhance their identification to 

local attractions (Tsai, 2016; Vada et al., 2019). The memorable experience dimensions 

have a close association to the seven dimensions of tourist experience value proposed in 

this study. 

In summary, when tourists experience high levels of experience value at a heritage 

destination, they are able to develop an emotional belonging to the heritage destination. 

Therefore, this study established the following hypothesis:   

H6: Tourist experience value has a significant, positive effect on destination identity. 
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2.7 Conceptual Framework 

Based on the discussions, this section proposes the conceptual framework of this thesis. 

The conceptual model consists of three parts, namely dimensions of experience value, 

antecedents of tourist experience value, and consequences of tourist experience value. 

The dimension of tourist experience value is a high-order construct which includes seven 

sub-dimensions of tourist experience value. The antecedents of tourist experience value 

include three sections: tourist-owned resources (i.e. tourist involvement and tourist 

perceived competence), destination-owned resource (i.e., destination quality), and tourist-

destination interaction (i.e., tourist co-production). The consequences of tourist 

experience value include two constructs, namely tourist wellbeing and destination 

identity. In total, there are 13 hypotheses, including four mediation hypotheses. 

Hypotheses of antecedents of tourist experience value  

H1a: Tourist involvement has a significant, positive effect on tourist experience value. 

H1b: Tourist involvement has a significant, positive effect on tourist co-production.  

H2a: Tourist perceived competence has a significant, positive effect on tourist experience 

value. 

H2b: Tourist perceived competence has a significant, positive effect on tourist co-

production.  

H3a: Destination quality has a significant, positive effect on tourist experience value. 

H3b:  Destination quality has a significant, positive effect on tourist co-production.  

H4: Tourist co-production has a significant, positive effect on tourist experience value. 

Hypotheses of Consequences of co-created tourist experience value  

H5: Tourist experience value has a significant, positive effect on tourist wellbeing. 

H6: Tourist experience value has a significant, positive effect on destination identity. 

Hypotheses of mediation effects of co-created tourist experience value  

H4a: Tourist co-production mediates the relation between tourist involvement and tourist 

experience value. 
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Chapter 3 Research Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

The objective of this chapter is to outline the research methodology used to explore and 

specify the research objectives and questions proposed for this thesis. “Methodology” is 

derived from a Greek word meaning “a rational way or journey undertaken in pursuit of 

some specified goal” (Dann, Nash, & Pearce, 1988, p. 3). Methodology provides the basis 

for choosing a particular paradigm and research strategy as well as the methods used 

(Tribe, 2001). Therefore, this chapter begins with a discussion of the research paradigm 

underpinning this research. The chapter first discusses the appropriateness of the mixed-

methods strategy adopted. Tourism is an applied field of study and it is important in 

research to specify the research context so that the findings can be seen as part of a wider 

systemic view. The research context of this study, Huangshan, China, is briefly described 

in section 3.3.4. This is followed by a detailed description of the qualitative and 

quantitative research stages, including sampling issues, research instruments, data 

collection process, and data analysis. Finally, ethical considerations are described, and 

this chapter concludes with a summative statement for the overall research method of this 

research.  

3.2 Research Paradigms 

Research paradigms represent a set of beliefs and propositions, which are used by 

researchers to explain how the world operates (Sarantakos, 2013). Paradigms provides 

the basic principles to design, conduct and interpret research outcomes. In other words, a 

paradigm is a basic set of beliefs that guides the researcher, and which influences what 

should be studied, how research should be investigated, and how the results should be 

interpreted (Bryman, 2016; Guba, 1990). It is important to understand research paradigms 

to ensure that that social science research outcomes are appropriately and meaningfully 

interpreted (Moon & Blackman, 2014).  

Paradigms are usually characterised in terms of ontology (What reality is?), epistemology 

(How do you know reality?), and methodology (How do you go about finding out?) 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). These elements create a holistic view of how we view 

knowledge, what we want to know and how to find knowledge. A paradigm provides a 

theoretical and practical framework that directs the nature of investigation (Broido & 
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Manning, 2002) and influences the methodology to be used in a research project (Morgan, 

2007). 

Ontology is defined as “the study of being”, which is concerned with what is true and the 

nature of reality (Crotty, 1998). Ontology helps researchers explain the nature and 

existence of objects they are investigating. Ontology focuses on questions such as what 

is existence, what constitutes reality, and how can we understand the nature of existence. 

It defines how the world views the reality and what ‘truth claims’ a researcher can make 

about the nature of reality. For instance, the positivism ontology adopts a realistic position 

and assumes that there is an objective, true reality to a research question. Positivism is 

usually the philosophical position of a natural researcher (M. Saunders, Lewis, & 

Thornhill, 2009). The pragmatism ontology is based on the position that knowledge in 

this world is socially constructed. Pragmatists strives to connect induction and deduction, 

objectivism and subjectivism, empirical evidence and persoan values (Kaushik & Walsh, 

2019).  

Epistemology is a way of understanding and explaining how we know what we know 

(Crotty, 1998). It deals with procuring of knowledge. In other words, epistemology is 

concerned with the nature of knowledge, how knowledge claims are justified and different 

methods of acquiring knowledge. Epistemological assumptions influence how 

researchers design their research to discover knowledge: for example, what constitutes 

valid knowledge and how to discover the true meaning of knowledge. To conclude, 

ontology attempts to find out what there isin the world and epistemology seeks to know 

what exists in the world. 

Three main commonly used research paradigms are proposed and discussed in this 

research, namely positivism, constructivism, and pragmatism (Bernard, 2012; Creswell 

& Creswell, 2018; Guba & Lincoln, 1994). These three paradigms can be differentiated 

in terms of their ontological, epistemological, and methodological assumptions. Table 3.1 

summarizes the assumptions on which these three paradigms are built and the related 

methodology.  
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it is a view that considers subjectivity as well as objectivity. This paradigm does not 

adhere to any one system of philosophy and reality (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

Pragmatism argues that it is not possible to obtain the truth about the real world solely 

from a single quantitative approach as advocated by the positivist paradigm or from a 

purely qualitative approach based on a philosophy of interpretivism or constructivism 

(Denscombe, 2008; Kivunja & Kuyini, 2017; Rallis & Rossman, 2003). This paradigm 

emerged from the ‘paradigm wars’ (Gage, 1989) where positivism and constructivism 

were considered diametrically opposed positions.  

Pragmatism can be used as a guide not only for grounded inductive research but also for 

a top-down deductive research design (Denzin, 2011; Feilzer, 2010). This paradigm 

focuses on “the problem” and uses a range of approaches to help understand it. 

Pragmatism bridges the gap between qualitative and quantitative divide, by advocating 

the use of mixed methods as a pragmatic way to understand human behaviour. It 

acknowledges the value of both qualitative and quantitative research methods, thus 

offering a “properly integrated methodology for the social sciences” (Morgan, 2007, p. 

73). This paradigm allows a combination of methods to produce knowledge about society 

and social life. As a practical and pluralistic approach, pragmatism provides a natural 

complement to positivism and constructivism by combining the discovery of patterns and 

testing of theories and hypotheses (R. B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). In summary, 

the pragmatic paradigm advocates a non-singular ontology of reality, a relational 

epistemology, and a mixed methods methodology. 

Pragmatism is used as a guide philosophy in this study. The essence of pragmatism is to 

focus on the discovery and verification of theory by combining qualitative and 

quantitative methods (Pansiri, 2006). It is considered as the most reliable way to 

strengthen the validity of findings and related achievement of the given research 

objectives. In this study, the primary objective is to investigate the tourist experience 

value co-creation process in the destination by exploring its dimensions, antecedents, and 

consequences. This objective requires empirical testing of the proposed model and 

research hypotheses. Furthermore, tourist experience value, which lies at the core of this 

study, is regarded as complex and inherently subjective in nature. It depends on the 

tourist’s own resources. Pragmatism guides the development of the research methodology 

which will use triangulation across multiple sources to yield better research outcomes. 
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3.3 Overview of the Research Design 

This section provides an overview of how the study was conducted. In this study, a mixed 

methods approach combining qualitative and quantitative methods is adopted based on 

the discussion of Section 3.2. More specifically, a sequential exploratory study has been 

designed, where qualitative research is first conducted, followed by quantitative research. 

3.3.1 Justification of Mixed Methods Design  

The mixed methods design has attracted increasing attention in social science research in 

recent years (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Khoo-Lattimore, Mura, & Yung, 2019; 

Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010a). In mixed methods research, researchers collect and 

analyse both quantitative and qualitative data within the same study (R. B. Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004). A mixed methods approach can produce more complete knowledge 

to inform theory and practice because the researcher is not confined to a single method or 

approach. 

A mixed methods approach has a number of advantages; first, it can help to minimize the 

weaknesses of single method research (R. B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). A mixed 

methods approach draws on potential strengths of both qualitative and quantitative 

methods, allowing researchers to explore diverse perspectives, uncover complex 

relationships, and answer a broader range of research questions. Thus, the use of a mixed 

methods approach generates comprehensive and rich results that cannot be obtained if 

only using a single qualitative or quantitative method. A second advantage of using a 

mixed methods approach is to increase the validity of the data collected and provide 

stronger evidence. Some scholars consider mixed methods as a comprehensive approach 

to examine the research questions and triangulate the results. For example, in this study, 

the results obtained from the qualitative study can be used to facilitate questionnaire 

design for the quantitative study and, in turn, the results of quantitative research can 

further verify the results of a qualitative study. However, it should be noted that this 

approach can also add to the complexity of conducting research. It often requires more 

time and personnel resources than those single method studies.  

Tourism and hospitality research, increasingly, has used mixed methods designs (Khoo-

Lattimore et al., 2019; José F. Molina-Azorín & Font, 2016; Singh, Milne, & Hull, 2012) 

to explore complex issues related to tourism management and marketing (X. Li, Pan, 

Zhang, & Smith, 2009; Tutenges, 2012), sustainable tourism (McKercher, Mak, & Wong, 
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2014; José F. Molina-Azorín & Font, 2016; Puhakka, Cottrell, & Siikamäki, 2014), and 

hospitality management (Mathe-Soulek, Slevitch, & Dallinger, 2015; Jose F. Molina-

Azorín, Tarí, Pereira-Moliner, López-Gamero, & Pertusa-Ortega, 2015; So, Oh, & Min, 

2018). 

This thesis aims to explore the tourist experience value co-creation in a heritage 

destination, Huangshan, China. More specifically, it will investigate the dimensions, 

antecedents, and consequences of tourist experience value. Considering the pragmatic 

paradigm employed for this study, the research objectives and questions, and also 

previous literature, a mixed methods approach is selected for this study. The combination 

of qualitative and quantitative approaches provides an in-depth understanding of the 

tourist experience value co-creation process. Thus, a mixed methods approach is 

considered to be the most effective way for addressing the research questions and 

objectives as proposed in chapter one.  

3.3.2 Justification of Sequential Exploratory Design  

There are different types of mixed methods research design. Two important factors that 

researchers consider when designing and conducting a mixed method study are the 

implementation approach and prioritization of data collection methods used (Morgan, 

2007; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010b). Either a sequential or concurrent strategy may be 

used to implement a mixed methods design (Creswell & Clark, 2017). The sequential 

design is linear two-phase approach moving from either qualitative to quantitative 

(sequential exploratory) or vice versa (sequential explanatory), while a concurrent 

approach collects and analyses both qualitative and quantitative data at the same time. 

The prioritization of data is based on its relative importance; equal importance of 

qualitative and quantitative data, or more weight on one than another. Creswell, Plano 

Clark, Gutmann, and Hanson (2003) propose six mixed method designs, namely (1) 

sequential explanatory, (2) sequential exploratory, (3) sequential transformative, (4) 

concurrent triangulation, (5) concurrent nested and (6) concurrent transformative. Each 

has its advantages and disadvantages and is suitable for particular research purposes. 

In this thesis, a sequential exploratory design approach is adopted, with the qualitative 

study preceding the quantitative element, and with more emphasis on the quantitative data. 

This design strategy is used for exploration of new phenomena. The sequential 

exploratory mixed-methods approach is used since there is little empirical understanding 
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of tourist experience value co-creation, and due to lack of agreement in the literature 

analysing the dimensions, antecedents, and consequences of tourist experience value. 

Exploratory studies are being increasingly advocated in tourism research to study new 

research topics or when addressing an existing topic from a new perspective (Khoo-

Lattimore et al., 2019; Mason, Augustyn, & Seakhoa‐King, 2010). 

Qualitative data were collected and analysed first, then quantitative data were collected 

and used to test the hypotheses. Qualitative research is used to gain an understanding of 

underlying perceptions and opinions of participants (Bryman, 2016). Qualitative data 

collection methods use either unstructured or semi-structured data collection techniques. 

The results from the qualitative phase are used in the next quantitative phase to develop 

a psychometric instrument adapted to the sample under study. The second phase involves 

quantitative data collection and analysis that builds on the first stage. Quantitative data 

collection methods are more structured and online surveys and on-site surveys are 

commonly used. 

3.3.3 Research Design  

An effective research design answers the research questions as objectively and 

unambiguously as possible. This study explores how experience value is co-created by 

tourists in a heritage destination and its dimensions, antecedents, and consequences. As 

discussed in the last section, to achieve research objectives, this study implements a 

sequential mixed methods approach beginning with semi-structured face-to-face 

interviews (qualitative study) in phase one, followed by a questionnaire design in phase 

two (quantitative study), and more emphasis is put on the quantitative data collection. 

Figure 3.1 shows the research design of this study. 
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specifically, it investigates the hypotheses among the constructs of dimensions of tourist 

experience value, tourist involvement, tourist perceived competence, destination quality, 

tourist co-production, tourist wellbeing, and destination identity. 

3.3.4 Study Context and Rationale   

To reach the objectives of the research, three decision criteria were used for case selection: 

1) popular heritage tourism destination, 2) experiential tourism resources, 3) financial and 

time affordability in collecting data, due to the researcher’s prior knowledge and language 

background.  

Firstly, the destination should be a popular heritage tourism destination receiving a large 

number of visitors each year. This will allow collection of a large sample in the limited 

time period available. The objective of this study is to investigate experience value and 

its creation from tourists’ perspectives. Therefore, a tourism destination with a good 

reputation such as Huangshan in Anhui province, Zhangjiajie in Hunan province, and 

Guilin in Guangxi, was sought for this research.   

Secondly, the tourism destination should contain a number of rich and diversified 

experiential tourism resources such as natural and cultural attractions. This will facilitate 

collection of diverse travelling experiences. 

Third, financial and time affordability of data collection are also important practical 

factors to be considered. With the budget and time restrictions of a thesis, the 

geographical location of the tourism destination and convenience and accessibility of data 

collection needed to be taken into consideration. The researcher lives and has worked in 

Huangshan City. Collection of data here will not only save on data collection expenses, 

but also help with sample collection. In addition, collection and analysis in Chinese will 

ensure the researcher has a better understanding of the data.  

Therefore, given the above criteria, the heritage tourism destination of Huangshan city 

was selected as the most appropriate setting to examine the tourist experience value co-

creation theoretical framework in this research. 

Huangshan City, China  

Huangshan City (hereinafter referred to as Huangshan), is one of the most famous tourism 

destinations in eastern China. It is located in the southern part of Anhui Province, 

bordering Zhejiang Province and Jiangxi Province (see Figure 3.2). In 2019, the 
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in-depth interview can enable the acquisition of multiple perspectives on tourist 

experience value. 

In-depth interviews can be classified into three types, namely unstructured, semi-

structured, and structured (M. Saunders et al., 2009). The structured interview technique 

is often used when the theory in a topical area is well established (Marshall & Rossman, 

2014). Therefore, all the interview questions are created prior to the interview, and the 

researcher asks each respondent the same interview questions. In contrast, an unstructured 

interview technique contains open-ended interview questions, which are not prearranged, 

after some initial starter questions. This technique enables the respondents to express 

themselves in their own way (Qu & Dumay, 2011) but lacks the precision of a structured 

interview. Finally, a semi-structured interview combines a pre-determined set of 

interview questions with the opportunity for the interviewer to explore particular themes 

or responses further (Kvale, 2008; Maxwell, 2012). This technique is less structured, less 

constrained, and more flexible than a structured technique. Thus, following an evaluation 

of the advantages and disadvantages of the three interview techniques, the semi-structured 

in-depth interview is considered as the most appropriate way to gather data for this study.  

The semi-structured interview technique provides structure while allowing flexibility to 

encourage consideration of the meaning and significance of responses. On the one hand, 

this interview technique has an interview guide to help the interviewer focus on the 

current topic and ensure all important areas of the interview protocol are covered (Bryman, 

2016). On the other hand, this technique allows the adaption of the interview structure to 

the different characteristics and backgrounds of respondents (Maxwell, 2012). This 

technique facilitates a degree of flexibility and reduces the degree of imposing the 

researcher’s structures and assumptions on the interviewees (Alvesson, 2010; Flick, 

2018), and is able to collect real, rich and deep data. Therefore, after considering all of 

the above reasons, a qualitative method with a semi-structured in-depth interview 

technique was chosen. 

3.4.2 Sample, Instrument and Procedures 

3.4.2.1 Sampling  

The appropriate tourist informants for this research are mainly domestic visitors or 

visitors who can speak Chinese. They have finished their trip to Huangshan. This ensures 

that respondents can provide information about the whole experience and that the visitor’s 
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memories of their experiences in the destination are vivid and clear, thereby improving 

the effectiveness of interview. Purposive sampling was used to select the tourist sample. 

Participants were selected based on their willingness to participate in the interview and to 

ensure representativeness, characteristics such as age, sex, and travel pattern were also 

considered. Participants from different backgrounds were selected to maximize 

differences in their experiences at the destination. 

The number of participants must be guided by the notion of theoretical saturation (Glaser 

& Strauss, 2009; Mason et al., 2010), which has attained widespread acceptance as a 

methodological principle in qualitative research. Saturation means that further data 

collection is unnecessary as it is repetitive (B. Saunders et al., 2018). There are no hard 

rules about the number of respondents required for a qualitative study to achieve 

saturation. Guest, Bunce, and Johnson (2006) propose that saturation can be achieved at 

around 12 participants in homogeneous groups. Morse (2000) argues that the sample size 

is contingent on the mode of approach, ranging from 6 to 60. Creswell and Creswell (2018) 

suggest 25 interviews for phenomenological studies are appropriate. The sample size 

depends on a number of factors, including the scope of the study, the resources (e.g., 

money and time), and the quality of data obtained (Morse, 2000). 

Considering the above factors, including the research objectives, purpose of qualitative 

study, time and financial budget, and theoretical saturation, approximately 60 tourists 

were targeted for this study. However, saturation was achieved after a total number of 50 

interviews were carried out from April to June 2017. The profile of interviewees is 

presented in Chapter 4. 

3.4.2.2 Instruments  

In this research, a semi-structured interview guide was created prior to conducting 

interviews with tourists in Huangshan. The purpose was to provide focus and ensure all 

important topics were covered in the interview. The interview protocol contained several 

umbrella questions and some potential probing questions which were employed to guide 

the researcher in seeking responses from the tourist (See Appendix D).   

The questions on the interview guide were developed based on a review of the existing 

literature (e.g., tourist experience, experience value, customer co-production or customer 

participation). The developed interview guide included general interview questions, key 

interview questions, and personal information related questions. However, the questions 
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on the interview guide are to be revised based on the ideas that emerge from tourists 

interviewed. This enabled the researcher to have the flexibility to explore additional, new 

relevant topics if they arose during the interview.  

3.4.2.3 Procedures  

An appropriate sampling procedure allows the researcher to justify the credibility and 

trustworthiness of their findings (Marshall & Rossman, 2014). There are two stages for 

the qualitative approach, including the pilot interview and formal interview. In stage one, 

a pilot interview with five tourists was first conducted in Huangshan in April 2017. Pilot 

testing has two main goals. First, it is a means to help refine the interview guide or revise 

the researchable questions. Due to the heterogeneity of the interviewed tourists, such as 

their knowledge, educational background, and experience in Huangshan, the researcher 

needs to ensure that participants have a clear and unambiguous understanding of the 

interview questions. The pilot testing helped to examine whether the interview guide 

questions were clearly stated, such as the wording of the questions, the scope of the 

contents, and the logic order of the questions. Second, pilot testing gives the researcher 

some experience in carrying out the interview in the formal stage. It can also help the 

interviewer to familiarize the interview questions and follow-ups that are specific to this 

research project.  

The following main procedures were used for all interviews in the formal interview stage. 

First, the participants were thanked for agreeing to participate in the interview. The 

researcher briefly explained the purpose of the study and assured the anonymity to 

participants. A consent form was then given to the participants to read and learn about 

related research information. The researcher obtained their signature of the consent form 

before the start of the interview. Next, the researcher started with ice-breaking questions 

to build rapport with the participant before moving on to questions on the interview guide. 

Throughout the conversation, the researcher gently clarified and probed information in 

areas of interest. Interview questions were sometimes changed in accordance with the 

interview situation. Once the researcher felt that the interview areas had been adequately 

covered, the participants were asked if they had other comments they would like to share 

with the interviewer. Finally, the interviewer thanked the interviewee again for his/her 

participation and provided the participant with a local souvenir valued at less than AUD 

$10 to compensate for their time and effort. 
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The interviews were conducted in public areas, such as the train station, airport, hotels, 

and cafe, with permissions obtained prior to commencing data collection.  All interviews 

were conducted in Chinese and audio-recorded with approval by interviewees. The length 

of the interviews ranged from 15 to 40 minutes with an average time of approximately 20 

minutes. Notes were also taken for observations when doing the interview to accompany 

the interview transcripts. 

3.4.3 Qualitative Data Analysis  

Once the qualitative interviews were completed, the digital recordings of the interviews 

were transcribed, word by word, before the data analysis was carried out. All interview 

transcripts were typed in Chinese, with themes translated in English by the interviewer 

during the data analysis. NVivo 12 was utilised to help code and analyse the qualitative 

data. This software is widely used in qualitative data analysis as it can improve the 

effectiveness and efficiency of the data analysis.  

This study adopted a thematic analysis technique proposed by Brooks, McCluskey, 

Turley, and King (2015) that is commonly applied within qualitative studies. This 

technique is used to organize data around a priori themes as well as emergent themes 

(Brooks et al., 2015). It is used to identify, analyse, and produce meaningful patterns 

within a data set. M. B. Miles and Huberman (1994) indicate that analysis of qualitative 

data involves three aspects: data reduction, data display and drawing conclusions. Four 

stages were undertaken in this study to analyse the interview materials, including being 

familiarized with data, generating coding, identifying themes, and producing the report.  

The first stage is to be familiar with the interview data. After the transcription, the 

transcripts were imported into NVivo software. The researcher read all the interview 

transcripts thoroughly while important notes were highlighted at the same time. This 

process increased the researcher’s familiarity with the data and helped the researcher to 

obtain a general idea of the themes emerging from the interviews and how to grasp the 

nature of experience from the participants’ perspective. 

The second stage is to create an initial coding template. A draft codebook was developed 

based on the proposed conceptual framework, which helps to sort and organize 

information into important themes relative to the research questions. The identified codes 

were verified firstly in Chinese and then translated into English.  
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The third stage is to generate themes. Data analysis was carried out based on predefined 

themes according to which data were segmented and coded. This stage involved 

reviewing the transcripts using the draft codebook and each experience dimension was 

checked and refined based on similar characteristics. Each finding was compared with 

existing themes when it emerged in the data-analytic process. Additionally, new findings 

were also identified at this time. An iterative recoding process was adopted at this stage 

to ensure the reliability and trustworthiness of the results. 

The last stage is to draw conclusions and report the data analysis results. The conclusions 

were checked to ensure that all the findings accurately represented the participants’ 

perspectives. In addition, the results were reviewed by the researcher’s supervisors to 

ensure reliability. Detailed interview analysis results can be found in Chapter 4. 

3.4.4 Validity and Reliability of Qualitative Data 

Reliability and validity are key factors to be considered when designing qualitative 

research and analysing data (Patton, 1990). In qualitative research, reliability refers to the 

consistency of the study (Carcary, 2009; Golafshani, 2003). Data that are reliable are 

credible, transferable, dependable, and can be confirmed (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

Several procedures were used to enhance the reliability of the research. The step-by-step 

interview process was recorded by the researcher including details such as the place of 

meeting and interview notes. Furthermore, the transcript data were also checked for 

mistakes and to make sure there was no misunderstanding in the definition of the codes. 

Validity in qualitative research is concerned with the appropriateness and accuracy of the 

tools, processes, and research findings (Cypress, 2017; Leung, 2015). Validity concerns 

the soundness of the research methodology, the sampling and data analysis, and the results 

generated. One of the steps to maximize validity is choosing a well-trained and skilled 

interviewer. The interviewer in this research is a native Chinese speaker. Schaffer and 

Riordan (2003) indicate that people can better reflect their cultural values and 

assumptions when they respond in their native language. Similarly, Webster (1996) also 

argues that interviews between ethnically similar interviewers and participants can 

produce higher-quality responses than interviews between those of dissimilar ethnicity. 

Thus, this study mainly investigated interviews with domestic tourists who can speak 

Mandarin. In this situation, the researcher shares similar valued perspectives with the 

respondents. This allowed the interview process to be as natural as possible, which further 



86 
 

facilitated respondents to express their opinions, perceptions, and experiences more freely 

and deeply.  

The research results are presented in English, so an accurate translation from Chinese to 

English is important and necessary. Qualitative research seeks to study meanings in 

subjective experiences, so the interpretation of meaning is significant in qualitative 

research (Van Nes, Abma, Jonsson, & Deeg, 2010). On the one hand, the meanings 

interpreted in the findings should be consistent with the meaning expressed by 

participants to enhance the validity of cross-English qualitative research (Polkinghorne, 

2007). On the other hand, the expression of research results should be communicated in 

such a way that readers understand the meaning of data in the source language. Therefore, 

when encountering uncertain words or terms during the translation, the researcher sought 

detailed discussions with two Chinese tourism scholars, who were native Chinese but 

were very fluent in English. This ensured the accuracy and credibility of the interview 

data translation.  

3.5 Phase Two – Quantitative Approach  

3.5.1 Sampling 

3.5.1.1 Quantitative Sample Size  

Within a quantitative survey design,  determination of the sample size is a crucial issue, 

which has an important impact on the reliability of parameter estimates, model fit, and 

statistic power in SEM analysis (Nunkoo, Ramkissoon, & Gursoy, 2013). However, there 

is no consensus on the rule of thumb for estimating sample size for SEM. Results of a 

recent Monte Carlo simulation by E. J. Wolf, Harrington, Clark, and Miller (2013) 

illustrate the problems of “one-size-fits-all” heuristics about sample size that work across 

all studies. There are two main ways to evaluate and determine the number of sample 

respondents, the absolute value approach, and the ratio approach.  

The absolute value approach is based on a fixed minimum sample size value. The most 

frequent recommendation of sample size is at least 100 respondents for reliable tests (e.g., 

Schumacker & Lomax, 2016; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). However, other scholars 

argue that a minimum sample of 200 is required for confirmatory analysis (Barrett, 2007; 

Kline, 2015). Similarly, in a recent article, Bagozzi and Yi (2012) also argue for a sample 

size of above 200. According to one review article on the use of SEM in tourism research, 
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the majority of studies (47.4%) use a sample of between 151 and 400 respondents 

(Nunkoo et al., 2013).  

The second approach concerns the ratio of the number of cases to the number of model 

parameters to be estimated in an SEM. Sample size guidelines or rules of thumb vary 

among scholars, ranging from 5 to 20 participants per parameter estimated. Some scholars 

suggest a minimum of five cases is needed for every distinct variable that is used to 

measure a construct (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2013; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 

2012; Reisinger & Mavondo, 2007). However, Kline (2016) argues that five times or less 

is insufficient for significance testing of model effects, and he recommends ten times as 

many cases as parameters or, ideally, twenty times. Schumacker and Lomax (2016) hold 

similar views, and suggest that the ratio of 10 to 20 subjects per item is commonly 

accepted. 

To establish an appropriate sample size for the on-site survey, several issues were taken 

into consideration. Firstly, SEM is a larger-sample approach, and larger samples are 

generally known to produce highly reliable outcomes. However, a larger sample size is 

more likely to produce a significant chi-square value, which leads to an error to reject the 

true model even when it is minimally false (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). Secondly, this study 

adopted a cross-validation approach to improve the generalizability of research findings, 

which required a large sample to be able to divide it into sub-samples. And the minimum 

sample size should be between 300-500 observations (Reisinger & Mavondo, 2007). 

Thirdly,  Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2014a) highlight that many factors influence 

the choice of sample size for SEM. For example, estimation methods, model complexity, 

data distribution pattern, and desired power can affect the number of sample sizes 

collected. Consider the complex models (e.g., second-order constructs, mediation 

analysis) and more parameters in this study, thus larger samples are necessary to estimate 

the additional parameters with reasonable precision. Considering these issues, this study 

applied a generally accepted ratio of 10 respondents for each parameter estimated. Thus, 

this study required at least 800 samples for the main survey to be considered appropriate. 

A pilot study is a small scale preliminary study, and between 100 and 300 responses is 

considered enough (Bearden, Netemeyer, & Haws, 2010). In this study, 200 tourists were 

asked to complete the questionnaires during the pilot data collection. 
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3.5.1.2 Sampling Method 

There are two fundamental types of sampling procedures, namely probability sampling 

and non-probability sampling. The probability sampling technique is based on the fact 

that all persons have an equal chance to be selected, whereas the non-probability sampling 

is a  technique that any person being selected for a sample cannot be calculated (Iacobucci 

& Churchill, 2015). For this study, it is not possible to list all the tourists in Huangshan. 

As such, the convenience sampling method, a type of non-probability sampling technique 

is employed in this thesis. Such an approach is based on the idea that it is impossible to 

reach a sample of individuals in the sample frame in a random manner (Etikan, Musa, & 

Alkassim, 2016; Teeroovengadum & Nunkoo, 2018). This technique has often been used 

in tourism research (e.g., Akhoondnejad, 2016; Chiu, Zeng, & Cheng, 2016; A.-T. Hsieh 

& Chang, 2006; Usakli & Baloglu, 2011), which allows the researcher to investigate 

participants who are most easily available and convenient to reach. 

The major advantages of the convenience sampling method are that it is inexpensive, 

time-effective, and also easy to conduct; meanwhile, its major disadvantages include the 

possibility of under- or over-representation of the population and an inability to generalize 

the results of the survey. To reduce the possible results bias in respondent selection using 

convenient sampling, several precautions were taken by the researcher. For example, the 

researcher varied the times of day and days of week, contacted tourists of different ages 

and collected data in different places in Huangshan (e.g., the city, the airport, the railway 

station) to ensure the diversity and representation of respondents. 

3.5.2 Instrument and Questionnaire Design  

3.5.2.1 Instrument Procedures  

The following section describes the procedures applied to design the instrument of the 

questionnaire. The instrument development procedures used to guide this study are based 

on the guidelines proposed by Churchill (1979), Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma (2003) 

and DeVellis (2016). Though the procedures vary from one author to another, they still 

share some common guidelines. These procedures include specifying a domain of each 

construct, generating a sample of items, assessing the content validity, and collecting data 

to refine the scales.  

The first step is to clearly determine what researchers want to measure (DeVellis, 2016). 

Clearly defining the construct is considered a crucial step in the scaling process. In fact, 
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the construct validity largely relies on its conceptualization, dimensions and content 

domain (Netemeyer et al., 2003). Thus, the construct should be based on a solid 

theoretical definition via a thorough review of the literature.  Most of the work of this step 

has been completed in Chapter 2, and some contents are further supplemented based on 

the scale development procedure in this section.  

The second step is to generate a pool of potential measurement items and determine the 

response format. To develop the measurement items for the constructs, two approaches, 

namely literature review and in-depth interviews, were combined to help establish the 

construct measures. First, an extensive review of tourism, marketing, service, and 

psychology-related literature was applied to initially obtain a variety of potentially 

relevant items to assess the constructs in this thesis. According to DeVellis (2016), 

generating initial items based on a literature review can help build the appropriate 

theoretical foundation and content validity for scale development, and also retain a 

connection with in-depth interviews at a later stage. Next, in-depth interviews were then 

conducted to identify the most relevant items that measured each construct as well as to 

develop additional items that can be integrated with the existing measurement instruments. 

In this study, seven constructs were proposed in the conceptual framework in Chapter 2. 

Five of the seven constructs’ scales, namely tourist involvement, perceived competence, 

destination quality, tourist wellbeing, and destination identity, were examined and 

established in the previous literature. Therefore, the measurement items for these five 

constructs were generated from the established scales in previous literature. Measurement 

items for tourist experience value and tourist co-production in the destination context 

were generated by this study. To generate an initial set of measurement items for the two 

constructs, the researcher reviewed the existing scales related to the constructs and used 

in-depth interviews with tourists in Huangshan to expand and validate the measurements. 

New items were generated to add onto the existing scales. A total of 64 items were 

included in the pilot survey questionnaire. All the measurement items were slightly 

modified from their main sources to make them more consistent with the current research 

setting, Huangshan. 

The items were measured using a seven-point ordinal scale, which is widely used to 

measure perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes (DeVellis, 2016). The respondents were asked 

to indicate their level of agreement with each of the statements ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Moreover, a seven-point scale is deemed more precise and 
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informative than a five-point scale, which can increase the validity as shown in previous 

studies (Dolnicar, 2006). 

After generating the potential items, the third step is to judge the content validity of the 

measurement items. Content validity assesses whether a measurement item is relevant to 

and representative of the target construct (Haynes, Richard, & Kubany, 1995). Evidence 

of content validity can be examined through conducting post hoc evaluation to check if 

the items in a scale adequately measure the concept through exploratory factor analysis 

and confirmatory factor analysis. This is discussed in detail in Chapter 5.  

Four tourism researchers were invited to review the validity of the measurement items. 

The experts were asked to provide comments on ambiguity, clarity, conciseness, and 

errors in the statement of each item. In addition, a preliminary questionnaire was 

developed for the pre-test among 30 tourists of different ages and sex in Huangshan to 

obtain their feedback regarding the designed questionnaire. The respondents were asked 

to provide any comments related to the questionnaire if they felt confusion or unclear 

about the measurement items. All feedback received was carefully considered to improve 

the quality of the questionnaire.  

The last step in the process was to conduct studies to develop and finalise the scale 

(Netemeyer et al., 2003). Once measurement items were generated and judged, empirical 

testing of the items on the relevant samples was conducted. This includes 1) pilot testing 

to test the initial validity; and 2) main testing to further establish its psychometric 

properties. The results of these two steps are discussed in Chapter 5. 

3.5.2.2 Construct Measures   

The measurement items were developed from existing, established scales in the literature 

and also based on the qualitative research in Study 1. This combined approach is common 

in scale development research in social sciences (e.g., S. Huang & Choi, 2019; J.-H. Kim, 

Ritchie, & McCormick, 2012). The measurement items were modified to reflect more 

appropriate scale items for the current context of destination. 

Dimensions of experience value  

Tourist experience is measured as a higher order which includes seven dimensions: 

aesthetic value, restoration value, positive emotional value, social value, educational 

value, spiritual value, and economic value. A comprehensive list of measurement items 

of these constructs was developed based on extensive literature review and qualitative 
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3.5.2.3 Questionnaire Design  

It is significant to design a clear and reliable questionnaire before conducting the data 

collection. Several factors were considered when designing the questionnaire, such as 

layout, sequence of measurement items, wording of items, and length, to minimize errors 

that may occur when respondents answer the questionnaire. The final questionnaire took 

about 20 minutes to complete. 

A brief explanation of the research purpose and ethical considerations was put at the 

beginning of the questionnaire. The main body of the questionnaire consisted of five 

sections. Section 1 contains measurement items on the dimensions of tourist experience 

value. Section 2 includes the measurement items for the antecedents of tourist experience 

value. Section 3 measures the tourist co-production behaviours in Huangshan. Section 4 

includes the consequences of tourist experience value. The last section collects tourists’ 

demographic information and trip characteristics, such as gender, age, and number of 

people travelling.  

Response bias is a common phenomenon in the survey method, especially when 

considering the self-reporting approach. This refers to the tendency of a respondent to 

answer questions on a survey untruthfully or inaccurately, which does not reflect the 

respondents’ actual state or opinion (Van Sonderen, Sanderman, & Coyne, 2013). In this 

study, two strategies were adopted when designing the questionnaire to reduce response 

bias. First, this study employed two reverse worded items in the questionnaire to address 

the bias of response styles. Second, three attention filter items (e.g., Please select 

‘strongly agree’ for this question) were embedded in the questionnaire to check if 

respondents paid particular attention to their responses. If respondents chose the wrong 

answer, the researcher can assume that they did not answer the questions carefully, and 

these inattentive respondents’ questionnaires were screened out in the following data 

analysis. 

As the respondents of this study are Chinese, the questionnaire was first developed in 

English and then translated into Chinese. However, during the translation process, 

linguistic differences among the cross-cultural samples may affect the semantic 

equivalence of survey items (Schaffer & Riordan, 2003). One of the important practices 

for establishing semantic equivalence is to employ a back-translation approach. 
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This study followed the back-translation approach. In the first step, two translators, who 

are native Chinese speakers and fluent in English with many years of tourism research 

experience, were invited to help translate the questionnaire from English into Chinese. 

The two results were compared, and questionnaires were revised, eliminating bias and 

errors. In the second step, the Chinese version of the survey items was then translated 

back into the English version by another two independent professional translators to 

compare semantic equivalence. Sample questionnaires for the pilot and the main survey 

in English and Chinese are provided in Appendix E and Appendix F. 

3.5.3 Data Collection Procedures  

A face-to-face on-site data collection method was employed in the pilot survey and main 

survey. This method can generate a high response rate and, thus, effectively reduce the 

non-response bias. In addition, a face-to-face survey allows researchers a high degree of 

control over the data collection process. If the respondents find a question confusing or 

ambiguous, the interviewer can immediately clarify it. 

Ten students from two local universities were recruited to work as surveyors to help do 

the survey. The researcher gave the recruited students special training on survey 

requirements, survey tips and techniques, ethics and other related survey issues. All the 

recruited students were required to fully understand the meaning of survey items and 

survey procedures. They have done similar survey work previously, thus had adequate 

experience in doing surveys.  

The researcher and survey helpers randomly approached tourists at the end of their trip, 

in the airport and railway stations in Huangshan, ensuring that their experiences were 

recent and complete. The survey helpers first explained the research purpose of the survey 

to the potential tourist. If the tourist agreed to respond, a questionnaire was given to fill 

in. The respondent was given a small local souvenir as a gift after completing the survey. 

In addition, the survey helpers would immediately check the completed questionnaire to 

ensure that all the items were answered. If there were any missing items, participants 

would be asked to help complete.  

As described in the previous section, data collection was carried out in two stages. A total 

number of 210 questionnaires were collected for the pilot study in the first stage. After 

the pilot study, 1050 questionnaires were collected for the main survey in the second stage.  
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3.5.4 Quantitative Data Analysis  

After the data collection in the pilot and main study, the data were coded and entered into 

the IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 25.0 and Analysis of Moment 

Structures (AMOS) 26.0 for statistical processing.  

3.5.4.1 Data Screening 

Data screening is an important step in quantitative data analysis. The data were screened 

and cleaned to ensure reliability and suitability for further statistical analyses. Several 

potential issues were examined in the data screening process, such as missing values, 

outliers, and normality. 

To begin, an eyeballing scan was used to identify obvious errors, such as missing values 

and inattentive or invalid questionnaires. Missing data are generally caused by mistakes 

in the data collection process or data entry stage. As mentioned in previous data collection 

procedures, efforts were made to minimize missing data at the stage of data collection 

and data entry. Missing data above 15% for an individual case or observation were deleted 

from the dataset as suggested by Hair et al. (2014a). Furthermore, Tabachnick, Fidell, and 

Ullman (2013) suggest that if only a few cases containing missing data in a random 

pattern of the whole sample, deleting them is a good alternative. Thus, 15 questionnaires 

in the pilot study and 62 invalid questionnaires in the main survey were removed due to 

missing values or giving the wrong answers for the inattentive questions. 

Next, the researcher checked for outliers or straight-liners in the dataset. Outliers are 

values with a “unique combination of characteristics identifiable as distinctly different 

from the other observations” (Hair et al., 2014a, p. 64). This can occur as a result of data 

entry errors, instrument errors, or actual extreme values from self-reported data 

(Tabachnick et al., 2013). A univariate outlier is easy to detect via examining the 

descriptive statistics and comparing them with standardized scores. In this study, 

maximum and minimum values for the entire variables were examined to ascertain that 

all fell in the seven-Likert range using the IBM SPSS DESCRIPTIVE function. In 

addition, all metric variables were examined by transforming to standardized scores, z 

scores, using SPSS. For large sample sizes (more than 80), cases with standardized scores 

in excess of 4 are potential univariate outliers (Hair et al., 2014a). However, it should be 

noted that researchers should be careful when deciding to delete cases as outliers, because 

this might generate a bias (Hair et al., 2014a). Finally, questionnaires of straight liners 
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were eliminated from the pilot survey and main survey. In summary, a total of 183 valid 

questionnaires were included for analysis in the pilot study, and 958 valid cases were 

retained for the main survey.   

3.5.4.2 Normality, Multicollinearity and Common Method Variance  

Normality refers to the distribution of the data for a particular variable. It is necessary to 

measure the normality of data because the violation usually leads to distortion of 

goodness-of-fit indexes related with the model in SEM (L. t. Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 

2016). There are two ways to assess the assumption of normality, namely univariate 

normality and multivariate normality. Univariate normality is often assessed by 

examining the skewness and kurtosis indices of each variable. Kurtosis is used to describe 

the flatness or peakiness of the data distribution compared with the normal distribution, 

while skewness refers to the balance of the distribution. Kline (2016) suggests that the 

absolute values of skewedness and kurtosis should be less than 3 and 8 respectively to 

guarantee normally distributed data.  

Multivariate normality refers to “the assumption that all linear combinations of the 

variables are normally distributed” (Tabachnick et al., 2013, p. 78). However, it is 

impractical to assess an infinite number of linear combinations of variables for 

multivariate normality. In fact, the sample size has different effects on the normal 

distribution of data. In small samples (fewer than 50), normality issues can have serious 

effects on the results; meanwhile, with large enough sample sizes of 200 cases or more 

(e.g., 958 cases in this study), the violation of the normality assumption should not cause 

major issues (Ghasemi & Zahediasl, 2012; Hair et al., 2014a).  

In this study, univariate normality of the observed variables was tested through 

examination of skewness and kurtosis. For the pilot study, the values of skewedness for 

all the variables were between -1.28 and -0.033, the values of kurtosis were between -

0.572 and 2.615. For the main survey, the values of skewedness were between -0.948 and 

-0.270 and values of kurtosis were between -0.519 and 1.202. Thus, the absolute values 

of skewedness and kurtosis are all less than the threshold value of 3 and 8 respectively, 

indicating that both the pilot and main survey data conform the normal distribution.  

Multicollinearity, also known as collinearity, generally occurs when there are high 

intercorrelations among two or more independent variables. This can result in several 

adverse effects on estimated coefficients during the regression analysis  (Mansfield & 
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Helms, 1982). Thus, it is important to detect its existence before furthering the structural 

data analysis. Variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance values that assess the 

assumption of multicollinearity were calculated in this study. VIF refers to the ratio of 

the total standardized variance over the proportion of unique variance, while tolerance 

indicates the proportion of total standardized variance that is unique. If tolerance values 

<.10 and VIF> 3.0, there may exist multicollinearity issues among the predictor variables 

(Kline, 2016; O’Brien, 2007). In this study, the tolerance values (between 0.486 and 0.741) 

and VIF values (between 1.350 and 2.056) all met the requirements of cut-off value, 

which indicated that there were no multicollinearity issues.  

Common method variance (CMV) refers to the “variance that is attributable to the 

measurement method rather than to the constructs that measures represent” (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003, p. 879). CMV is a potential major validity threat, 

which can cause systematic measurement errors in social science research (S.-J. Chang, 

Van Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010; Doty & Glick, 1998; Sharma, Yetton, & Crawford, 

2009). Since the present study employed a cross-sectional study and single rater responses 

to measure variables, data maybe be vulnerable to common method variance (Lindell & 

Whitney, 2001). To minimize any potential CMV bias impacting the research results, the 

researcher took several ways to reduce bias in designing and administering the 

questionnaire recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003). For example, in terms of the 

questionnaire layout and format, measures for the dependent variables followed those of 

the independent variables in the questionnaire. Also, to reduce evaluation apprehension, 

respondents were assured anonymity and confidentiality during the data collection 

process. Furthermore, a post hoc Harman’s single-factor test was used to assess whether 

variance in the data can be largely attributed to a single factor. This test requires 

conducting an unrotated exploratory factor analysis based on all the items used in the 

research. If a single factor or one general factor accounts for most of the covariance 

among the measurement items, researchers can assume that there is a serious concern of 

common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). As could be seen from the results in 

Chapter 5, there was no CMV issue in this study.  

3.5.4.3 Cross validation 

To assess the level of generalizability and reliability of a defined measurement model, 

cross-validation is often adopted as a strategy to ascertain that the data structure represents 

the population. This can be achieved either with a separate sample or with a split data set 
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from the original data sample (Hair et al., 2014a). Due to the constraint on resources (e.g., 

time, research funding) for this study, it is not suitable to collect multiple samples. If the 

sample size permits, the sample could be randomly split into two approximately equal 

subsets to estimate factor models for each subset dataset (Hair et al., 2014a). Thus, this 

research adopts the second way to assess scale performance. 

In this study, the valid main sample is 958, which is considered large enough to split into 

two subsets. Therefore, the main survey data were randomly split into two approximately 

equal halves using SPSS 25.0: one calibration sample with 475 cases for exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA) and one validation sample with 483 cases for confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA). The factorial structure findings from the EFA using the calibration 

sample were validated by a CFA using the second half validation data set. When findings 

from two different samples reveal similar structures, generalizability and robustness of 

the results can be achieved. An overall measurement model was tested using the entire 

data set. Overall, this split method provides an assessment of the robustness of the 

solution across the sample.  

3.5.4.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis  

In this thesis, measurement items were adapted from different literature and also 

interviews. Therefore, it is important to achieve consistency when finalizing a newly 

developed measurement model. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was employed to 

assess the dimensionality and reliability of these measurement scales. As a theory-

building approach, EFA aims to achieve two important goals in scale development: 1) to 

explore the potential underlying dimensions of a theoretical construct and 2) to reduce 

the number of variables to purify and validate the measurement scales for the proposed 

model  (DeVellis, 2016; B. Williams, Onsman, & Brown, 2010).  

The Maximum Likelihood (ML) extraction method with Promax rotation method was 

used for the EFA procedure in this study. According to Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, 

and Strahan (1999), if the data are relatively normally distributed, ML is the best choice 

because it permits statistical significance testing of factor loadings and correlations 

among factors. Regarding the rotation, Promax was chosen because this oblique rotational 

method is more flexible and faster, and it is also more realistic because the theoretically 

underlying dimensions are related with each other in this study (Field, 2017; Hair et al., 

2013). Tabachnick et al. (2013) further indicate that if correlations among factors exceed 

0.32, then there is enough variance to adopt an oblique rotation method. In this study, it 
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is reasonable to expect that factor dimensions would be moderately correlated; thus, the 

application of oblique rotation (i.e., Promax) is justified. 

The Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test of 

Sphericity are examined to assess the adequacy of sample size and validity of correlation 

matrix. A KMO index of 0.8 is deemed as the minimum value for a good factor analysis 

(Kaiser, 1974). Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity tests whether the correlation matrix differs 

significantly from an identity matrix. A statistically significant Bartlett’s Test of 

Sphericity (p<0.05) indicates that sufficient correlations exist among the variables to 

proceed (Hair et al., 2014a). 

There are also additional psychometric criteria for EFA to be considered in determining 

the number of factors to extract. First, the number of factors to retain is based on the 

eigenvalues, where factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 were retained in this study 

(Osborne, Costello, & Kellow, 2008). A screen plot was also adopted to assist in 

determining the number of factors. Second, factor loading of 0.40 is minimally acceptable, 

even though a factor loading value of 0.5 is considered necessary for practical 

significance. Thus 0.4 is considered as the cutting-off point for each item to be retained 

(Hair et al., 2014a). Third, if a variable loaded on two or more factors with loadings higher 

than the threshold value of 0.4, it should be deleted to avoid cross-loading issues (Hair et 

al., 2014a). Fourth, the scale reliability for each identified construct is processed to judge 

the strength of the measures. A value higher than 0.9 is considered excellent, higher than 

0.8 is good, and a value higher than 0.7 is acceptable (Field, 2017). In this thesis, the 

cutting-off point of 0.7 is adopted to examine the quality of measurement. This means 

that the Cronbach’s alpha value for each construct should achieve at least 0.7 or greater 

to guarantee the strength of measure. The values of Cronbach’s alpha If Item Deleted 

were further checked to examine whether the overall scores could be improved 

significantly by removing certain items. Fifth, a low communality for a variable (usually 

below 0.40) suggests that the variable may have little in common with any other variables 

and may be deleted from further analysis. EFA analyses in this study followed these five 

steps.  

3.5.4.5 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

After exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted 

using the validation sample to validate how well the measured variables represented the 

constructs resulting from EFA. The CFA is referred to as the theory confirming approach 
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(Schreiber, Nora, Stage, Barlow, & King, 2006), which examines the extent to which the 

measurement model of each latent variable is represented by the corresponding construct. 

Two steps were conducted to ascertain and validate the proposed measurement model 

during this process. First, first-order CFA was conducted using the validation data set to 

examine measures and dimensionality of the endogenous and exogenous constructs. In 

the second step, second-order factor structures were conducted with full data to examine 

if the measurement model is more parsimonious than the first-order structure. A second-

order model should be supported if it explains theoretically related outcomes and shows 

good or better indices than the first-order factors. Using a higher-order factor analysis can 

provide a more parsimonious and interpretable research model with fewer parameters 

(Gustafsson & Balke, 1993; C.-K. Lee, Kim, & Kim, 2018). This study followed these 

steps, established first- and second-order models, and used second-order constructs in the 

test of the structural model. 

Standard factor loadings, t-value, squared multiple correlations (SMC), composite 

validity, and discriminant validity were reported to examine the construct reliability and 

construct validity of the measurement model. Construct validity is defined as the extent 

to which the items truly represent the theoretical latent construct (Hair et al., 2014a; 

Netemeyer et al., 2003). All the measured constructs need to display adequate validity no 

matter whether the scales are new or taken from previous literature. In this research, 

construct validity was examined through convergent validity and discriminant validity. 

Convergent validity 

Convergent validity refers to the extent to which items are designed to measure the same 

construct that, theoretically, should be related (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012; B. R. Lewis, 

Templeton, & Byrd, 2005). One of the most fundamental assessments of convergent 

validity is through examining standard factor loading. Loadings should be at least 0.5 and 

ideally 0.7 or higher, and all standardised loading estimates should be statistically 

significant (Hair et al., 2014a). Tabachnick et al. (2013) propose a similar cut-off range 

from 0.32 (poor), 0.45 (fair), 0.55 (good), 0.63 (very good) to 0.71 (excellent). For this 

thesis, the researcher chose the value of 0.55 as the cut-off point for the factor loading. 

Additionally, the bi-variate correlation of all items within each construct should be 

statistically significant.  
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Absolute Fit Indices  

Absolute fit indices refer to the direct measure and most basic assessment of how well 

the specified model fits the sample data (Hair et al., 2014a). Chi-square (χ2) is the most 

direct and fundamental statistic measure index in SEM to compare the difference between 

the observed and estimated covariance matrices (Barrett, 2007; Hair et al., 2014a). 

However, the χ2 statistic is often sensitive to sample size and the number of observed 

variables. For instance, the χ2 value tends to be large when the sample size increases, and 

it becomes difficult to obtain a non-significant p value. According to Hair et al. (2014a), 

the resulting p-value is less meaningful when the sample size becomes large or the model 

becomes complex. To this effect, normed Chi-square (χ2 /df) has been proposed in most 

research as an alternative fit index. Kline (2016) suggests that this ratio (χ2 /df) should be 

less than 3.0 to indicate that the model is satisfactory. 

Root mean square residual (RMSEA) is used to test how adequate a given model 

approximates the true model. A lower RMSEA shows a better model fit. According to 

MacCallum, Browne, and Sugawara (1996), a RMSEA below 0.08 shows a good fit, 

which was also used in this study. Hair et al. (2014a) further suggest that absolute cut-off 

for RMSEA is inadvisable, and thus that a confidence interval can be developed to show 

a range of RMSEA values. For example, we can report that RMSEA is between 0.02 and 

0.08, with 90% confidence.  

Standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) represents the average value across all 

standardized root mean residuals (Byrne, 2016), and ranges from zero to 1.00. A lower 

SRMR value represents better fit, and a rule of thumb is that an SRMR should be lower 

than 0.05 to indicate good model fit (Hooper et al., 2008). 

The goodness-of-fit index (GFI) is based on the ratio of the sum of the squared difference 

between the observed and reproduced matrices to the observed variances (Schumacker & 

Lomax, 2016), with a higher value indicating a better fit. A GFI value of 0.90 or larger is 

typically considered good (Hair et al., 2014a). 

Incremental Fit Indices 

Incremental fit indices, also known as comparative or relative fit indices, evaluate how 

well the estimated model fits relative to an alternative baseline model (McDonald & Ho, 

2002; J. Miles & Shevlin, 2007). Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is one of the most widely 

used incremental fit indices, which assesses how satisfactory a hypothesized model fits 
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relative to some alternative baseline models (Hair et al., 2014a). For the model fit 

assessment, a CFI value of 0.8 is considered modest, 0.9 or more is widely acceptable, 

and 0.95 or more is considered as excellent (L. t. Hu & Bentler, 1999). The Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI), also known as Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI) compares the normed Chi-

squared values for the specified model and null model to test model parsimony and also 

take into account model complexity (Tucker & Lewis, 1973). A TLI value above 0.90 is 

usually associated with a model that fits well.    

Parsimony Fit Indices  

Parsimony fit indices aim to provide information about which model among a set of 

competing models is the best (Hair et al., 2014a; Mulaik, 2009). The parsimony normed 

fit index (PNFI) is the most widely applied parsimony fit index, which is used to compare 

models with different degrees of freedom (Schumacker & Lomax, 2016). The advantage 

of this index is that it considers the number of degrees of freedom used to achieve a level 

of fit. While no threshold levels have been recommended for this index, a higher value of 

PNFI represents relatively better fit. When comparing between models, differences of 

0.06 to 0.09 are proposed to be indicative of a substantial model difference (L. J. Williams 

& Holahan, 1994). 

3.5.4.8 Model Modification  

When hypothesis testing, the specified theoretical model may not fit the sample data. In 

this condition, the model may need to be modified to improve the fit. The SEM software, 

AMOS, provides a number of additional model diagnostics (e.g., standardized residuals, 

modification indices, path estimates) to identify problematic measurement items. A 

researcher is guided by these modification indicators. Hair et al. (2014a) propose the 

modification indices (MI) as the most useful way to respecify the hypothesised model. 

For example, in this study, if the MI value is larger than the cut-off value of 10 (Byrne, 

2016), it indicates a possible covariance between the error variances related to the 

indicator variables. Then the model fit could be significantly improved by allowing 

covariance between the two indicators. In addition, standardised residuals were also 

checked, where values > 2.58 are considered to be large (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993). 

However, any model re-specification should be made based on the extent to which 1) they 

are substantial, and 2) the existing model shows adequate fit. Similarly, Schumacker and 

Lomax (2016) suggest that the structural model should not be changed by adding or 

deleting a path unless a trough theory substantiates the structural model modification. 
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Therefore, any model specification that includes correlated errors, as with other 

parameters, should be made only if it makes substantive sense (Byrne, 2016; Jöreskog, 

1993; Kline, 2016).  

3.5.4.9 Mediation Analysis  

A mediation model proposes that the independent variable influences the mediator 

variable, which in turn influences the dependent variable. In other words, a mediating 

variable transmits the effect of an independent variable on a dependent variable (Hayes, 

2017). This method provides an optimal way for the researchers to explore the underlying 

mechanism or process of relations among variables based on theory (MacKinnon & 

Fairchild, 2009; MacKinnon & Pirlott, 2015). Researchers can generate hypotheses about 

different causal mechanisms and thus produce a number of different predictions. Thus, 

mediating analysis is prominent in psychology, marketing and tourism research (Altunel 

& Erkurt, 2015; MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007; Zhao, Lynch Jr, & Chen, 2010). 

Currently, there are three major approaches to evaluate the mediated effect: (1) casual 

steps, (2) Sobel test, and (3) bootstrapping method. The casual steps approach is the most 

widely used approach to evaluate the mediation effect proposed by R. M. Baron and 

Kenny (1986). This approach requires the researcher to estimate a series of tests of 

regression coefficients in the model and then ascertain whether the mediation effects exist 

or not. Depite its propularity, however, this four-step casual approach has been receiving 

increasing criticism regarding its logic and power (Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007; Hayes, 

2009; Zhao et al., 2010). For example, it is possible for an indirect effect to exist even 

though one of the paths is not significant (Hayes, 2009). Additionally, simulation studies 

have indicated that the causal steps approach is the lowest method in power for assessing 

the intervening variable effects.  

The Sobel test is another commonly used approach for testing the significance of a 

mediated effect, which is based on the multivariate delta standard error (Sobel, 1982). 

This approach is more accurate than the casual steps explained above. However, this 

approach has also been criticized for its lower statistic power (MacKinnon, Lockwood, 

Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002). Sobel test evaluates a given sample based on the normal 

distribution, so small sample sizes and skewness of the sampling distribution can be 

problematic.  
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Bootstrapping is a non-parametric resampling technique that can build an empirical 

approximation of the sampling distribution by taking repeated samples (e.g., 5000 

repeated samples) from the observed dataset. Bootstrapping does not rely on the 

assumption of normality. As such, the bootstrapping method provides some advantages 

when compared with the above mentioned two approaches, primarily an increase in power. 

Different from the Sobel test, the inference of the bootstrapping approach is based on an 

estimate of the indirect effect itself, which does not violate assumptions of normality of 

the sampling distribution (Hayes, 2017). In addition, this method provides point estimates 

and confidence intervals by which the researcher can evaluate the significance of a 

mediation effect. Furthermore, a simulation study indicates that bootstrapping is one of 

the more powerful and valid methods for testing intervening variable effects (MacKinnon, 

Coxe, & Baraldi, 2012; J. Williams & MacKinnon, 2008).  

Mediation analysis is employed in this study to explore the relationships among the 

antecedents of tourist experience value. Given the shortcomings of the causal steps 

approach and Sobel test, this study adopts the bootstrapping method (MacKinnon, 

Lockwood, & Williams, 2004; Preacher & Hayes, 2008) to test the mediated effect of 

tourist co-production between tourist experience value and three exogenous variables of 

antecedents.    

3.6 Ethical Considerations 

Ethical considerations are specified as one of the most important parts of the research, 

which inhabit each phase of the research process (Sobočan, Bertotti, & Strom-Gottfried, 

2019). Ethical issues may occur when conducting the research. For example, whether 

there is harm to participants is one of the crucial considerations when collecting data. In 

addition, invasion of privacy and the involvement of deception should also be a focus (E. 

Bell, Bryman, & Harley, 2018). This research is considered low risk since the semi-

structured interviews in Study 1 and face-to-face surveys in Study 2 were conducted 

around general issues regarding tourist experience value. Nevertheless, efforts and careful 

considerations would be taken to minimize any potential harm to research participants. 

This thesis was granted ethical clearance (GU Ref No: 2017/063) by Griffith University’s 

Ethics Officer prior to commencing data collection (See Appendix C). 

The following two ethical considerations represent the most important issues related to 

the current study. First, informed consent was provided by the participants when doing 
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the interviews or disseminating the questionnaires in Huangshan. The informed consent 

aimed to ensure that the subject’s participation was fully informed and voluntary, based 

on an understanding of what the study is about. The researcher explained to the 

participants the purposes and expected outcomes of the research to enable potential 

respondents to decide whether they wished to volunteer or not. Moreover, participants 

had the right to withdraw from the study at any stage if they wished to do so. Second, the 

privacy and anonymity of the research participants was another important ethical 

consideration. This was achieved by asking respondents not to indicate their names or 

contact details anywhere on the questionnaire. Their names were not used in any written 

material concerning the research and, instead, the researcher provided a unique 

identification number on their data to ensure anonymity at all times. 

3.7 Summary  

In conclusion, this chapter has provided an outline and description of the research 

methodology undertaken in this thesis. In doing so, this chapter has justified the adoption 

of a pragmatic paradigm, as well as the rationale for the selection of a sequential 

exploratory mixed methods design approach for data collection. In addition, the chapter 

has justified the selection of Huangshan as the research context. Next, detailed 

descriptions of qualitative and quantitative data collection and analysis procedures are 

presented. Last, the ethical considerations of this thesis are discussed.  
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Chapter 4 – Qualitative Results 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the findings of the data from semi-structured interviews conducted 

in Huangshan. The main objective of these interviews is to explore tourist experience 

value and tourist co-production behaviours at the destination. The results aid our 

understanding experience value and co-production from tourists’ perspectives and also 

help to build hypotheses and develop measurement items for constructs that do not have 

validated scales in the previous literature.  

Chapter 4 is structured as follows: first, it presents the demographic backgrounds of the 

participants. Next, the chapter presents the empirical findings of the dimensionality of 

tourist experience value and their relation to the existing literature. Following this, the 

chapter introduces the findings related to tourist co-production behaviours in the 

destination, that is, tourist physical interaction and social interaction.  

4.2 Profile of Interviewees 

A total of 50 semi-structured face-to-face interviews were conducted with tourists in 

Huangshan. The sample profile of interviewees is provided in Table 4.1. Interviewees 

reported a wide range in age, education, and place of residence. The sample consisted of 

26 women (52%) and 24 men (48%). Fifty-four per cent of the respondents were 20-30 

years old, and thirty-two percent were 40-50 years old. Most of the interviewees (70%) 

held a bachelor’s degree or above. The names of the interviewees have been changed to 

guarantee anonymity. 

Table 4.1 Profile of Interviewees 

Code Gender Age Occupation Education 

TP1 F 30s Corporate employee Bachelor 

TP2 M 40s Corporate employee Bachelor 

TP3 M 20s Student Bachelor 

TP4 M 20s Government officer Bachelor 

TP5 F 20s Student Postgraduate 
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TP6 M 20s Student Postgraduate 

TP7 F 40s Corporate employee High school 

TP8 F 50s Retired High school 

TP9 F 20s Corporate employee Diploma 

TP10 F 30s Self-employed Diploma 

TP11 M 20s Corporate employee Bachelor 

TP12 F 20s Accountant Bachelor 

TP13 M 60s Retired Postgraduate 

TP14 F 50s Retired Postgraduate 

TP15 M 60s Retired Postgraduate 

TP16 M 60s Retired Postgraduate 

TP17 F 20s Student Bachelor 

TP18 M 20s Corporate employee Bachelor 

TP19 F 20s Corporate employee Postgraduate 

TP20 M 60s Self-employed Diploma 

TP21 M 30s Corporate employee Postgraduate 

TP22 M 20s Corporate employee Diploma 

TP23 F 40s Teacher Bachelor 

TP24 F 40s Lawyer Bachelor 

TP25 M 20s Student Bachelor 

TP26 M 20s Student Bachelor 

TP27 F 20s Student Bachelor 

TP28 M 50s Engineer High school 

TP29 M 30s Corporate employee Diploma 
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TP30 M 70s Retired High school 

TP31 M 70s Retired High school 

TP32 F 20s Student Bachelor 

TP33 M 50s Retired Diploma 

TP34 F 40s Corporate employee Bachelor 

TP35 F 40s Government officer Bachelor 

TP36 F 50s Engineer Postgraduate 

TP37 F 30s Teacher Postgraduate 

TP38 M 20s Engineer Bachelor 

TP39 F 30s Self-employed Bachelor 

TP40 F 30s Teacher Postgraduate 

TP41 M 60s Corporate employee Bachelor 

TP42 F 50s Corporate employee Postgraduate 

TP43 F 50s Corporate employee Bachelor 

TP44 F 30s Government officer Postgraduate 

TP45 F 50s Retired Diploma 

TP46 F 50s Government officer Bachelor 

TP47 M 30s Corporate employee High school 

TP48 M 20s Corporate employee Bachelor 

TP49 M 50s Self-employed High school 

TP50 F 30s Corporate employee Diploma 

 

4.3 Qualitative Results – Tourist Experience Value  

This section provides the empirical findings from the interviews about tourist experience 

value. This research proposes that tourist experience value at a destination includes seven 
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4.3.1 Theme 1: Aesthetic Value  

Aesthetic value refers to a person’s sense of beauty and sensory responses to their 

surroundings. This dimension is one of the most important kinds of experience value that 

tourists gained during their visit to Huangshan. When expressing their experience views 

of Huangshan, tourists interviewed described what they had seen at this heritage 

destination, focusing on the beautiful scenery they perceived. Many tourist participants 

used positive evaluative terms such as “stunning scenery”, “incredible views”, 

“breathtaking scenery”, “picturesque”, “magnificent”, and “spectacular” to describe 

the aesthetic experience value they obtained from visiting Huangshan.  

This is because Huangshan has many tourist attractions considered to provide an aesthetic 

experience. As mentioned earlier, there are two world heritage sites in Huangshan, Mt. 

Huangshan, and the ancient villages of Hongcun and Xidi. In addition, Huangshan also 

has many other high-quality tourist attractions, such as Tunxi Ancient Street, Mt. Qiyun, 

and Emerald Valley, etc. These tourism resources have various aesthetic attributes. For 

example, Mt. Huangshan, known as ‘the loveliest mountain of China”, includes many 

granite peaks and rocks, ancient pine trees, sea of clouds, etc. Participants described their 

aesthetic experience value as follows: 

It (Mt. Huangshan) is very beautiful. The views are breathtaking. After I 

climbed Mt. Huangshan, I think there is no necessity to visit the other five 

famous mountains in China.  (TP10)  

I have climbed lots of mountains, but I think Mt. Huangshan is one of the 

most beautiful mountain sites I have ever visited. No matter how you take 

the photos of the mountain, it’s all beautiful scenery and it’s worth it. We 

like to take photos. It’s beautiful to take photos anyway. (TP8) 

The white walls and grey tiles of the Hui-style architecture with the red 

lanterns in front of the house looks so harmonious, and the horse-head 

gables are unique to this area. I feel it is particularly beautiful and 

picturesque scenery. It is really “the ancient village in Chinese paintings.” 

(TP36) 

The perceived beauty goes beyond the visual and engages all senses. During the 

experience, tourists’ attention is engaged and they are fascinated by particular objects 
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(Marković, 2012). For example, TP32 described her aesthetic experience in Mt. 

Huangshan as:  

I found Mt. Huangshan scenery is particularly beautiful and attractive. 

Especially when I climbed to the top of the mountain and saw the sea of 

clouds, I was deeply fascinated by the heavenly clouds fluttering around 

the mountain. At that moment, there was only the scenery left in my eyes. 

(TP32)   

Another described her aesthetic experience in the ancient village Hongcun as a kind of 

time travel. She said: 

 The impression of Hongcun can be described in two words - elegant and 

tranquil. The Hui style scenery is more beautiful with the reflection in the 

lake. When you walk on the small lanes, you seemed to have travelled 

through time and space to become a woman of Hui style. (TP40) 

Visitors’ experiences and appreciation of the beauty of the heritage destination are not 

only affected by the quality of the natural and cultural landscape resources in the heritage 

destination, but also subject to their personal knowledge, skills and prior experiences. 

That is, the beauty of the tourist destination is uniquely judged and appreciated (Kirillova 

et al., 2014). In fact, Mt. Huangshan has many tourist attractions of strangely shaped pine 

trees and rocks, and the appreciation of the beauty of these attractions depends on the 

imagination of tourists in thinking about these. For example, TP39 told about her aesthetic 

experience:  

I am a little afraid of heights. In addition, I have not been able to 

understand the meanings of those landscapes. Just like the scenic spot of 

Monkey Watching the Sea, I feel like it’s just a stone, and I can’t 

appreciate these pictographic stones. (TP39) 

 Nevertheless, this did not affect her overall positive experience in Huangshan. She was 

satisfied with her exploration of the attractions and found Huangshan impressive and 

strikingly beautiful.  

To appreciate a cultural landscape as providing aesthetic value, tourists need to have 

relevant knowledge. For example, in the tourist attractions of Hongcun, Xidi, and Tunxi 

Ancient street, there are examples of calligraphy, sculpture and painting. To understand 
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and appreciate the beauty of Hui culture in Huangshan, some historical and cultural 

knowledge of Huizhou is required. Tourists can obtain this knowledge of the destination 

by reading interpretation signage, listening to the guide's explanation, or through the 

internet. 

Tourists judge the level of aesthetic value based on their previous tourism experiences. 

They usually compare between similar destinations they have visited before and the 

current destination. For example, TP10 said that she had visited Mt. Wulingyuan and Mt. 

Huangshan before, “and the scenery was not that bad. But the scenery of Mt. Huangshan 

is richer (than them), with a sea of clouds and various pine trees.”   

In addition, perceived aesthetic value is affected by situational factors, such as the weather 

conditions and the number of other tourists on that day. For example, if you want to see 

the beautiful scenery of the sea of clouds or the sunrise of Mt. Huangshan, there must be 

certain climatic conditions. If the fog is too thick, it will affect the visual experience of 

visitors. TP38 expressed his regret after visiting Mt. Huangshan when he reported,  

When I was climbing the mountain, the fog was so heavy that I couldn’t 

see anything. When I went down the mountain the next day, there was 

strong heavy fog again. So, there are a lot of places that you want to 

experience, but you can’t see them. (TP38)   

4.3.2 Theme 2: Positive Emotional Value  

The second important aspect of experience value tourists acquired relates to positive 

emotion. In this study, positive emotional value refers to the tourists’ pleasant feelings 

toward the destination characteristics and represents the affective aspect of the experience 

value. When talking about the positive emotional value experienced, participants 

expressed a wide range of feelings, such as joy, excitement, surprise, contentment, and 

amusement. 

On the one hand, tourists’ positive emotional value can come from their evaluative 

judgement and interpretation of the destination’s environment features. According to the 

stimulus organism response theory (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974), the destination’s 

environmental features (e.g., landscape, atmosphere, social factors), as a stimulus, can 

provoke the individual’s positive emotional states and cognitive condition. For example, 
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TP26 felt happy when seeing the sunrise at the top of Mt. Huangshan: “I felt very happy, 

especially when the sun rose, I exclaimed and felt very surprised.” 

TP5 recalled her visit to the ancient village of Hongcun as a positive experience:  

It was an amazing experience to stay here (Hongcun), a well-preserved 

village and unique Hui style architecture. To my surprise and delight there 

were around 1000 art students setting up with easels around the lake. 

Although the village was not big, it was a real pleasure. (TP5) 

TP48 encountered different weather conditions during his trip to Huangshan; however, 

this did not influence his affective states, and he said: “We were very happy in every 

weather condition, that is, we had different moods and feelings in different weather. 

Anyway, the overall experience in Huangshan is contentment and positive.” 

Positive emotional value was also derived from actively engaging in tourism activities, 

such as taking photos, sharing travel experiences, tasting the local cuisine, and interacting 

with other people: 

I really enjoyed walking along the old street (Tunxi Ancient Street). I took 

a lot of photos. There were lots of interesting craft shops, cafes and 

restaurants. The local food was interesting too, especially the "Hairy 

Tofu". I loved it! (TP17) 

These tourist emotional experiences are not static; rather, they are a dynamic state, and 

often fluctuate due to encountering different events at the destination. Although the main 

goal of tourists is to pursue a pleasant experience, their holiday experience at Huangshan 

can include both positive and negative emotions. This is consistent with research showing 

that emotions vary on a day-to-day basis during the trip (J. Kim & Fesenmaier, 2015; 

Nawijn, Mitas, Lin, & Kerstetter, 2013). Thus, tourists’ positive emotional value is a 

holistic evaluation. For example, TP11 described his fluctuating experience:  

When I first started climbing (Mt. Huangshan), I felt a little bored and also 

tired. But then there were also times when I felt happy and surprised. 

Especially when I came out after having dinner on the mountain, I looked 

at the sky and found the Big Dipper. I felt that my life was perfect—very 

excited and happy. (TP11) 
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TP22 expressed a similar experience, which included both positive and negative 

emotional experiences, but with the overall experience being positive. He said: 

Traveling alone is indeed boring. But when I see the beautiful scenery, I 

felt happy again. It was a pity that I didn't see the sunrise because it rained 

in the morning, but I felt delight to see the sea of clouds when I went down 

the mountain. In general, I felt happy. I think this trip is worthwhile! (TP22) 

In fact, tourists seek positive and pleasurable benefits through experiential consumption. 

They are more inclined to express their experiences at the destination with positive 

emotional value, which adds to the hedonic feature of the holiday experience (Hosany & 

Gilbert, 2010). Therefore, in this study, tourists’ emotional experiences are measured in 

terms of a holistic positive evaluation.  

4.3.3 Theme 3: Restoration Value  

Restoration value is the third important emerging theme of experience value. This refers 

to the rest, relaxation, and revitalization benefits tourists acquired during the visit. 

Participants reported that travelling in Huangshan gave them opportunities to escape from 

daily stresses and provided cognitive rest from the mental and physical fatigue of daily 

life. Restoration value can be divided into mental restoration and physical relaxation.  

Mental restoration mainly refers to an individual’s sense of psychological detachment and 

being disengaged from the normal work environment and routine. Tourist participants 

valued being able to get away from the stresses and strains of work or family-related 

issues: 

I think traveling here is a kind of release for my mood and body. I can 

experience different environments and different customs. That is, my 

whole body feels relaxed—no burden, no pressure. But I rarely have this 

feeling at work. I need to work from 9 to 5 every day in the bustling city. 

After I get home from work, I also have to take care of my children and 

families. (TP46) 

TP24 expressed a similar view. Her main goal in visiting Huangshan was to relax and get 

away from the routine and her busy schedule: 
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Because the stress in life and work is relatively high, the two of us agreed 

to travel for relaxation, and then we hit it off. In fact, people are like this; 

they work hard every day. A person who must be a slave feels tired. After 

travelling outside, maybe your mind is empty and you don't have to think 

about anything. However, when you return to work, you will feel that your 

energy is depleted again. (TP24)  

In addition, the tourism destination provides a different, relaxed environment providing 

tourists “space and time to be me”. TP19 really enjoyed the natural environment, as it 

was completely different from the feeling of an urban area. In nature environments such 

as Huangshan, she could be totally empty (Chinese: 放空) and return to her own purest 

moment.  

TP16, 60 years old, felt younger when he travelled in Huangshan. He felt that he had no 

obligation to perform work-related tasks: 

 When travelling here (Huangshan), my psychological age would drop to 

about 12 years old. So, sometimes I would have some seemingly naïve 

actions. This was actually because I was really relaxed at that moment, 

and, in fact, I had left all the so-called class figures behind. We are just 

friends, coming out to travel and relax together, so we can talk about 

everything here. (TP16) 

Another participant he felt he had more freedom to do things that he would not dare to do 

normally. Another interviewee, TP48, reported: “I think that as a tourist here, I will be a 

bit naughtier. I mean, I feel more freedom, more relaxed, and therefore freer in behaviour. 

For example, I started to eat more delicious food here.” (TP48) 

While mental restoration is important, physical recovery is also another important aspect 

of restoration experience value. Physical restoration refers to physical relaxation and 

attention restoration, such as breathing fresh air, physical exercise (e.g., climbing Mt. 

Huangshan), and relaxation of the senses. The restorative environments of tourism 

destinations provide an important platform for tourists to get away, and contain stimuli 

that engage tourists’ attention (Kaplan, 1995).  
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For example, the natural environment of Huangshan can stimulate tourists' senses and 

enable an individual to rest and rejuvenate. As their attention was captivated by the 

surrounding environments, they began to feel refreshed: 

When I looked at the flowers in the village of Lucun, I can also hear the 

sound of streams and watch the butterflies and bees flying freely. I felt that 

they were really comfortable. I watched all the beautiful things silently 

there, feeling very relaxed and peaceful. I don’t need to think about 

anything, just empty my heart. (TP50) 

I usually live in the city, so I like to visit the countryside, such as Hongcun, 

which makes me feel very relaxed and comfortable. When I came here, I 

just wanted to walk around to greet the locals and dogs or chat with 

friends, which made me feel far away from the stress and turmoil of work 

and life. I don’t need to visit all the attractions, but I think it’s good to just 

come here for relaxation. (TP5) 

In addition, the city of Huangshan has good air quality, which gave tourists from polluted 

areas a good opportunity to breathe fresh air and promote physical health. For example, 

participants TP10 and TP45 came from Beijing and had similar views. TP10 said: “The 

sunshine and air here are very good and the environment is very clean. So, it is in a 

particularly comfortable environment, without feeling depressed."  

Here you can walk among the mountains and forests and breathe the fresh 

air freely. This is very important to one who has lived in Beijing for a long 

time. Although I don’t need to care too much about the smog in Beijing, to 

put it mildly, the colour of snivel is grey every morning. It is white here. It 

is indeed different. (TP45) 

In 2018, the air quality of Huangshan ranked No.1 in the Anhui province and ranked No.2 

among the 169 key monitored cities in China. In particular, in 2019, there were 350 days 

with excellent air quality at Mt. Huangshan. The forest of Mt. Huangshan covers 98.3% 

of the land, giving it the reputation of being a "natural oxygen bar". This excellent 

environmental quality is an important factor in attracting tourists. Especially after the 

outbreak of Covid-19, people have placed more emphasis on health-related experience 

value and a tourism destination’s natural environmental quality.  
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4.3.4 Theme 4: Social Relationship Value 

Social relationship value is the fourth important theme of co-created tourist experience 

value. In this study, social relationship value relates to togetherness, connectedness, 

affiliation, and a sense of belonging that tourists gained during their travel. Most tourism 

activities are social in nature. That is, they involve people getting together and socializing 

when participating in tourism activities. In fact, tourist participants often use sentence 

patters such as, ‘we visited…’ and ‘our trip…’ when describing their tourism experiences.  

Tourists seek a good opportunity to connect, especially with family members and friends. 

One participant (TP36) explained she had worked in Canada and did not get time to spend 

time with her parents. Thus, she took the opportunity to travel with her parents together 

to enjoy the pleasure of bonding. She further elaborated:  

I always feel that I owe my parents, so my main purpose this time is to 

accompany my parents to travel and have a look. I feel very good when we 

come together. And with such beautiful scenery, my parents feel happy, so 

I am satisfied. And we talked a lot during the trip. Usually, I am busy with 

my work and I have few opportunities to chat with my parents. We live 

next door when travelling. When we visit the scenic spots, we can walk 

together and have more opportunities to chat. (TP36) 

Travel is a way to deepen friendships and establish meaningful relationships. Relationship 

with companions was often noted as a meaningful and valuable aspect of holidays. TP5 

suggested that existing friendships with fellow participants were strengthened as a result 

of experiencing a place together: 

We’ve been good friends for a long time. Why did we travel together this 

time? Because we are about to graduate. The most important thing is that 

we hope to create some good memories together through our trip. We 

made a commitment to travel together once a year in the future. (TP5) 

For tourist participants accompanied by friends or family, the relationships with those 

individuals were a central component of meaning-making. For example, one respondent, 

TP26, explained that it does not matter where you go to travel; what matters is who to 

travel with. He further elaborated:  



125 
 

Travelling will definitely deepen the relationship with my friends. One 

friend came from Hefei, and the other came from Guangzhou. He took the 

train for more than ten hours. Although it was very hard and tiring, 

everyone was very happy to get together. Because we haven't seen each 

other for many years, we climbed the mountain together, which definitely 

deepened our friendship! (TP26) 

Another participant (TP31) expressed this view more directly. He used to work in 

Huangshan. He left for a long time after he retired. His trip to Huangshan was to reunite 

with his former colleagues and friends. The main intrinsic reward to be achieved from his 

trips was getting together. He declared: “Our purpose in coming here (travelling) is to 

get together. Gathering is the main purpose, watching the scenery is secondary. We really 

enjoyed the feeling of reunion.” (TP31) 

Travelling gives tourists some dedicated time which helps revive and enliven family 

relationships. Family bonds tend to become closer and more cohesive through travelling 

together, the sharing of experiences, and conversations. One of the interviewees stated: 

“I feel very happy to travel with my family because this is a relatively relaxing 

environment. And we see different scenery together and need to help each other during 

the climbing process!” (TP37) 

Tourist participant, TP39, explained that this trip to Huangshan helped her smooth out 

her relationship with her godmother and build happier relationships. By participating in 

tourism activities together, family members elicit feelings of trust and harmony: 

I travelled with my godmother this time. We usually have many differences 

in our living habits. She always takes charge of me, and then there will be 

some quarrels between us. But we didn't have any quarrels during this trip, 

and it was more harmonious. We would adjust and get along with each 

other during the trip, so we had a deeper understanding of each other. 

(TP39) 

Participants frequently described meeting new people and making new friends as a 

valuable benefit of their trip. TP39 explained that she likes to meet different people during 

a journey. If they have common interests or share similar travel schedules, they will travel, 

eat and drink together: 
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Usually, I travel alone. But when I come back from the trip, I am always 

in a pair. When I came back (from Mt. Huangshan) today, five people went 

down the mountain together. We picked up three like-minded friends on 

the journey. It was a great experience. (TP39)  

She further explained that the “picking up” is the process of gaining new friends. Such 

an experience tended to become a significant element of her experience value at 

Huangshan.  

A relaxed travel atmosphere can encourage tourists to try new behaviours and reduce 

mistrust. Tourist participants described relationships of support and encouragement 

during their mountain activities. TP8 said that travelling can make the distance between 

different people disappear.  

TP19 described similar feelings. She and her friend lived in a shared room in Huangshan, 

and the other four people were those she had met for the first time. She explained, 

We talked a lot, and I felt very relaxed and very kind, without any scruples. 

Maybe she is a stranger to you. You may not see her for the rest of your 

life after today. Everyone doesn’t have any masks. However, when I go 

back to work, I always feel that I cannot fully release myself with my 

colleagues. (TP19) 

4.3.5 Theme 5: Educational Value  

Educational value or intellectual growth is the fifth important theme and relates to novelty 

seeking, knowledge acquisition, and broadening horizons during the trip. Findings 

indicated that most of the participants felt they had experienced something new and 

gained new knowledge in Huangshan. In fact, novelty seeking is an important motivation 

to visit Huangshan. 

Travelling offers an important way for tourists to learn about the local natural ecology, 

culture, history, and lifestyle. Every tourism destination has something unique for tourists 

to explore. Tourists like to use the word “unique” to describe their experience in 

Huangshan. TP29 explained that he had learned a lot about local cuisine through his 

colleagues’ explanation during his trip, especially the history of a local speciality, Hairy 

Tofu. He explained, “This (Hairy Tofu) is very interesting and so unique to this region. If 

you don’t come to (Huangshan), you really can't know this interesting knowledge.” (TP29) 
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TP10 explained that although she was from Anhui, she did not know much about 

Huizhou's history and culture and felt quite ashamed. The trip to Huangshan allowed her 

to deepen her understanding of Huizhou culture: “This trip has increased my 

understanding of Huizhou’s history. Huizhou culture itself is vivid and interesting. There 

are also many other arts and crafts, like the She Inkstone, which are difficult to find in 

other parts of China.” (TP10) 

Seeing a new cultural or natural landscape is broadening. Respondent TP1 elaborated:  

I find it very strange that while there is bamboo on the mountains in my 

hometown, there are all pine trees on the mountains here, and the pines 

are all of different shapes. After listening to the explanation of the tour 

guide, I realized that it has something to do with the climate and soil here. 

(TP1) 

Similarly, TP15 stated: 

I think it's an eye-opener for me. There is really such a beautiful place in 

the world. Sometimes I find the pictures (of Mt. Huangshan) on the 

postcard, and I do not believe that they are true. But after I visited, I 

realize that it is true. It was really different. Especially the pine trees that 

grew out of the cracks in the rocks; but obviously there was no soil in that 

place. It’s incredible. (TP15) 

Tourists gained new insights and perspectives during their trip. By being exposed to a 

new place, they gained awareness of new customs, cultures, and people, and developed a 

wider world view. TP5 gained a new aesthetic perspective from the architecture in 

Hongcun, which allowed her to re-examine the difference between Chinese-style beauty 

and European-style beauty:  

In Hongcun, I suddenly felt that the Chinese culture is the most extensive 

and profound. I used to like the European-style beauty very much, but now 

as I travel to more places, I like the Chinese culture and beauty more and 

more. The kind of architecture in Hongcun looks very simple and beautiful. 

So, I will decorate my living room like that in the future. (TP5) 

TP25, a backpacker has travelled to many places and likes to gain new knowledge: 
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You have to travel and see the outside world. You will find that life really 

cannot be confined to a place. For example, the trip to Huangshan—I have 

learned a lot that I didn't know before. In fact, if you look at other people’s 

life experiences, you will find that the difficulties you encounter are 

sometimes nothing at all. (TP25) 

Similarly, two interviewees expressed similar views about expanding their horizons: 

In fact, I gained lots of new things here (Huangshan)! I think the book I 

am most affected by was called ‘Fifty Places You Need to Go in One's Life’. 

Its title page particularly touched me. So, I think life is like a thick book. 

If you only stay in one place, you will have only one page in your life. 

(TP19) 

I like to see what other people’s lifestyles are like, such as the local food 

and customs. Especially from practice, I think I can gain more knowledge. 

You know, there is a Chinese saying: "It is better to travel ten thousand 

miles than to read ten thousand books." (TP10) 

Participants rarely mentioned travelling as a source of formal education but felt they had 

gained a lot of knowledge that could not be acquired from textbooks. In fact, using travel 

as a medium for learning creates a relaxed and fun atmosphere where children will be 

interested in learning and exploring.  

TP23 travelled with her husband and son, and she explained that when she talked to her 

son about her life philosophy and study-related matters during the trip, he was very 

willing to listen. However, if she talks about these things at home, her son would be 

resistant and reluctant to listen attentively. She expressed:  

Because in daily life, he will feel I’m preaching too much. But the situation 

is different during the trip, because it is a very relaxing atmosphere. For 

example, when climbing Mt. Huangshan, we encountered people of 70 or 

80 years old climbing the mountain with a stick. At this time, if you talk to 

him about topics of perseverance, persistence, or overcoming difficulties, 

he will be willing to listen and even continue to discuss with you. So, 

learning knowledge during the journey is conducted to moisten things 

silently. Travelling is a form of education that cannot be replaced by 
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reading textbooks or watching television. Tourists experiencing real life 

may have memories forever.  (TP23) 

This educational value was affected by tourists’ personal knowledge about the cultural 

landscape, otherwise, it was difficult for them to learn, which, in turn, affected their 

educational experience value. TP38, mentioned that he needs to know what he is looking 

at and the history is important to understand. He continued adding: 

For example, for the Hui-style architecture, if there is no-one to explain, I 

can only see some simple or superficial features, like the white walls and 

grey bricks. But I cannot understand the deeper meaning. So only after 

reading the interpretation or listening to the introduction of the tour guide, 

I can understand the true meaning of this kind of architecture. (TP38) 

When he truly understood the meaning behind these architectural structures and cultures, 

he could truly understand the Huizhou culture and this place, which was of great personal 

significance to him. 

 4.3.6 Theme 6: Spiritual Value  

Spiritual value is the sixth theme of experience value in this study. It refers to feelings of 

awe and inspiration, a sense of transcendence and accomplishment, a sense of meaning 

and purpose, and connection to a greater whole. For many Chinese visitors, travelling in 

Huangshan provided many opportunities to explore their inner spirit and gain spiritual 

meanings. 

Travel encompass many activities that challenge individuals, and requires them to 

overcome challenges, hone their skills, and achieve a new level of success (Newman, Tay, 

& Diener, 2014). A sense of accomplishment and transcendence was frequently 

mentioned by tourists when describing their trip experience, specifically when climbing 

Mt. Huangshan.  

TP16 discussed the accomplishment associated with challenging himself and conquering 

his concerns about climbing. He explained that if you do not go through the cold, you will 

not get the fragrant plum blossoms:  

If I didn't climb up by myself today, but instead taking the cable car up and 

down, I might not think that this experience of visiting Huangshan is 
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precious. And the meaning and value of the experience may be weakened. 

But, today, I climbed up the mountain on my two legs. So, when I stood on 

the top of the mountain to appreciate the magnificent scenery, that kind of 

inner joy and feeling is totally different, as if it is a kind of reward obtained 

through challenging oneself. (TP16) 

TP26 noted that the significance of this trip to Huangshan is a process of self-challenge, 

self-exploration, and self-transcendence: 

We climbed for about four hours. Sometimes we felt very tired, but we kept 

insisting on it. At the same time, we constantly encouraged ourselves. 

When we reached the top of the mountain, we had a feeling of sudden relief 

and also a great sense of accomplishment. (TP26) 

Specific natural or cultural features invoke feelings of awe and inspiration. Some tourist 

participants reported the vitality of the pine trees on Mt. Huangshan was a meaningful 

aspect of their trip. Both TP19 and TP30 were shocked by the tenacious vitality of these 

pine trees. This put people in touch with a broader reality greater than themselves: 

When I saw the magnificence of the mountain, I felt that nature is very 

magical and supernatural. Especially the pine tree growing on the rocks, 

but there is no soil at all; you will feel its vitality is very tenacious. Thus, 

compared with nature, human beings are really small. The spectacular 

scene formed by nature for thousands of years can never be matched by 

human beings. (TP19) 

Life is too short compared to nature. You can live up to 100 years old at 

most, or as some TV stations report, you can live to 108 or 110. But after 

all, you are still more than 100 years old. But nature is different, it was 

formed over thousands of years. Therefore, in front of nature, we really 

have to learn to be humble.  (TP30) 

Some tourists were inspired by the local people, culture or lifestyle. For example, TP15 

was touched by the mountain porters and mentioned: “The biggest move in my heart was 

the mountain porters. I dreamed of the mountain porters at night. I specially took photos 

of their backs this morning. I was really moved!” (TP15) 
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Tourists gained new understandings of life through their trip in Huangshan. This included 

deep appreciation for the depth and expanse of life that gives new meaning to their lives. 

For example, TP23 felt that the two days of travelling in Huangshan were different from 

living in a city for 20 days. Climbing Mt. Huangshan gave him a lot of inspiration: 

Especially climbing Mt. Huangshan is really tiring, but I think people still 

need to climb the mountain. At the most difficult time in your life, you think 

it is difficult because you don't know the future. In fact, it's like climbing a 

mountain. You don’t know how difficult the road ahead is! But if you 

withdraw halfway, you won’t be able to enjoy the real beauty. So, 

sometimes, I wonder whether people in the society can grow out of the 

crevices of stones like those pine trees. This spirit is very enlightening to 

people. (TP23) 

TP40 said that people should be more tolerant, just like Mt. Huangshan: 

The more you travel and the more you see, the more relieved and open 

attitude you will have. Just like a mountain, you will become more tolerant. 

And I think travelling can really change the personality and let people 

know how to let go. (TP40) 

Many Chinese tourists enjoy spending tranquil moments in nature and experiencing the 

harmony between nature and their inner spirit. They desire to seek and maintain a 

meaningful connection with nature. One of the respondents commented: “When we 

watched the sunset yesterday, there were not many people on the Aoyu Peak, and it was 

very peaceful. It felt like being integrated with nature, just like a sense of relief.” (TP14) 

Some tourists also derive a sense of pride after their trip to Huangshan. TP18 described 

his feelings of pride as “The mountains and rivers of the motherland are beautiful. China 

is so good!”. Similarly, TP40 and TP46 described their pride in visiting Huangshan:  

As a native of Anhui, when I see the beautiful scenery of Huangshan and 

Anhui, I will post on WeChat moments and tell them that Anhui has these 

beautiful places, and Anhui has a lot of delicious food, and rich culture 

and history. I will be very proud. (TP40) 

I went to many places, but I think China is still the best. I think at least we 

should visit the great rivers and mountains of the motherland first. 
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Huangshan is a symbol and representative of our country’s tourism, even 

the world. Although I came here after so many years, I still came after all. 

So, this feeling is different, I feel very proud! (TP46) 

For some tourists, the trip to Huangshan was a meaningful and purposeful journey letting 

them appreciate the importance and value of life. Tourism activities foster a global sense 

of meaning (Newman et al., 2014). 

TP20 described his feelings of meaningfulness: 

I climbed Mt. Huangshan Mountain when I was 55. I’m 65 years old this 

year, and I want to see if I can still do it and test my physical strength…It 

turns out that my physical condition is still good. I climbed two peaks, so 

I feel very happy and meaningful. (TP20) 

TP19 was on a memorial trip with her friends of 20 years: 

We had previously agreed that we must travel together on the 20th 

anniversary of our acquaintance. We have known each other for just 20 

years this year, so we chose to travel together to Huangshan. We usually 

live in two places, not together. In addition, neither of us is good at 

climbing mountains, so this is also an unforgettable experience. (TP19) 

4.3.7 Theme 7: Economic Value  

Economic value is the last theme of experience value that tourists derived from their trip 

to Huangshan. This construct reflects value for money, acceptable price level, and utility 

derived from their purchase of a holiday. Most tourist participants use comments such as 

“value for money”, “not expensive”, and “worth a visit” to describe their economic 

experience needs.  

TP34 felt that compared with the time, money, and energy she had spent, her trip to 

Huangshan was worthwhile:  

I think this trip is generally worth the money. For example, the tour group 

members are very good, the tour guide is very good, and the scenery is 

really great, so it is worth it. All of our tour members said it was worth it. 

(TP34) 
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Some tourists compared their trip with previous experiences, usually based on similar 

destinations they had visited. For example: 

I think compared with the Mt. Taishan I’ve climbed, it’s very valuable 

because Mt. Huangshan is very big, and you enjoy a lot of beautiful 

scenery. But, there is only one climbing path in Mt. Taishan, and the 

scenery is not as rich as Mt. Huangshan. (TP1) 

TP2 thought a ticket to visit Mt. Huangshan was expensive but, overall, worth it. She 

further emphasized that a high-ticket price for visiting scenic spots (such as Jiuzhaigou 

and Mt. Emei) is a common issue in China. Another participant thought the tickets 

expensive, but still considered the overall cost of his experience in Huangshan was 

worthwhile: 

When I first bought the tickets, I thought it was a bit expensive. Because 

during my whole trip this time, I actually didn't find any more expensive 

tickets than Mt. Huangshan’s. However, after experiencing the beautiful 

scenery of the mountain, I felt it was worth it. (TP18) 

The scenic spots in Huangshan City, including Mt. Huangshan, Hongcun, Xidi and other 

scenic spots, offer discounts to students and the elderly. Participant TP3, a student, was 

eligible to buy half price tickets and noted: “We bought half-price tickets, so I thought it 

was a bargain. The price is acceptable to us. And each scenery spot has its own unique 

characteristics. This is definitely worth the money.” (TP3) 

4.4 Qualitative Results – Tourist Co-Production  

This section discusses tourist co-production or participation behaviours in the heritage 

destination. In this study, tourist co-production refers to the degree to which the tourist is 

involved in producing and delivering services (Pratibha A. Dabholkar, 2015). Tourists 

are co-producers of their own experience value as they are necessary for its performance 

and production. Tourists seek to satisfy different needs and wants through engaging in 

goal-direct tourism activities in the destination. A codebook was developed to help data 

analysis (See Table 4.3). 
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as long as there are interpretations, I will stop and read it. I think reading 

interpretations is more important than just taking photos, which allows me 

to understand Huangshan better. (TP42)    

Both participants TP9 and TP10 mentioned that they would like to search more 

information to better understand Huangshan. This helped them have a deeper 

understanding of the culture and history of Huangshan: 

During this trip to Huangshan, I searched for related information online, 

listened to tour guides, or chatted with local residents to experience this 

place. Then you will find that Huangshan not only has pastoral scenery, 

but also has rich cultural history such as Hui merchants and Hui cuisine. 

(TP10) 

TP9 agreed by stating: “I followed the tour guides to listen to their explanation, 

and sometimes I read the interpretations of the attractions. In fact, you will find 

there is a story behind every calligraphy and painting.” (TP9) 

TP48 noted that when he travels to a place, he usually goes to the local museum first to 

gain an overview of the place. This can help him to understand other attractions easily 

and finally improve his experience value at the destination: 

After I came to Huangshan, I went to the local museum first, and then 

learned about the Huizhou architecture, such as the design of eaves and 

corners. And then I went to Hongcun, so that I could understand the 

architectural structure of Hongcun easily. (TP48) 

TP7 considered learning as an important way to improve her knowledge of the local 

natural ecology in Huangshan: 

I like to read interpretations of the attractions, because some plants are 

not found everywhere. So, I will look at what kind of family it is, what kind 

of flowers it blooms and so on. As you know, there are many kinds of pine 

trees on Mt. Huangshan. So, as long as there are interpretations, I will 

have a look. Even if I can’t remember everything today, I am slowly 

accumulating knowledge. (TP7) 
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Exploration is also an important way for tourists to interact with the local natural and 

cultural environment to gain experience value. Exploration represents a positive and 

active mental state of tourists. Most interviewed tourists actively participated in tourism 

activities, tasted local cuisine, visited famers’ markets, and picked tea, etc., to gain a 

richer tourism experience at the destination. For example, some tourists were willing to 

put in more effort to experience the beautiful scenery. TP40 was happy to wait two hours 

in the cold to witness the beautiful sunset of Mt. Huangshan: 

To watch the sunset, I waited a long time that day. I climbed to the top of 

the mountain at about four o'clock, and then waited for two hours to see 

the sunset until six o'clock. And I was shaking with cold. In fact, many 

people were waiting on the top of the mountain. The sunset was really 

beautiful that day! (TP40) 

Food and souvenirs are not only an important representative of the lifestyle of local 

residents at tourism destinations but also important components of tourist experience. 

Most interviewees actively explored the local cuisines and handcrafts to gain a deeper 

experience in Huangshan. TP41 said:  

“Food is part of the local lifestyle. For example, it would be inappropriate 

for me to eat Peking duck here with my child. So, we experienced the local 

delicacies, such as Fairy Tofu and Soy Braised Mandarin Fish.” In the 

same vein, TP46 offered, “Whenever I go to a city, I must taste the local 

specialists. Because I think the special cuisine of the place is 

representative of the city.”  

Some tourist participants also actively participate in some local special tourism activities 

to better understand the local lifestyle. For example, participant TP43 mentioned she went 

to visit the local farmer’s market to experience the authentic local lifestyle: 

I went to the farmer’s market today. I think that is the authentic life of the 

local people in Huangshan. I can find the authentic local products, 

experience the authentic food of the locals and also the customs in there. 

(TP43) 

TP17 changed her understanding of tea by participating in tea-picking activities with the 

locals: 
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I went to pick tea with the locals yesterday. It was very interesting. After 

picking tea, it was the first time that I learned that the original tea leaves 

are all the same, but because of the different production techniques, the 

tea leaves are separated into different categories. (TP17) 

Taking photographs and sharing them on social media are also important activities 

undertaken by tourists during their trip. Most respondents reported that they had engaged 

in photograph-related activities during their stay in Huangshan. In fact, many studies have 

indicated that taking photographs and sharing pleasant tourism experiences can increase 

tourists’ enjoyment of experiences and strengthen their social relationships (e.g., Diehl, 

Zauberman, & Barasch, 2016; Munar & Jacobsen, 2014; Sotiriadis, 2017), though they 

have different motivations when doing these activities. 

I’ve already posted on the Moments of WeChat. On the one hand, I want 

to share my experience in Huangshan, while on the other hand, I’m telling 

my family that I’m safe and letting them know where I am now. (TP7) 

Whenever I travel to a place, I like to take some photos, post on Weibo, 

and write travel notes. I mainly want to record my feelings and 

experiences. When my friends give me a Like and say that my writing is 

wonderful, I feel very happy and proud. (TP36) 

Although my photography skills are poor, I still like to take pictures and 

post on WeChat. Then my friends will be envious, saying that we don’t 

need to travel if we see your Moments. It is a kind of enjoyment for me 

when hearing these words. In addition, I think this is also a kind of memory 

for when I am old in the future. (TP40) 

Tourist engagement is another important means of increasing the value of co-created 

experience (Johye Hwang & Seo, 2016). In fact, the degree to which tourists enjoy an 

experience can depend on the degree to which they are involved in the tourism experience. 

Some participants expressed they tend to slow down the pace of life, and fully engage 

themselves in the tourism activities at the destination. For example, TP32 noted that she 

fully concentrated and became deeply engrossed while she was watching the scenery in 

Mt. Huangshan: 
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I was standing on the top of the mountain at the time, and I stayed there 

for a long time, just to appreciate the scenery, that is, only the beautiful 

scenery is left in my eyes, and I didn't think of anything else. (TP32) 

Due to the fact that physical surroundings attract a customer’s attention, the quality of 

tourist experience depends on the ability of the tourists to attend to and become involved 

in the experience. TP43 indicated that she had greater engagement with and attention to 

the experience at the destination, which heightened her enjoyment. 

I spent a day there to slowly learn and experience. I am interested in the 

couplet in the ancient village. I think the cultural heritage is deep. If you 

pass by the couplet in a hurry, you will not understand its real connotation. 

I watched it carefully and appreciated it slowly. Then you can understand 

why there are so many Number One Scholars in such a remote village in 

Huangshan. (TP43) 

Engaged participation in tourism activities, either in physical or mental terms, can lead to 

greater enjoyment. Some participants would like to invest more time and effort during 

their trip at the destination. They devote themselves to slowly enjoy local tourism 

activities. As TP4 said: “I like to experience the scenery with my heart, such as sitting 

quietly on the rocks to look at the peak,” (TP4).  

Another interviewee (TP40) explained:  

I sit in a café shop in the ancient street today, basking in the sun, drinking 

coffee, and listening to music. I enjoy watching the scenery along the way 

and experiencing the local culture slowly, instead of rushing from this 

attraction to the next one. (TP40) 

4.4.2 Theme 2: Social Interaction  

Social interaction is the second important dimension of tourist co-production behaviours 

in the destination. It refers to the personal interactions between tourists and other people. 

Tourism destinations are socially constructed, and many forms of tourism activities 

involve social interactions. Therefore, tourist experience value is also influenced by the 

people component of the destination environment. According to participants’ descriptions, 

four types of social interaction are generated at the heritage destination: interaction with 
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travel companions, interaction with service employees, interaction with local residents, 

and interaction with other tourists at the heritage destination. 

Interaction with travel companions  

The most frequent social interaction is interaction with their own group members, such 

as family or friends. Companionship has a positive effect on tourist participants’ 

evaluation of experience value. The findings demonstrated that getting along and having 

a good time with travel companions was regarded as an important determinant of 

experience value. Many tourist participants preferred to use “we” rather than “I” to 

describe their experiences in Huangshan. For example, the participant, TP21, expressed 

he enjoyed travelling with family members together. He further noted: "On the one hand, 

we can share the beautiful things we see on the way. After all, we have different angles 

or feelings. At the same time, we can also help each other on the way." 

TP37 shared her similar views when describing her experience at Huangshan. She said: 

“It’s very joyful to travel with my family in Huangshan. For example, we helped and 

encouraged each other when climbing Mt. Huangshan. Moreover, travelling is a 

relatively relaxing activity.” (TP37) 

In addition, the destination provides tourists with a relatively relaxed environment 

different from daily life, which creates many new opportunities for them to have different 

interactions. For instance, both participants TP11 and TP48 indicated that they had more, 

or deeper, interactions with their travel companions because of the destination’s relaxed 

atmosphere. One said: “When travelling here, there is no sense of superior and 

subordinate with the leaders. Everyone just comes out to relax. So, our conversation with 

the leader would be more relaxed and chattier.” (TP11) 

The other participant (TP48) commented: 

We don’t live in the same city, so we meet each other rarely. But when you 

travel together, you start to talk a lot about the past, and you talk more 

deeply on some topics. It is this kind of tourism destination atmosphere 

that you feel is different from usual. We may not be able to talk so much, 

if we are at classmate reunion activities. So, we talked a lot during the trip 

to Huangshan. (TP48) 
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Interaction with other tourists  

Interactions with other tourists also affected tourists’ evaluation of social interaction. 

Tourist experiences are usually in the presence of other tourists. Interaction and 

connection with other tourists are opportunities to satisfy tourists’ social needs and also 

make experiences more enjoyable. Many tourists reported that they had positive 

interactions with other tourists at the destination, from simple greetings and mutual 

encouragement to becoming friends and travelling together.  

Participants interacted and shared travel information with other tourists during the trip. 

Talking with others enabled tourists to feel encouraged and connected. TP19 said that she 

had chatted with some other tourists during her trip to Huangshan. Although they were 

all simple chats, this made her journey more relaxed. 

I have talked to some other tourists on the way, basically just talked about 

where you were from, how was your itinerary, and some other simple chats. 

In addition, I also hoped to find people with good physical strength 

through chats to bring them with me to climb the mountain together. (TP19) 

Sharing of tourism experiences builds a sense of community and creates a special bond 

with others. Participant TP2 lived in a six-person room with bunk beds in Beihai Hotel 

on Mt. Huangshan. This allowed him lots of opportunities to chat with other tourists, 

which made his travel more relaxing and meaningful: 

We didn't know each other before, but everyone’s personality is very 

outgoing. We also established a WeChat group at night, and we are still 

chatting until now. Because everyone has travelled to different places, we 

talked a lot, and everyone talked about his travel experience and different 

feelings. (TP2) 

Interaction with other tourists can also make their journey more meaningful and even 

bring new perspectives. Respondent TP5 elaborated: “We met an old couple in their 

sixties, a particularly lovely couple. The way they quarrel is very sweet, they are 

especially happy. I just hope I can live like this at the age of 60.”  

Interaction with service employees  

Personal interaction between tourists and service employees is a significant component 

of most tourism service experiences. The participants were positive about their interaction 
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with staff employed by tourism operators. The personal interaction between the tourists 

and the service employees has a positive impact on their experience value. TP6 reported: 

“I think that the human atmosphere in Huangshan is pretty good. Whether it is the owner 

of a hotel, a small merchant, a waiter, they are very enthusiastic and do not deceive 

tourists. I think this is great!”. 

Participant TP24 thought that the quality of service in Huangshan was very high. This 

excellent service quality led to positive attitudes for tourists. She further mentioned: 

After we came out of the Yunhai hotel after breakfast, I began to smoke. 

Either the policeman or the hotel staff kindly came to remind me to go to 

the smoking area. In fact, this reminder is a kind behaviour. Because in 

all places, it is written that smoking beyond this area is subject to a fine. 

But no one really wants to fine you. (TP24) 

The ability to respond appropriately to tourists’ needs had a strong effect on their 

experiences. For example, TP5 noted: 

The owner of the place where we live is particularly hospitable. We 

arrived late that day. A friend of mine caught a cold during the day. I asked 

the boss to help make some ginger tea, and the owner made a pot and 

delivered it to the room. We feel full of warmth and happiness. (TP5) 

Interaction with local residents   

Interaction with the local residents is also one of the fundamental and important elements 

in tourist social interaction. The quality of interaction between tourists and local residents 

contributes to tourists’ positive perceptions and experiences.  Most of the participants had 

some direct and positive interactions with local residents that they considered to constitute 

an authentic travel experience. 

There are local residents living in many ancient villages in Huangshan. The residents are 

important participants in tourism development, and also part of the tourist experience. In 

the ancient village of Hongcun and Xidi, many residents participate in tourism by selling 

traditional souvenirs or providing restaurants, snack bars, and houses for accommodation. 

These residents have a traditional lifestyle, but their ordinary lives overlap with tourism, 

especially through staged activities and supporting services. 
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Participant, TP6, liked to ask local people for travel-related information, which he thinks 

is of higher quality than online travel information: “I sometimes chatted with locals, such 

as asking them which restaurant is better. After all, they are locals, so this is far more 

reliable than the online information” (TP6) 

By interacting with the local residents, tourists can obtain authentic experiences. TP39 

mentioned: “When I travel to a place, I like to habitually chat with the local people. In 

this way, I can learn more about local folk customs and the authentic life situation in the 

region.” (TP39) 

Similarly, TP10 was happy to communicate with the locals, and reported that engaging 

with locals opened her eyes to a new and unique experience: 

For example, a local person told me that when he was young, his house 

was like a stilt building, and it was later demolished because the dam was 

built and flooded. It turned out that many old houses were demolished, 

which is a big pity. (TP10) 

The information she obtained through the locals about the destruction of the ancient 

houses touched her deeply. If she had not talked with locals, it would be difficult for her 

to know about this information.  

TP38 liked to communicate with local people wherever he went, so that he can have a 

deeper understanding of a place. For example, when he visited Hongcun this time, he 

chatted with local villagers and learned a lot about the tourism history of Hongcun. He 

went on to add that this information is difficult to find from other sources. Chatting with 

the local residents was a valuable part of this journey.  

4.5 Summary 

Chapter 4 has reported the findings of the qualitative study of phase 1. The interview 

findings have mainly identified the dimensions of tourist experience value and tourist co-

production behaviours at the heritage destination, Huangshan. These findings help to 

support the conceptual model proposed in Chapter 2. 
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Chapter 5 Quantitative Results 

5.1 Chapter Introduction  

This chapter aims to address the research questions and test the hypotheses proposed in 

Chapter 2. First, the pilot survey data are analysed to examine the feasibility of an 

approach and identify modifications needed in the design of main survey. Second, this 

chapter presents the findings of the main survey. It begins with data screening process, 

and the profiles of respondents are subsequently presented. The descriptive statistics for 

each construct are discussed. EFA and CFA are conducted for all the constructs. The final 

first- and second-order overall measurement models are conducted by merging all latent 

variables. Then, the structural equation model (SEM) is carried out to test the proposed 

hypotheses. Finally, the mediating effects of tourist co-production in tourist experience 

value co-creation process are assessed.  

5.2 Pilot Study Results 

5.2.1 Data Screening  

In the pilot study, data screening and cleaning were conducted before the descriptive 

statistics and exploratory factor analysis to guarantee that data were appropriate. First, no 

missing values were found for the pilot study as these were identified and corrected at 

time of completion of the survey. If any missing items were noted after the survey was 

returned, the respondents were asked to fill them in. This was confirmed during data 

screening using the frequency function of SPSS 25.0; missing values were not identified. 

However, some respondents who completed all data items in the entire survey using the 

same response were excluded. That is to say, same responses of "straight-liners” (those 

who selected the same response to blocks of questions) were not considered as a valid 

sample for further analysis (C. Lewis & D'Alessandro, 2019). In addition, respondents 

who gave wrong answers for the inattentive questions were also excluded. In total, 27 

questionnaires were screened out. This resulted in 183 valid cases for further analysis.  

Second, the possible univariate outliers were checked. The most commonly used  method, 

namely descriptive analysis, was conducted to examine the minimum and maximum of 

all variables’ scores. All 183 cases were found to be within the defined value range (1 to 

7); thus they were retained for further analysis.  
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Finally, the normality of the pilot data was assessed before undertaking EFA. In this study, 

skewness and kurtosis of item scores were assessed to test the distribution of the observed 

variables. As shown in Appendix G, the absolute values of skewness for the 64 manifest 

variables ranged between -1.286 (AES1) and -0.033 (INV2). The univariate kurtosis 

values ranged from -0.572 (RES3) to 2.615 (DQU1), which were far below the 

recommended threshold value of 3 and 8 (Kline, 2016), indicating that the pilot data were 

normally distributed. Overall, the data set was deemed as satisfactory for further analysis. 

5.2.2 Profile of Respondents 

Table 5.1 shows the basic demographic and trip characteristics of the 183 respondents in 

the pilot study. The number of female respondents was slightly higher than that of the 

male respondents, with 56.3% and 43.7% respectively. The 25-34 age group had the 

highest number of respondents (41.5%), followed by the 18-24 age group (21.9%) and 

the 35-44 age group (21.9%). The educational level of respondents was also examined. 

Almost half of the respondents (47.0%) were found to hold an undergraduate degree, 

followed by diploma (33.3%). Regarding the household monthly income, one third of the 

respondents (31.1%) reported earnings of approximately between RMB$2001 and 

RMB$5000. The category of occupation of the respondents covered a wide range, with 

the majority as company employees (41.0%), followed by students (18.0%) and those 

working in institutional organizations (15.3%).  

To establish the trip characteristics of the respondents, descriptive statistics for travel 

arrangement, and origin of residence by province and the number of times the respondents 

had visited Huangshan were also analysed. More than half of the respondents (65.6%) 

were on their first visit to Huangshan, and 18.6 percent of the respondents were visiting 

Huangshan for the second time. Most of the surveyed tourists came from nearby regions 

or developed areas in China, with Anhui province (23.0%), Beijing (11.5%), and Jiangsu 

province (10.4%) topping the list. Regarding travel arrangements, 70.5% of the 

respondents were undertaking independent tours.  
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Table 5.1 Profile of respondents for the pilot survey 

  Frequency Percentage (%) 

Gender Male 80 43.7 

 Female 103 56.3 

Age 18-24 40 21.9 

 25-34 76 41.5 

 35-44 40 21.9 

 45-54 23 12.6 

 55-64 3 1.6 

 65 or above 1 0.5 

Educational level Middle School or below 1 0.5 

 High school 20 10.9 

 Diploma  61 33.3 

 Undergraduate degree 86 47.0 

 Postgraduate degree 15 8.2 

Monthly Income Less than RMB$2000 38 20.8 

 RMB$2001- RMB$5000 57 31.1 

 RMB$5001- RMB$8000  50 27.3 

 RMB$8001- RMB$10000  18 9.8 

 More than RMB$10001 20 10.9 

Occupation Working in company 75 41.0 

 Civil servant  12 6.6 

 Working in institutional 

organization 
28 15.3 

 Self-employed 22 12.0 

 Retired 3 1.6 

 Student 33 18.0 

 Others 10 5.5 

Residence  Anhui province   42 23.0 

 Beijing 21 11.5 

 Jiangsu province   19 10.4 

 Zhejiang province   18 9.8 

 Shanghai 18 9.8 
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 Guangdong province   14 7.7 

 Fujian province   11 6.0 

 Shandong province   9 4.9 

 Other provinces or regions 31 17 

Frequency of 

visits to 

Huangshan  

1st time 120 65.6 

2nd time 34 18.6 

3rd time 20 10.9 

4th time and above 9 4.8 

Travel mode Independent tour 129 70.5 

 Package tour 34 18.6 

 Organized by working 

organization  
8 4.4 

 Others 12 6.6 

 

5.2.3 Descriptive Statistics 

The complete descriptive statistics, including the mean value, standard deviation, 

skewness, and kurtosis, for the pilot study are provided in Appendix G.  

In relation to the items measuring the dimensions of tourist experience value, all 31 items 

were estimated above the middle point (4.0) of the Likert Scale and the total average score 

of the 31 items was 5.64, indicating tourists’ positive perceptions toward their 

consumption experiences in Huangshan. The standard deviation for all items ranged from 

0.814 to 1.625. The highest ranked four items (AES1, AES3, AES4, and AES2) 

comprised the aesthetic value tourists gained from Huangshan, with mean values of 6.07, 

6.04, 5.96, and 5.92 respectively. The lowest three items were all related to the economic 

value (ECO1, ECO12, and ECO4), with means of 4.72, 4.78, and 5.26 respectively.  

All 13 items measuring the antecedents (i.e., tourist involvement, perceived competence, 

and destination quality) of tourist experience value had a mean value above the mid-point 

(4.0). The standard deviations for all the items were between 0.870 and 1.456. The two 

highest items were rated 5.56 and 5.49 respectively, and both were indicators of the 

destination brand quality (DQU1 and DQU3). The two lowest indicators were related to 

tourist perceived competence (COM5 and COM1), with mean values of 4.86 and 4.92 

respectively.  
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Twelve items measured tourist co-production, where the total average value was 5.42, 

demonstrating that tourists proactively participated in the tourism activities and actively 

interacted with their travel companion, local people, service staff, and other tourists in 

Huangshan. The item ‘I have actively taken lots of photos or videos when visiting this 

heritage destination (PAR4)’ had the highest value of 6.05, followed by the item ‘I have 

actively shared my positive experience of this heritage destination on social media or 

websites (PAR5)’ with value of 5.84. The lowest item was rated 5.07, which referred to 

their cognitive attention dimension when they visited Huangshan. 

All 8 items measuring tourist wellbeing and destination identity, conceptualised as the 

consequences of tourist experience value, had a mean value well above the mid-point 4.0, 

indicating that tourists had a positive appraisal of their life and the destination of 

Huangshan. The average value for tourists’ wellbeing achieved 5.70, while the average 

value of their perceptions of destination identity was 5.29. 

5.2.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis  

5.2.4.1 EFA of Tourist Experience Value  

As outlined in Chapter 3, an EFA with the extraction method of Maximum Likelihood 

(ML) and Promax rotation was conducted (See Appendix G). The KMO was 0.903 and 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity with χ2(465) =3560.72 reached statistical significance 

(p<0.001), indicating the robustness of the EFA analysis. A seven-factor solution was 

identified, explaining 62.37% of the total variance, which supported the originally 

proposed seven-factor model of tourist experience value. All the items’ factor loadings 

were greater than the minimum required value (0.4) recommended by  Hair, Black, Babin, 

and Anderson (2014b), ranging from 0.488 to 0.985. The communalities for each variable 

ranged between 0.391 and 0.836, indicating that the factors accounted for 39.1% to 83.6% 

of the variance of the factors.   

All items were loaded on the proposed factor, and no cross-loadings were found. Factor 

1 ‘aesthetic value’ exhibited the highest variance of 35.72% with a reliability coefficient 

of 0.882, which was followed by the factors of positive emotional value (Variance: 6.87%; 

Reliability: 0.887), economic value (Variance: 6.38%; Reliability: 0.888), social 

relationship value (Variance: 4.54%; Reliability: 0.831), restoration value (Variance: 

3.72%; Reliability: 0.861), educational value (Variance: 3.14%; Reliability: 0.847), and 

spiritual value (Variance: 2.01%; Reliability: 0.816). All seven dimensions’ reliability 
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exceeded the Cronbach’s alpha criterion of 0.70 (Tabachnick et al., 2013), demonstrating 

a sufficient level of validity. Thus, based on above results of the exploratory factor 

analysis, no changes were made for the tourist experience value measurements for the 

main survey questionnaire, given their stable and clear dimensionality. 

5.3.4.2 EFA of Antecedents of Tourist Experience Value  

EFA of the antecedents of tourist experience value (exogenous variables: tourist 

involvement, perceived competence, and destination quality) was performed to evaluate 

the dimensionality and reliability of these measures. KMO was 0.830 and Bartlett’s Test 

of Sphericity was highly significant (χ2(78) =1422.00, p<.000), demonstrating that this 

EFA result fit the data. A three-factor solution explaining 64.51% of the total variance 

was generated, which was consistent with the proposed three-factor structure. The 

communalities for each measurement item ranged from 0.432 to 0.947, contributing 

between 43.2% and 94.7% of the variance to the underlying factors (See Appendix G).  

All items were loaded on the proposed construct, and factor loadings were found to be 

greater than the threshold of 0.4 (Hair et al., 2014b), ranging from 0.638 to 0.981. Factor 

1 was ‘tourist involvement’, which showed the most variance of 27.61% with a reliability 

coefficient of 0.873. Factor 2 was tourists’ ‘perceived competence’, which exhibited the 

variance of 21.44% with a reliability coefficient of 0.869. Factor 3 was ‘destination 

quality’, which displayed a variance of 15.46% with a reliability coefficient of 0.920. The 

values of Cronbach’s alpha If Item Deleted were additionally examined, which showed 

no significant improvement if any of the items would be deleted. This indicated that 

variables consistently and reliably loaded on the corresponding factor. As a result, all 13 

items were retained for the main survey. 

5.3.4.3 EFA of Tourist Co-production  

EFA was conducted to assess the antecedent (endogenous variable: tourist co-production) 

of tourist experience value. The KMO was 0.788 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity with 

χ2(66) =765.38 reached statistical significance (p<0.001), indicating the robustness of the 

EFA analysis. One item (PAR7) was deleted because the factor loading was below the 

threshold of 0.4. The remaining 11 items were performed again using the EFA analysis 

(See Appendix G).  

Two issues were identified as a result of the EFA solution. First, a three-factor solution 

explaining 54.91% of the total variance emerged, which differed from the proposed two-
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dimension construct. Items proposed to measure tourist physical participation loaded 

upon two underlying factors: physical interaction 1 and physical interaction 2 (photo 

taking and experience sharing). Loaded with five items, physical interaction 1 

emphasized tourists’ general active physical interaction with the destination: learning 

about the local history and culture, exploring the destination’s nature and ecology, 

engaging in thinking, etc. Physical interaction 2 stressed tourists’ photo-taking and 

experience sharing activities at Huangshan, with a reliability coefficient of 0.730. Second, 

the factor loading for the item PAR4 experience sharing exceeded 1, reaching 1.046, 

which meant a Heywood case occurred in factor analysis  (Hair et al., 2014b). The 

maximum-likelihood estimation method is especially susceptible to Heywood cases. An 

element of the factor pattern may exceed 1 in an oblique rotation, like the Promax rotation 

method used in this study. Possible causes may include (1) sample size is too small to 

provide stable estimates and (2) too few common factors are extracted (F. Chen, Bollen, 

Paxton, Curran, & Kirby, 2001; Kline, 2016). However, considering tourists’ concerns 

over the importance of photo-taking and experience sharing activities during their trip to 

Huangshan in interviews, these two items were retained to be tested again in the main 

survey. The indicators would be removed from further analysis if EFA using the main 

survey data still obtained the same results. 

The ‘social interaction’ factor (including four items) exhibited the variance of 24.30% 

with a reliability coefficient of 0.788. Cronbach’s alpha values for the three factors were 

all above the minimum suggested threshold of 0.70. Therefore, one item was deleted, and 

the remaining 11 items were selected for the main survey.  

5.2.4.4 EFA of Consequences of Tourist Experience Value 

The EFA of consequences of tourist experience value generated two factors, explaining 

73.83% of the total variance in the underlying construct. The KMO was 0.855 and the 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (p<0.001), demonstrating the item 

correlations were sufficiently large for the analysis. Factor 1 was ‘‘tourist wellbeing’, 

which accounted for 53.44% of the variance in the data; and the second factor ‘destination 

identity’, explaining 20.40% of the variance. Both of the two dimensions exceeded the 

Cronbach’s alpha criterion of 0.70 (Field, 2017) and all items loaded on the intended 

factor, ranging from 0.773 to 0.937, with no cross-loadings in excess of 0.40. 

Communalities for each variable ranged from 0.602 to 0.874, which indicated that factors 
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accounted for approximately 60.2% to 87.4% of the variance in the factor. Thus, all of 

the eight items were retained for the following main survey (See Appendix G). 

In summary, the aim of the pilot study was to purify measurement items for the proposed 

constructs. Only one item (PAR7) was identified as statistically insufficient for measuring 

its relevant construct, thus it was removed from the questionnaire for the main survey. To 

conclude, a total of 63 items remained to measure the proposed constructs. Tourist 

experience value was measured by seven constructs with 31 items. The antecedents 

(exogenous variables) were represented by three constructs with 13 items. The 

antecedents (endogenous variables) were measured by 11 items. The consequences of 

tourist experience value were measured by two constructs with 8 items. In addition, some 

measurements were also adjusted, which include adding more inattentive questions and 

re-location of some items in the questionnaire. The final questionnaire for the main study 

was presented in Appendix F, the results of which are shown next.  

5.3 Main Survey Results  

5.3.1 Data Screening 

Prior to further analysis, the data for the main survey were also screened and cleaned to 

ensure data reliability and appropriateness. Firstly, missing values were examined for the 

main survey. The researcher used the Frequency function of SPSS to check the missing 

values, no missing values were observed in the main data set. The researcher examined 

all 1050 questionnaires carefully and thoroughly again. 30 "straight-liners” were 

eliminated because the participants filled one page or the whole questionnaire on the same 

level of measurement items. Sixty-two cases were further removed from the sample due 

to their failure to pass the attention filters embedded in the questionnaire, resulting in a 

total of 958 useful responses for further analysis.  

Secondly, outliers were detected for the main data set. At first, several outliers were found 

due to data entry errors. The cases were then referred to the original questionnaires for 

adjustment. In addition, all variables were transformed to standardized scores, z scores, 

to further examine the potential outliers. Several cases had standardized scores in excess 

of four, which means that they were potential univariate outliers (Hair et al., 2014b). 

However, this would be normal in a large sample especially in social science, and it would 

be a mistake if deleting the outliers from the data (Denis, 2018; Hair et al., 2014b). 
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Therefore, to maintain the objectivity and authenticity of the data, all the 958 cases of the 

data were retained.  

5.3.2 Normality, Multicollinearity, and Common Method Variance 

Normality was first examined for the main survey dataset. The univariate standardized 

skewness statistics for the variables ranged from -0.948 (AES3) to -0.270 (SOC2). All 

the variables were slightly negatively skewed, which meant all the indicators were larger 

than the mean score. The univariate standardized kurtosis statistics ranged from -0.519 

(SOC2) to 1.202 (ECO2). Regarding kurtosis, all variables had a platykurtic distribution 

(with kurtosis less than 3). All of the absolute values of skewness were below 3.0 and all 

the absolute values of kurtosis were less than 8.0, suggesting that all the variables were 

normally distributed (Kline, 2016). As Hair et al. (2014b) recommend that univariate 

normality can help to achieve multivariate normality, it is probable that there is less 

likelihood of having non-normal distribution in the data. 

Next, tolerance and the variance inflation factor (VIF) were examined to examine if there 

was multicollinearity problem. In this study, the researcher used tourist wellbeing and 

destination identity as the dependent variables respectively and all other constructs as 

independent variables. The VIF values for the two regression models ranged between 

1.350 and 2.056, and the tolerance values ranged from 0.486 to 0.741. Given that the VIF 

values did not exceed the cut-off value of 10 and the tolerance levels all exceeded the cut-

off value of 0.10 (Hair et al., 2014b; M. T. Liu, Wong, Tseng, Chang, & Phau, 2017), it 

was deemed that there were no issues regarding collinearity among the independent 

factors. 

Last, this research adopted the Harman’s one-factor test to examine if the common 

method variance issue existed (Podsakoff et al., 2003). This required conducting an 

unrotated exploratory factor analysis on all the measure items used in this research. As a 

result of EFA, a total of 15 distinct factors were generated, explaining 70.40% of the total 

variance. This rejects the probability of one general factor (Chin, Thatcher, & Wright, 

2012; Tehseen, Ramayah, & Sajilan, 2017). Additionally, the first unrotated factor 

accounted for only 29.59% of the variance in data. Overall, the results indicated that there 

was less likelihood that a significant common method variance exists in this study. 
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5.3.3 Profile of Samples for the Main Survey 

Table 5.2 shows a summary of the social demographic and trip characteristics of the 958 

respondents in the main survey. Within the sample, the number of female respondents 

(52.3%) was slightly higher than the male respondents (47.7%). The age group between 

25 and 34 had the highest number of respondents with 38.6%, followed by 35 years old 

to 44 years old with 26.2%. Together, these two age groups accounted for 64.8% of the 

total respondents. Additionally, the sample population was well-educated. More than half 

of the respondents (55.7%) held university degrees or above, showing a rather high 

educational level of tourists to Huangshan.  

Most were middle income earners, similar to the result of the pilot test. Of the respondents, 

31.8% had a monthly earning between RMB$2001 and RMB$5000 and 26.6% between 

RMB$5001 and RMB$8000. The percentage of lowest and highest monthly income 

accounted respectively for approximately 15%. Respondents varied in their occupation. 

The majority were company employees (40%), followed by the institutional 

organizational employees (18.2%) and the self-employed (13.0%).  

Respondents came from 34 provinces or regions in China. The largest group was from 

Anhui province (20%), followed by Beijing (10.5%), Zhejiang province (8.8%), Jiangsu 

province (7.8%), Fujian province (7.6%), and Shanghai (7.3%). This indicated that most 

of the respondents mainly came from the economic developed areas or those provinces 

with high-speed rail links with Huangshan. 

The profiles of the respondents (i.e. gender, age, educational level, residence) of the main 

survey were compared to the visitor profiles provided by Huangshan Municipal Tourism 

Administration to determine the similarity of the sample to the general population. The 

results demonstrated that the demographic characteristics of main survey respondents was 

similar to the travel profile of visitors to Huangshan collected by the official agency. 

Table 5.2 Profile of respondents for the main survey 

  Frequency Percentage (%) 

Gender Male 457 47.7 

 Female 501 52.3 

Age 18-24 121 12.6 

 25-34 370 38.6 

 35-44 251 26.2 

 45-54 131 13.7 
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 55-64 63 6.6 

 65 or above 22 2.3 

Educational level Middle School or below 43 4.5 

 High school 134 14.0 

 Diploma  247 25.8 

 Undergraduate degree 437 45.6 

 Postgraduate degree 97 10.1 

Monthly Income Less than RMB$2000 140 14.6 

 RMB$2001- RMB$5000 305 31.8 

 RMB$5001- RMB$8000  255 26.6 

 RMB$8001- RMB$10000  114 11.9 

 More than RMB$10001 144 15.0 

Occupation Working in company 383 40.0 

 Civil servant  62 6.5 

 Working in institutional 

organization 
174 18.2 

 Self-employed 125 13.0 

 Retired 53 5.5 

 Student 104 10.9 

 Others 57 5.9 

Residence  Anhui province   192 20.0 

 Beijing 101 10.5 

 Zhejiang province   84 8.8 

 Jiangsu province   75 7.8 

 Fujian province   73 7.6 

 Shanghai 70 7.3 

 Guangdong province   62 6.5 

 Shandong province   41 4.3 

 Hebei province   38 4.0 

 Other provinces or regions 222 29.3 

Frequency of 

visits to 

Huangshan  

1st time 671 70.0 

2nd time 186 19.4 

3rd time 87 9.1 

4th time 14 1.5 

Travel mode Independent tour 676 70.6 

 Package tour 149 15.6 

 Organized by working 

organization  
94 9.8 

 Others 39 4.1 

N=958 
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In addition, a multi-group CFA was conducted to investigate whether invariance of factor 

loadings existed for the seven-factor tourist experience value scale across the calibration 

(N=475) and validation sample (N=483). Multi-group CFA can provide a powerful test 

of measurement invariance to inform the researcher that the performance of the 

measurement model scale is, indeed, equivalent across samples. As suggested by 

Netemeyer et al. (2003), both an unconstrained and full constrained model were 

calculated. The results of the unconstrained model demonstrated good model fit: 

χ2=1206.300, df=162 (p<0.001), χ2/df=1.571, GFI=0.923, TLI=0.969, CFI=0.973, 

RMSEA=0.024 (LO90=0.022, HI90=0.027). Additionally, the results of the fully 

constrained model also indicated satisfactory model fit: χ2=1231.702, df=139 (p<0.001), 

χ2/df=1.557, GFI=0.922, TLI=0.970, CFI=0.972, RMSEA=0.024 (LO90=0.021, 

HI90=0.027). The chi-square difference test between the two models further suggested a 

non-significant difference between the two models ((∆χ2(23) = 25.40, p=0.330 > 0.05). 

Therefore, the factor loadings were invariant across two samples, supporting for the 

generalizability for the tourist experience value scale.  

5.3.4.4 Second-order CFA of Tourist Experience Value  

To confirm whether seven factors were reflective indicators of tourist experience value, 

a second-higher order CFA was carried out (Jarvis, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003). 

Rindskopf and Rose (1988) argue that a higher order model has more parsimonious 

advantage compared to its counterpart first order measurement model. In this study, 

second-order confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using the full data set (N=958). 

Goodness-of-fit indices provided sufficient evidence of a satisfactory fit between the null 

second-order model and the data: χ2 (398) =867.203, p<0.001, χ2/df=2.179, GFI=0.942, 

TLI=0.968, CFI=0.971, RMSEA=0.035 (LO 90=0.032, HI 90=0.038), SRMR =0.0396. 

Considering that the original model had a satisfactory model fit, adding covariance 

between items and deleting items was unnecessary.  

Table 5.7 shows the results of the second-order CFA measurement model for experience 

value. The seven latent variables significantly converge on a common underlying 

construct, with standard factor loadings respectively being aesthetic value (0.690), 

restoration value (0.714), positive emotional value (0.811), educational value (0.749), 

social relationship value (0.748), spiritual value (0.726), and economic value (0.613). 

Although two SMC values (i.e., economic value and aesthetic value) were slightly below 

0.5, indicating fewer variance explained by the factor, the values were still close to the 
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I have actively interacted with the service providers in 

some activities at this heritage destination (INT1) 

5.12 .829 -.428 1.086 

I have actively interacted with other visitors in some 

activities at this heritage destination (INT2) 

5.20 .896 -.321 .779 

I have actively interacted with the local people in 

some activities at this heritage destination (INT3) 

5.23 .904 -.402 .760 

I have actively interacted with my travel companions 

in some activities at this heritage destination (INT4) 

5.48 .846 -.441 .778 

Note: N=958, Skew=Skewness; Kurt=Kurtosis  

5.3.6.2 EFA of Tourist Co-production  

Table 5.13 displays a summary the EFA results for the tourist co-production construct. 

The KMO value  was 0.889 and the Bartlett's test of sphericity was significant (p <0.001), 

demonstrating the adequacy of the EFA analysis (Hair et al., 2014b). The EFA generated 

three factors again, which was different from the proposed structure. The seven items 

proposed for tourist physical interaction loaded onto two factors: five items loaded onto 

factor 1 – physical activities participation and two items loaded onto the factor 2 -photo-

taking and experience sharing.  

Factor loading of item PAR4 was larger than 1, indicating that, as in the pilot test, the 

Heywood case issue occurred in the main data. If communality or factor loading values 

equal or exceed 1, problems with the solution are indicated. The reasons for Heywood 

cases may include a combination of small sample sizes and only two indicators per factor 

in latent variable models (F. Chen et al., 2001; Kline, 2016). In this case, deletion of 

factors may reduce the communality below 1 (Tabachnick et al., 2013). Therefore, 

combing with the pilot-study results, item PAR4 was removed. The remaining 10 items 

were processed again using the same EFA method. The item PAR5 (I actively share my 

positive experience of this heritage destination on social media or websites) was also 

removed because factor loading was below the threshold value of 0.4.  

EFA was performed again with the remaining nine items. A two-factor solution was 

generated, accounting for about 63.31% of the total variance of the latent variable. The 

first factor was labelled tourist “physical interaction” with the destination, which included 

five items, explaining 50.33% of the variance. These items focused on tourists’ 

interactions with the destination’s physical environment. Factor two was termed “social 

interaction”, which accounted for 12.98% of the variance. Factor loadings for all nine 

items were high and exceeded the threshold of 0.4, ranging from 0.709 to 0.946. The 

Cronbach’s alpha values for the two factors were larger than 0.8 which indicated good 
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Note: EXPV=Tourist experience value, INV=Tourist involvement, DQU=Destination quality, 

COM=Perceived competence, CPR=Tourist co-production, WEL=Tourist wellbeing, 

IDE=Destination identity, CR=Composite reliability, 

5.3.9 Structural Model and Hypothesis Testing  

5.3.9.1 Structural Model Test 

A good measurement model regarding the model fit, reliability, and validity had been 

established by conducting CFA. SEM was conducted to test the main theoretical model 

that represented the main hypothesis of the current study. The tested structural model 

contained three exogenous variables namely tourist involvement, perceived competence, 

and destination quality; two second-order endogenous variables, namely tourist co-

production and tourist experience value; and two outcome variables, namely tourist 

wellbeing and destination identity. 

The model’s goodness-of-fit was assessed. The fit indices suggested a well-fit model. 

Specifically, the χ2/df was 1.728, which was below the threshold of 3. The RMSEA value 

was only 0.028, and the lower value of the 90% confidence interval was 0.026 and the 

upper value was also very small with the value of 0.029, which indicated good fit 

(MacCallum et al., 1996). Another absolute fit GFI was 0.907, which exceeded the cut-

off value of 0.90. The SRMR had no penalty for model complexity, with a value of 0.0432, 

and a value less than 0.08 was generally considered a good fit (L. t. Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

The two incremental fit indices, TLI and CFI, were 0.962 and 0.964 respectively, both 

above the threshold of 0.90. All the goodness-of-fit indices were within the acceptable 

level, suggesting the model is adequate.  

Researchers have suggested that if the proposed model did not produce a good fit, the 

researcher should test the rival models (Bollen & Long, 1992; Hooper et al., 2008). 

However, because the structural model in this research yields a good fit and to retain 

parsimony with the data, rival models were not tested. Next, 12 hypotheses, including the 

direct and indirect effects, were tested using the research model.   

5.3.9.2 Hypothesis Testing – Direct Effects 

Table 5.23 shows the standardized coefficients and corresponding t values of the nine 

proposed paths, indicating that all nine direct paths proved to be significant. 
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Table 5.23 Direct path for the structural model 

Dependent 

Variables 

Independent 

Variables 

Hypotheses Path 

coefficient 

t-values R2 

Tourist  

experience value 

Tourist involvement H1a 0.265 6.591*** 0.582 

Perceived competence H2a 0.099 2.251*  

Destination quality H3a 0.256 6.250***  

Tourist co-production  H4 0.328 6.715***  

      

Tourist  

co-production 

Tourist involvement H1b 0.221 4.833*** 0.510 

Perceived competence H2b 0.408 8.362***  

Destination quality H3b 0.259 6.254***  

      

Tourist wellbeing Tourist experience 

value 

H5 0.678 12.620*** 0.460 

      

Destination 

identity 

Tourist experience 

value 

H6 0.626 13.202*** 0.392 

N=958, χ2(1574) = 2719.67(p=0.000), χ2/df=1.728, GFI=0.907, TLI=0.962, CFI=0.964, 

RMSEA=0.028(LO90=0.026, HI90=0.029) 

Note: *** significant at p < 0.001; ** significant at p < 0.01; * significant at P<0.0 

 

Hypothesis 1A and 1B 

Hypothesis 1A proposed a positive influence of tourist involvement on tourist experience 

value.  Results based on the research model indicated a significant path (β= 0.265, t=6.591, 

p <0.001) between tourist involvement and experience value. Based on this, it could be 

assumed that tourists who perceive a destination as important, interesting, and relevant to 

themselves are more likely to gain more experience value from visiting the destination. 

Hypothesis 1B postulated a significant effect of tourist involvement on their co-

production behaviours at the destination, Huangshan. The result indicated that the path 

coefficient was statistically significant (β= 0.221, t=4.833, p <0.001). This result 

suggested when tourists felt motivated to perform a task, the level of their co-production 

behaviours at the destination would be enhanced. Therefore, both Hypothesis 1A and 1B 

were supported in this study. 
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Hypothesis 2A and 2B 

Hypothesis 2A predicted that tourist perceived competence is likely to positively affect 

tourist experience value. As expected, tourist perceived competence has a positive effect 

on their experience value derived from visiting the destination (β= 0.099, t=2.251, p 

<0.05). Therefore, Hypothesis 2A was supported.  

Hypothesis 2B stated that tourist perceived competence predicted individual differences 

in their co-production behaviours at the destination. Results indicated that there was a 

positive path between the hypothesized relationship (β= 0.408, t=8.362, p <0.001). 

Hypothesis 2B was supported, indicating that when tourists feel more capable of 

performing tasks related to the co-creation experience, they are more likely to engage in 

physical tourism activities and social interactions. Therefore, both Hypothesis 2A and 2B 

were supported in this study. 

Hypothesis 3A and 3B 

Hypothesis 3A postulated a significant effect between destination quality and tourist 

experience value. Findings indicated a significant direct relationship between them (β= 

0.256, t=6.250, p <0.001). Thus, tourists who have a high level of perception toward 

destination quality would likely to gain a high level of experience value regarding 

Huangshan. 

Hypothesis 3B proposed that tourists’ perception toward the destination quality was likely 

to positively affect their co-production behaviours at the destination. The research model 

showed a significant path (β= 0.259, t=6.254, p <0.001) for the hypothesised relationship, 

thus Hypothesis 3B was supported. Thus, Hypothesis 3A and 3B were supported.  

Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 stated that there was a positive relationship between tourist co-production 

and tourist experience value. Results indicated that tourist co-production positively 

affected their experience value (β= 0.328, t=6.715, p <0.001). It indicated that when 

tourists actively participated in tourism activities and social interactions, they are inclined 

to gain more experience value from visiting the destination. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was 

accepted.  
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Hypothesis 5 

Hypothesis 5 proposed a positive association between tourist experience value and tourist 

wellbeing. This relationship was positive and statistically significant (β= 0.678, t=12.620, 

p <0.001). When tourists perceived a higher experience value from the trip, they tended 

to gain more wellbeing from the experience. Therefore, H5 was supported. 

Hypothesis 6 

Lastly, Hypothesis 6 stated a positive association between tourist experience value and 

destination identity. Study results showed that tourist experience value exerted a 

significant and positive influence on their perception of destination identity (β= 0.626, 

t=13.202, p <0.001). When tourists gain a high level of experience value, they have a 

higher sense of identity toward the destination. Therefore, H6 was accepted.  

In addition, the R2 value of endogenous variables was also presented in this study. Figure 

5.1 presents a graphical depiction showing the structural path coefficients of the proposed 

model and the values of R2 associated with dependent variables. R2 reflects the explained 

variance of every construct by independent variable.  

 

Figure 5.1 Graphic depiction of structural model with standard coefficients 

The R2 value of tourist co-production was 0.510, indicating that direct effects of three 

antecedents (tourist involvement, perceived competence, and destination quality) together 

explained 51.0% variance of tourist co-production. Meanwhile, the R2 value of tourist 

experience value was 0.582, indicating that the direct and indirect effect of the four 

antecedents together explained 58.2% variance of tourist experience value. Tourist 
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experience value as a predictor explained a high proportion of variance in tourist 

wellbeing (R2 =0.460), further proving that tourist experience value was the important 

antecedent of tourist wellbeing. The R2 value of tourists’ perception of destination identity 

was 0.392, demonstrating that tourist experience value explained 39.2% of variance of 

destination identity.  

5.3.9.3 Hypothesis Testing – Indirect Effects 

Mediation analyses establish whether the relationship between independent variables   

and the dependent variable is direct or indirect (Iacobucci, Saldanha, & Deng, 2007). This 

section reports the results of tourist co-production as a mediator between the independent 

variables (i.e., tourist involvement, perceived competence, and destination quality) and 

tourist experience value. As mentioned in a former section, this study employed the 

bootstrapping method to investigate the mediation effect of tourist co-production in the 

structural model (Preacher & Hayes, 2008; Zhao et al., 2010).  

Bootstrapping is a nonparametric resampling procedure for testing mediation that does 

not impose the assumption of normality of the sampling distribution  (Preacher & Hayes, 

2008). Use of bootstrap methods provides greater precision when calculating confidence 

intervals regardless of the sample size, effect size, or level of statistical significance 

suggested by the normal theory approach (Baron–Kenny–Sobel method) findings 

(Mallinckrodt, Abraham, Wei, & Russell, 2006; Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Bootstrapping 

is becoming a popular method of testing mediation as it has advantages over other 

methods, like the casual steps or Sobel test methods.  

In this study, to assess whether the mediating effects are statistically significant, the 

bootstrapping method with bias-corrected, 95% confidence intervals and 5,000 bootstrap 

samples was used to test the significance of the indirect effects. Additionally, the 

Mackinnon PRODCLIN2 was also calculated to further identify the specific indirect 

effects (MacKinnon et al., 2007). If the indirect effect is significant and the confidence 

interval does not include zero, mediation is supported (Zhao et al., 2010). Table 5.24 

presents the results of mediating effects. The results showed that the indirect effects of all 

three exogenous elements on tourist experience value through tourist co-production were 

statistically significant (i.e., zero was not contained in the interval between the lower and 

upper bound). Thus, all three-mediation hypotheses were supported.  
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Table 5.24 Mediating effects for the structural model  

Note: INV= tourist involvement, CPR=Tourist co-production, EXPV=Tourist experience value, 

COM= Perceived competence, DQU=Destination quality. CI= Confidence interval 

***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05 

 

H4a: Tourist Involvement – Tourist Co-production – Tourist Experience Value 

Tourist involvement positively affected tourist experience value (β=0.265, 

p<.001) and tourist co-production (β=.0.221, p<.001). In addition, tourist co-production 

was positively related to experience value (β=0.328, p<.001). The indirect effect of tourist 

involvement is 0.072, and significant at p<.001 level. The total effect of tourist 

involvement on tourist experience value was 0.337 (= direct effect 0.265 + indirect effect 

0.072). Therefore, the indirect effect accounted for 21.4% of the total effect, which meant 

the direct effect was stronger than the indirect effect. This indicated that tourist co-

production partially mediates the relationship between tourist involvement and tourist 

experience value.  

Effects Estimate Bootstrapping 

Bias-corrected 

95% CI 

Mackinnon 

PRODCLIN 

95% CI 

Resul

ts 

  Lower Upper Lower Upper  

Total Effect         

INV → EXPV 0.338*** 0.103 0.175 - -  

COM → EXPV 0.233*** 0.072 0.160 - -  

DQU → EXPV 0.340*** 0.137 0.212 - -  

Direct Effect        

INV → EXPV 0.265*** 0.074 0.145 - -  

COM → EXPV 0.099* 0.001 0.102 - -  

DQU → EXPV 0.256*** 0.092 0.181 - -  

Indirect Effect        

INV → CPR → EXPV 

 

0.072*** 0.015 0.050 0.013 0.049 Partially 

mediated 

COM → CPR → EXPV 0.134*** 0.038 0.102 0.037 0.097 Partially 

mediated 

DQU → CPR → EXPV 0.085*** 0.026 0.071 0.023 0.071 Partially 

mediated 
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Chapter 6 Discussions and Conclusions 

6.1 Introduction 

Chapter 5 presented the quantitative analysis results which tested the dimensionality and 

hypothesized pathways of experience value in relation to its antecedents and 

consequences. This chapter provides the discussion and conclusions of the research, 

organized in the order of detailing how the findings address each of the research 

objectives, followed by discussions of the theoretical contributions and practical 

implications, and concluding by presenting the indications of the limitations and 

directions for future research. This chapter discusses the results presented in Chapters 4 

and 5, comparing them with results in previous literature. In doing this, it highlights the 

important theoretical contributions and managerial implications for academic research 

and tourism practices.  

6.2 Discussions of the Research Findings 

6.2.1 Overview of Research Objectives, Research Questions and Results 

The overall objective of this thesis is to explore how experience value is perceived and 

co-created from a tourist’s perspective in a heritage destination based on S-D logic. It 

investigates the dimensionality of the tourist experience value and its relationships with 

its antecedents and consequences from a tourist co-created perspective. Table 6.1 

summarizes the findings of this thesis, relative to the respective research objectives, 

research questions, and research hypotheses. 
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6.2.2 Research Objective 1 – Dimensions of Tourist Experience Value  

Objective 1 aims to identify the dimensions of tourist experience value at the destination 

level. This section discusses the findings related to the dimensionality of the construct. 

This thesis has developed a reliable and valid measurement scale of the dimensions of 

tourist experience value in the context of heritage destination.  

The results indicated that tourist experience value is a second-order construct, comprising 

seven reflective dimensions, namely aesthetic value, positive emotional value, restoration 

value, social relationship value, educational value, spiritual value, and economic value. 

All dimensions exhibited high factor loadings, indicating that they are significant factors 

of the construct supporting the proposed conceptualization. The multidimensional 

approach adopted for the present thesis is in line with the emerging literature on 

multifaceted visitor experience  (Packer & Ballantyne, 2016; Packer et al., 2018). 

Among the seven dimensions, economic value, positive emotional value, social 

relationship value, and educational value are widely explored in previous tourism studies 

(Gallarza & Saura, 2006; Prebensen & Xie, 2017; P. Williams & Soutar, 2009), while the 

aesthetic value, restoration value, and spiritual value are seldom included in the 

measurement of tourist experience value. Interestingly, items measuring the aesthetic 

value, restoration value, and spiritual value have the highest average score among the 

seven dimensions, indicating that tourists, indeed, value the aesthetic, restorative, and 

spiritual aspects of their experience at a heritage destination. The interview results also 

support these results with participants highlighting their appreciation of the aesthetic 

aspects of their experience. This can be explained by the high-quality tourism resources, 

as Huangshan has two World Heritage sites and many other outstanding tourism 

attractions. In particular, one of the criteria for Mt. Huangshan to be listed as a World 

Heritage site is that it contains superlative natural phenomena and exceptional natural 

beauty and aesthetic importance. 

It should be noted that aesthetic value is primarily at the destination level, reflecting the 

overall heritage destination experience, rather than at the specific level of one hotel or 

restaurant. This result is in line with previous studies that regard aesthetic experience as 

an important dimension of tourist experience at destinations (Dans & González, 2019; 

Kirillova et al., 2014). 
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The present study found positive emotion, such as joy, excitement, and amazement, is an 

important benefit that tourists are concerned about at a heritage destination. Additionally, 

the finding indicated that positive emotional value had the highest loading on tourist 

experience value, suggesting that this dimension is the most important factor in predicting 

tourist experience value. This result is consistent with previous value studies in tourism 

and marketing that emotion is a significant part of the tourism experience (Bagozzi, 

Gopinath, & Nyer, 1999; S. Li, Scott, & Walters, 2015; P. Williams & Soutar, 2009).  

Findings of both the qualitative and quantitative studies of this research suggest that 

restoration value serves as a basis for tourist experience value in the heritage destination. 

Though rarely being previously found as an underlying component of experience value, 

relaxation or escapism was discussed as an important factor related to tourist motivation 

(Jones, 2009; Pearce & Lee, 2005). Likewise, results reinforce the importance of the 

social relationship value as a key factor in enhancing tourist experience value. This 

research proposes that tourists are more likely to gain more social benefits (e.g., making 

new friends) if they are allowed abundant opportunities to interact with different actors 

(e.g., other visitors, local communities) and co-create consumer outputs through active 

participation.  

The results of the current study provide empirical evidence that educational value is an 

important dimension of tourist experience value. In the context of heritage tourism, 

willingness to learn is a fundamental motivation for tourists to visit the heritage 

destination (Poria et al., 2004; Poria, Reichel, & Biran, 2006). By co-creating their 

heritage destination experience through co-production activities such as searching 

heritage destination related information, learning about the local nature and culture 

landscape interpretation, and talking with the local people, tourists were likely to gain a 

strong sense of learning as their knowledge of the heritage destination was greatly 

improved. 

Tourism experience also offers tourists eudemonic rewards, such as personal growth, 

sense of pride, accomplishment, and so on. This study is one of the few that explicitly 

incorporates spiritual value as one of the dimensions of tourist experience value. EFA and 

CFA results differentiate spiritual value from other dimensions, thereby supporting that 

spiritual value is an essential constituent in the heritage destination experience. 
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Economic value is the most common and traditional way of measuring tourist perceived 

value. The results indicated that economic value had a significant impact on tourist 

experience value, albeit to a lesser extent than the other six dimensions. This is consistent 

with previous studies that economic value is a significant factor contributing to tourist 

perceived value (Moliner, Sánchez, Rodríguez, & Callarisa, 2007; Sanchez, Callarisa, 

Rodriguez, & Moliner, 2006). 

In summary, this study confirms that tourist experience value is a multi-faceted and 

holistic construct. The multidimensional nature of tourist experience value goes beyond 

a purely rational, cognitive consideration of value (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982; 

Zeithaml, 1988). Value not only resides in the functional or utilitarian benefits of products 

or services (i.e., value for money), but also lies in the experiential consumption itself 

(Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2013). It is based on the experience elements that are likely to 

incorporate sensory, affective, cognitive, physical and social identity aspects (Heinonen 

et al., 2013; Schmitt, 2011).  

Individual tourists derive experience values differently at the same heritage destination, 

indicating that value is unique and context-dependent (Vargo & Lusch, 2018b). In 

summary, the conceptualization and the empirical development of the tourist experience 

value dimensions not only provide strong support for existing research studies, but also 

highlight the importance of including aesthetic, spiritual and restorative value in the 

assessment of tourists’ experiences. Whether these dimensions are context-specific (e.g., 

significant in a heritage destination context) and apply to other contexts (e.g., hospitality 

services) warrants more research.  

6.2.3 Research Objective 2 – Antecedents of Tourist Experience Value: Tourist 

Involvement, Perceived Competence and Destination Quality   

This section discusses the overall findings related to Objective 2, which aims to explore 

the role of tourist involvement, perceived competence, and destination quality in the value 

co-creation process. This objective includes three research questions.  

6.2.3.1 The Role of Tourist Involvement in the Value Co-creation Process 

RQ2.1 examines the influences of tourist involvement on tourist experience value (H1a) 

and tourist co-production in the heritage destination (H1b). In this thesis, tourist 

involvement is seen as one of the important operant resources owned by tourists. It 
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reflects a mental state of motivational arousal, personal relevance and importance 

between a tourist and the heritage destination, Huangshan.  

This thesis finds that tourist involvement had a direct and positive impact on tourist 

experience value (H1a: β=0.265, p< 0.001), suggesting that the more relevant and 

important a tourist perceives his visit to the heritage destination, the more experience 

value a tourist will derive from visiting the heritage destination. This finding thus lends 

some support to studies claiming tourist involvement plays an important role in enhancing 

the tourist perceived value of destination experience (Prebensen, Woo, et al., 2013; Yen 

& Teng, 2015). Additionally, among the four factors that directly affect experience value, 

the effect size of tourist involvement ranks second, which further proves that tourist 

involvement plays a very important role in the process of tourist experience value co-

creation.  

Involvement results from the personal importance or relevance attributed by a tourist to 

a destination for accomplishing personal goals. In fact, tourist involvement represents a 

person’s motivational statement that is goal-directed (Dholakia, 2001; Mittal, 1989), 

which can be seen as a goal-directed arousal capacity. In addition, according to the 

regulatory engagement theory, value can be depicted as a motivational force experience 

(Higgins, 2006; Higgins & Scholer, 2009). Thus, once a tourist’s consumption goal is 

activated, the level of relevance or importance assigned to that goal can influence his 

appraisal of experience value in the heritage destination. In this thesis, the average value 

of tourist involvement in Huangshan is high (mean = 5.24), indicating that tourists who 

travel to this heritage destination are, generally, passionate, attentive and interested in 

attaining personal goals. This thesis is one of the few studies to examine the effect of 

tourist involvement on experience value in tourism. 

This thesis further finds that tourist involvement has a significant and positive effect on 

tourist co-production in the heritage destination (H1b: β= 0.221, p <0.001). This means 

that tourists who have a strong interest or motivational intensity towards a vacation place 

are more likely to perform on-site active participation behaviours. The finding partially 

supports previous studies that found when a service experience is very important to a 

customer, the customer will tend to participate more actively in producing the service (S. 

C. Chen et al., 2015; Hollebeek et al., 2007).  
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In tourism, only one study has examined the effect of purchase importance on their 

participation behaviours (S. C. Chen et al., 2015), finding that purchase importance 

positively related to information participation and actionable participation in the context 

of a full-service casual dining restaurant. To the best knowledge of the researcher, this is 

the first study to examine the influence of tourist involvement on on-site co-production 

behaviours in the context of a heritage tourism destination. 

Within social psychology, consumer involvement is viewed to influence subsequent 

behaviours, such as information search and purchase behaviour (Dholakia, 2001; Havitz 

& Dimanche, 1990). Harrigan et al. (2018) indicate that highly involved consumers will 

likely direct thoughts, emotions, and behaviours to their preferred brands. In this thesis, 

involvement affects the extent of their decision process. The more tourists think that 

visiting the heritage destination is relevant or important in achieving their goals, the more 

they are willing to invest time and effort to engage in more extensive thoughts, actively 

participate in tourism activities, and gain more information about the nature and culture 

of the heritage destination. The notion that strength of involvement contributes to 

enhancing tourist co-production provides a new way of thinking about consumer 

involvement in the consumption experience.  

In sum, the results suggest that tourist involvement plays a critical role in predicting 

tourist experience value and consumer co-production behaviours. The findings extend 

previous studies of consumer involvement, which focus on the relationships of 

satisfaction and loyalty. Specifically, this thesis adds to current knowledge by proposing 

a new path between tourist involvement and tourist co-production behaviours at the 

destination.  

6.2.3.2 The Role of Tourist Perceived Competence in the Value Co-creation Process 

RQ 2.2 aims to examine the effects of tourist perceived competence on tourist experience 

value (H2a) and their co-production behaviours (H2b) in the value co-creation process at 

a heritage destination. In line with S-D logic, perceived competence has been considered 

as one important type of customer operant resource in the value co-creation process 

(Andersson, 2007; Lusch & Vargo, 2014). Tourist perceived competence is concerned 

with the tourist’s subjective evaluations of his or her ability to effectively perform a task 

that leads to expected outcomes in this thesis (Bandura, 1977; Meuter et al., 2005; Ryan 

& Deci, 2000).  
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This thesis finds that perceived competence directly and positively influences tourist 

experience value (β = 0.099, p<0.05), albeit a small effect size, which provides support 

for Hypothesis 2a. Compared with the other three factors that affect tourist experience 

value, the effect size of tourist perceived competence is the smallest. The marginal effect 

of the perceived competence variable on the probability of tourist experience value is 

9.9%. This result is similar to the study of Prebensen and Xie (2017), who found that 

tourists’ self-perceived mastering skills have a positive influence on perceived experience 

value in the context of adventure tourism. One possible explanation of the small effect 

size of perceived competence may be that tourist-perceived competence can enhance 

experience value through the effect of their co-production behaviours at the heritage 

destination.  

This finding also supports the social cognitive theory that individuals’ self-efficacy level 

could positively influence their thoughts, emotions, and goal commitment (Bandura, 1977; 

Van Beuningen et al., 2009; Wood & Bandura, 1989). This research found that most 

tourists visiting Huangshan have a higher level of perceived competence, whereas the 

average tourist perceived competence value was 5.23. However, according to the 

interview data, not all tourists are equal in unlocking value from their resource integration 

activities. For example, there are many strange pines and rocks in Mt. Huangshan. Some 

tourists, due to their lack of knowledge, will feel that it is a normal stone or pine when 

they view these landscapes (e.g., Flying Stone and Guest-Greeting Pine), while other 

tourists can understand the image represented by the stone and know the story behind it; 

thus, they can acquire different experience value. In S-D logic, this reflects the tourists’ 

resource deployment proficiency to create value (E. J. Arnould, 2008; Hibbert et al., 

2012).  

The heritage destination, Huangshan, not only has rich natural ecological resources, but 

also has profound cultural resources, such as the unique Huizhou architecture, sculptures, 

and customs. Especially, climbing Mt. Huangshan is also a challenging tourism activity 

that requires considerable physical effort. These landscape resources only have potential 

value, which requires tourists to use their own knowledge, experience, and abilities to 

interpret and construct the meaning of these heritage landscapes. Therefore, with 

increasing levels of perceived competence (e.g., knowledge, physical strength, and skills), 

tourists can assess the various attributes of different tourism offerings and take full 

advantage of the heritage destination’s products or services to maximize received value.  
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Tourist-perceived competence not only positively affects experience value but, also, has 

a significant effect on tourist co-production behaviours in the heritage destination (H2b: 

β=0.408, p<0.001). This suggests that tourists who believe they are efficacious in a given 

service setting are more likely to exhibit greater levels of co-production behaviours in the 

destination. This result is reinforced by previous studies in the contexts of museums and 

restaurants (Antón et al., 2018; S. C. Chen et al., 2015). The finding also provides 

empirical evidence that tourist expertise contributes to the extent to which the tourist is 

an active participant in the co-production of a service offering (Lusch, Vargo, & O’brien, 

2007). In fact, the interviewed respondents also expressed that when they have the 

necessary knowledge and skills (e.g., physical strength), they are more willing to perform 

a task (e.g., climbing Mt. Huangshan). Consequently, perceived competence is a critical 

antecedent of tourist co-production at the heritage destination. 

In addition, compared with the other two factors (i.e., tourist involvement and destination 

quality) that affect tourist co-production, tourist-perceived competence has the greatest 

impact on tourist co-production behaviours. This result is partly consistent with the 

previous study conducted by S. C. Chen et al. (2015), who found that customer self-

efficacy in the restaurant has a stronger impact on actionable participation than purchase 

importance. As tourists become partial employees during the service delivery process 

(Ford & Dickson, 2012; Kelley, Donnelly Jr, & Skinner, 1990), tourists’ belief in their 

ability to participate in tourism activities is a key driver of their co-production behaviours.  

The findings also support role theory that proposes that customer experiences depend on 

the degree to which customers are ready to fulfil their role (Solomon et al., 1985; Verleye, 

2015). Tourists who have a high level of perceived competence within Huangshan are 

relatively more confident in their abilities to perform their expected role in the heritage 

destination, which results in deriving more experience value than tourists who feel that 

they are not as efficacious. In other words, lacking corresponding nature and culture 

knowledge, not fully understanding the landscape meanings, or lacking confidence to 

climb the mountain, can limit the breadth and depth of the trip experience at Huangshan. 

In conclusion, this thesis provides empirical support for the arguments of S-D logic that 

perceived competence is an important factor in the value co-creation process (Lusch & 

Vargo, 2014; Merz et al., 2018). Tourist-perceived competence influences how tourists 

feel, perceive, and behave at the heritage destination.  
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6.2.3.3 The Role of Destination Quality in Value Co-creation Process  

RQ2.3 explores the role of destination resources in the tourist experience value co-

creation process. Specifically, this thesis examines the effects of heritage destination 

quality on tourist experience value (H3a) and tourist co-production (H3b). Results reveal 

that heritage destination quality is a significant and positive predictor of tourist experience 

value (H3a: β=0.256, p< 0.001). This means that the higher the quality of destination 

products and services, the more experience value tourists can gain from visiting the 

destination. This finding not only provides additional empirical support for the 

established “quality-value-satisfaction” link (e.g., Gallarza et al., 2013; Oh & Kim, 2017; 

Petrick, 2004; Yoon et al., 2010), but also extends the research context to the heritage 

destination.  

This research also shows that quality is not embedded in experience value; rather, it is a 

direct antecedent and predictor of tourist experience value. Value is derived through 

interaction with the destination’s offerings, whereas the destination’s physical and social 

surroundings form the context for the construction of experience for tourists. As one of 

China’s outstanding tourism cities, Huangshan has high-quality tourism attractions (e.g., 

two World Heritage sites), accommodation, restaurants, tourism services, etc. Tourists’ 

average overall evaluation of the quality of this heritage destination reached 5.38, 

indicating that Huangshan has high quality tourism products and services. When tourists 

become co-producers in the tourism service production and delivery process, the 

destination can be understood as a stage or platform that influences tourist’s experience 

value by providing them with various high-quality products and services. In this way, 

destination managers help tourists to facilitate value creation (Grönroos, 2011a).  

Beyond investigating the direct effect of heritage destination quality on tourist experience 

value, this thesis further establishes that heritage destination quality plays a significant 

and positive role in enhancing tourist co-production behaviours at the heritage destination 

(H3b: β=0.259, p< 0.001)—this has not been examined in previous studies. High-quality 

products and services at the destination can help facilitate the tourists’ interaction with 

the destination resource and people which helps co-create personalized experience.  

Tourist co-production not only requires tourists to invest a lot of their own resources to 

participate in tourism activities, such as involvement and competences; it also requires 

the destination to provide high-quality resources, products, and services to support 
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tourists in performing the co-production tasks and activities. The destination’s inputs into 

the tourist’s co-creation of value is of great significance because the high-quality products 

and services the destination provides to tourists can either encourage or discourage them 

to participate in the various interactional encounters to receive a desired outcome (Payne 

et al., 2008).  

Therefore, the quality of attractions, facilities, and services are all important determinants 

of the tourists’ willingness to participate. Tourists with a positive attitude about the 

quality of the heritage destination, are more likely to feel active in performing tasks 

related to the co-production activities. For instance, if a tourist who feel that the climbing 

facilities are unsafe, he may not choose to participate in climbing Mt. Huangshan. 

In general, these findings support the viewpoint that heritage destination quality plays an 

important role in helping to co-create tourist experience value. Therefore, providing high 

quality services and products should become an imperative strategy for the success of 

destinations in today’s competitive environment. 

6.2.4 Research Objective 3 – Antecedent of Tourist Experience Value: Tourist Co-

production  

Research objective 3 aims to explore the role of tourist co-production in the tourist 

experience value co-creation process in the context of destination. Specifically, this thesis 

investigates 1) to what extent does tourist co-production directly contribute to tourist 

experience value, and 2) the mediating effects of tourist co-production on tourist 

experience value. 

6.2.4.1 Tourist Co-Production: Conceptualization and Dimensions  

Customer co-production is seen as a critical component of value co-creation in S-D logic 

(Minkiewicz et al., 2014; Ranjan & Read, 2016; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). This thesis 

introduces this important construct to examine its conceptualization, measurement and 

mechanism in the process of tourist experience value co-creation at a destination.  

Tourist co-production is perceived from a behavioural perspective in this thesis, which 

focuses on tourists’ active interactions with the physical settings and humans in the 

destination. This construct encompasses an interactive relationship between a tourist and 

a destination. Tourists always participate as co-producers; tourist co-production can only 

occur when the tourist is physically participating in tourism activities or interacting with 
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other actors. This perspective is similar to the notion of “prosumption” (C. Xie, Bagozzi, 

& Troye, 2008), “customer participation” (S. C. Chen & Raab, 2017; Dong & Sivakumar, 

2017; Kelley et al., 1990) or “working consumer” (Cova & Dalli, 2009; Cova, Dalli, & 

Zwick, 2011). Interactions are core aspects of tourism experiences, highlighting the 

dynamic and on-going experience. 

In this thesis, tourist co-production captures the proactive role of tourists as partial 

employees in developing core offerings and creating value (Auh et al., 2007; Pratibha A. 

Dabholkar, 2015; Ranjan & Read, 2016). Tourists are not simply passive recipients of the 

products and services provided by the heritage destination. They take an active role to 

participate, interpret, and experience a series of different tourism offerings based on their 

goals, knowledge, skills, and interests. In this thesis, most interviewed respondents 

expressed that they have actively devoted their time and effort to participate in tourism 

activities in Huangshan. This can also be confirmed from the average value of tourist co-

production, which is 5.36, much higher than the mid-point value of 4.0. This supports the 

emphasis of previous research that customers should be regarded as active co-producers 

in the value creation process (Andrades & Dimanche, 2014; Grissemann & Stokburger-

Sauer, 2012; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b).  

Moreover, as mentioned in Chapter 2, there is no reliable and valid instrument to measure 

tourist co-production in the context of destination. This thesis has developed and 

validated a psychologically sound measurement scale of tourist co-production at the 

destination level using both qualitative and quantitative methods. The results show that 

tourist co-production is a multi-dimensional higher-order construct involving two 

dimensions, namely physical interaction, and social interaction. The EFA and CFA 

analysis suggest that the scale with nine measures exhibits construct validity and 

reliability.  

This study responds to the call for increasing the depth of customer participation research 

to understand its components, measurements, and role in the service delivery process (S. 

C. Chen & Raab, 2017; Dong & Sivakumar, 2017). The results support the previous 

arguments that tourist participation should involve tourist active participation and 

interaction behaviours in tourism experiences (Campos et al., 2016; S. Huang & Choi, 

2019; Shafiee et al., 2020). The average value for tourist physical interaction and social 
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interaction is 5.45 and 5.26 respectively, which indicates proactive tourists as co-

producers who co-create value with the heritage destination. 

Tourist physical interaction mainly focuses on tourists’ physical and mental interactions 

with destination offerings and activities carried out by themselves. According to the 

interview results in Chapter 4, most interviewed tourists expressed they have devoted 

their time and effort to actively participate in various tourism activities in Huangshan, 

such as tasting local food, reading interpretations of the scenic spots to understand the 

local nature and history, engaging in thinking and reflection, strolling in the local ancient 

village, and taking photographs and sharing them on social media, etc.  

Social interaction is another important aspect of tourist co-production in this thesis. It 

refers to the interpersonal interaction between the tourist and other individuals at the 

heritage destination. Based on the interview data, tourists exchange or share their thoughts, 

feelings, and experiences with lots of different people in Huangshan, including travel 

companions, service staff members, local residents, and other tourists. This supports the 

argument of axiom 2 in S-D logic that value is co-created by multiple actors (Lusch & 

Vargo, 2014).  

Overall, to the best knowledge of the author, this research is the first empirical study to 

develop a psychometrically valid tourist co-production scale at the destination level. This 

study could facilitate further empirical studies in tourist co-production. Next, we will 

discuss the results of direct and mediation effects of tourist co-production on tourist 

experience value.   

6.2.4.2 Direct Effect of Tourist Co-production on Tourist Experience Value  

This thesis proposes that tourist co-production has a direct and significant effect on tourist 

experience value (H4). Results indicate that tourist co-production positively and strongly 

influences the experience value tourists gained from visiting the heritage destination, 

Huangshan (β= 0.328, p <0.001). The result is consistent with previous similar studies 

(Adhikari & Bhattacharya, 2016; Chan et al., 2010; Taheri et al., 2017; J. Xie et al., 2020) 

that showed that tourist experience value emerges from tourist interaction with the 

physical environment and people. When tourists perceive a higher level of their co-

production at the heritage destination, they tend to derive more experience value, 

suggesting that value could be enhanced through tourists’ active co-production 

behaviours. This research promptly responded to the call by some scholars that more 
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empirical studies are needed to explore the influence of active participation during on-

site experiences on the value outcomes from a tourist’s perspective (Campos et al., 2016; 

Mustak et al., 2013).  

Interestingly, among the four antecedent factors that affect the tourist experience value, 

the direct effect size of tourist co-production on the experience value is the largest. The 

finding provides empirical support for the theoretical claim that customer co-production 

is a necessary and important mechanism in the process of co-creating tourist experience 

value (Etgar, 2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). In fact, the characteristic of tourism service 

inseparability implies that tourists have mandatory participation roles that are necessary 

for creating value (Zeithaml, Bitner, Gremler, & Pandit, 2006). Tourists engage in co-

production because of their desire to enhance the development of products and services 

that better fulfil their needs.  

The results can be explained in two ways. On the one hand, from a value-in-use 

perspective, value is derived by tourists during their consumption process in the heritage 

destination (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Helkkula, Kelleher, & Pihlstrom, 2012; Vargo & 

Lusch, 2008). Active participation in tourism-related activities at the heritage destination 

can increase the likelihood that tourists’ needs are met. On the other hand, according to 

social exchange theory, people who put more effort into an activity are more likely to 

obtain more expected returns (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Yim et al., 2012). This can 

be supported from the interview results that the more tourists actively participate in 

exploring the heritage destination, the more benefits they can gain. Thus, tourist co-

production is impactful in shaping their consumption experience outcomes, which leads 

to the empowerment of tourists in the value co-creation process. 

6.2.4.3 Mediation Effects of Tourist Co-production on Tourist Experience Value  

To fully understand the mechanism of tourist co-production in the process of value co-

creation, this thesis further tested the role of tourist co-production as a mediator in 

transmitting the effects of three predictor variables on the dependent variable. Next, the 

author will discuss each mediation effect in detail.  

Tourist Involvement – Tourist Co-Production – Tourist Experience Value  

Hypothesis 4a proposes that tourist co-production mediates the relationship between 

tourist involvement and experience value. As expected, the bootstrap results showed that 

tourist co-production added a significant amount of explained variance of tourist 
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experience value and the indirect effect was positive and significant (β=0.072, p<0.001), 

supporting the important mediation role of tourist co-production. Therefore, tourist co-

production partially mediated the relationship between tourist involvement and 

experience value.  

Co-production requires the use of a specific consumer’s operand and operant resources 

(Etgar, 2008), and tourist involvement act as one of the important resources during their 

trip. Tourists feel motivated to engage with an offering or activity when they perceive 

some value from the investment of their time and effort. This means that tourists who 

have high levels of involvement toward the heritage destination tend to derive more 

experience value and this effect can be partially mediated or enhanced by the level of 

tourist co-production. This result extends the results of the previous study in exploring 

the impact of tourist involvement on experience value (Prebensen, Vittersø, et al., 2013). 

Tourist Perceived Competence – Tourist Co-Production – Tourist Experience Value 

Hypothesis 4b proposes that tourist co-production mediates the relationship between 

tourist-perceived competence and tourist experience value. From the bootstrapping result, 

the estimate of the indirect effect from tourist-perceived competence on tourist experience 

value is significant and positive (β=0.134, p<0.001). The finding indicates that tourists 

with high level of perceived competence may derive a high level of experience value 

when they actively co-produce the services. Therefore, the intermediate variable is 

significant for explaining the total effect (Preacher & Kelley, 2011). In other words, when 

tourists have the necessary knowledge and skills to complete a tourism activity, they will 

perform more proficiently. 

It is worth noting that the indirect effect value of tourist perceived competence on the 

experience value is greater than the direct effect value (β=0.099, p<0.05). Thus, the effect 

of tourist perceived competence on tourist experience value is more complicated than 

originally thought in previous studies (Prebensen & Xie, 2017; Van Beuningen et al., 

2011). Although tourist-perceived competence has a significant direct effect on tourist 

experience value, the presence of tourist co-production helps in greatly intensifying this 

relationship. In other words, if they do not actively participate in tourism services, tourists’ 

high levels of perceived competence may not be sufficient to derive high levels of 

experience value. That is, without active tourist co-production, the effect of perceived 

competence will be limited in improving tourist experience value. Thus, the present thesis 
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suggests that tourist co-production could strengthen the effect of tourist-perceived 

competence on experience value. 

Destination Quality – Tourist Co-Production – Tourist Experience Value 

Hypothesis 4c proposes that tourist co-production mediates the relationship between 

heritage destination quality and tourist experience value. As expected, the estimate of the 

indirect effect from destination quality on tourist experience value was found to be 

positive and significant (β=0.085, p<0.001). In other words, tourist co-production 

partially and significantly mediated the relationship between destination quality and 

tourist experience value in the heritage destination, Huangshan. The results further 

support and extend the previous studies on the effect of service quality on tourist 

experience value (Gallarza et al., 2013; Yoon et al., 2010). 

Tourist participation as co-producers in a destination means that tourists engage 

themselves with the destination products and services. Therefore, to stimulate tourist co-

production, the destination’s offerings have to enable them to benefit via the realization 

of experience value (Grönroos & Voima, 2013), which depends on the destination quality. 

Tourist experience value may come from the fact that their needs are satisfied during the 

process of their interactions with the destination’s products and services. Heritage 

destination quality can increase tourist experience value through the effective means of 

tourist co-production at the heritage destination.  

In addition, from the perspective of total effect size, heritage destination quality has the 

greatest impact on tourist experience value (β=0.340, p<0.001), followed by tourist 

involvement (β=0.338, p<0.001), and tourist perceived competence (β=0.233, p<0.001). 

This indicates that, although the role of tourists in the process of value co-creation is very 

important, destination quality still plays a very critical role in the creation of tourist 

experience value. Thus, obtaining superiority in quality is essential for tourism firms to 

deliver superior tourist value.  

In summary, tourists play a key role by actively becoming involved in co-production, 

through physical interaction and social interaction, in ways that are personalized and 

meaningful to each tourist, thus creating unique experience value. This thesis provides a 

new perspective into the understanding of the role of tourist co-production in the tourist 

experience value co-creation process. This thesis is one of the few empirical studies that 
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empirically explores the direct and mediating effects of tourist co-production on the 

tourist experience value.  

6.2.5 Research Objective 4 – Consequences of Tourist Experience Value 

This section aims to discuss the findings to address the consequences of tourist experience 

value (Objective 4), that is, to what extent does tourist experience value influence tourist 

wellbeing and destination identity?  

6.2.5.1 Effect of Tourist Experience Value on Tourist Wellbeing 

This thesis makes a meaningful contribution by examining the direct link between tourist 

experience value and tourist wellbeing. This study found that tourist experience value 

directly, positively, and strongly affected tourist wellbeing (H5: β=0.678, p< 0.001). Most 

previous studies have focused on the relationship between value and tourist satisfaction 

(e.g., Bajs, 2015; Prebensen et al., 2016) or the effect of tourist satisfaction on tourist 

wellbeing (e.g., H. Kim, Woo, & Uysal, 2015; Mathis et al., 2016), but have ignored the 

relationship between tourist experience value and tourist wellbeing.  

This finding is in line with the statement that “value creation entails a process that  

increases  the  customer’s  wellbeing,  such  that  the  user  becomes  better  off  in  some  

respect” (Grönroos & Voima, 2013, p. 134). Value creation could improve tourist 

wellbeing because the derived experience value from visiting the heritage destination 

could meet tourists’ needs satisfaction.  

Although travel is widely acknowledged as having transformative potential to enhance 

tourist wellbeing, most previous studies have explained this mechanism using the bottom-

up spill-over theory (Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999; Sirgy & Lee, 2006). This theory 

states that tourist activity affects tourist satisfaction with the trip, and then tourist 

satisfaction influences tourist life satisfaction. This thesis provides a new perspective by 

establishing the relationship between experience value and wellbeing from the 

perspective of value creation. Tourism helps enhance tourist wellbeing by creating 

experience value for tourists at the destination.   

In addition, exploration of this impact answers a call to understand tourist consumption 

experience beyond the traditional construct (e.g., tourist satisfaction), and should consider 

their broader implications on wellbeing and quality of life (Bjork, 2018; Knobloch et al., 



206 
 

2017; Prebensen et al., 2018). Thus, this thesis extends the traditional relationship 

between value and tourist satisfaction.  

6.2.5.2 Effect of Tourist Experience Value on Destination Identity  

This thesis found that tourist experience value positively and strongly influences tourists’ 

identity to the heritage destination. When tourists derive higher levels of experience value 

from the heritage destination, they become more attached and are more likely to establish 

affective bonds with the heritage destination, Huangshan. This result further supports 

previous studies that positive consumption experience could enhance their identification 

with the products, services, or brand (Delgado-Ballester & Fernandez Sabiote, 2015; 

Suntikul & Jachna, 2016; Tsai, 2016). 

Destination identity is established after tourists experience a place by attending and 

deeply understanding the tourism products, services, and activities at the heritage 

destination, Huangshan. On the whole, the mean scores indicated that tourists perceived 

a moderately strong sense of place identity after their trip to Huangshan. The results show 

that tourists feel ‘very attached’, ‘identify strongly’, and ‘have a sense of belonging’ to 

Huangshan. A visitor develop identification to a heritage destination because of the 

experience value that they derived from visiting that destination, such as the outstanding 

scenery or the social relationship they formed at the heritage destination. The experience 

value allows tourists to establish an emotional connection and develop a sense of 

identification to a destination.  

The role that experience value plays in fostering identification to a destination is lacking 

within the tourism literature. Therefore, this thesis contributes to the knowledge of 

destination identity through exploring the new antecedent of destination identity. On the 

other hand, the research also contributes to the knowledge of experience value, because 

it proposes a new variable of the consequence of experience value.  

6.3 Theoretical Contributions and Managerial Implications 

6.3.1 Theoretical Contributions  

This thesis proposes and tests a theoretical model of tourist experience value co-creation 

at the heritage destination, Huangshan in China. By examining the dimensions, 

antecedents, and consequences of tourist experience value, this thesis makes several 
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important contributions to the existing knowledge on tourist experience value, 

consumption experience, and S-D logic. 

6.3.1.1 Scale Development for Tourist Experience Value in Destination  

While tourism researchers have conducted numerous studies on tourist perceived value, 

few researchers have explicitly examined the dimensions of tourist experience value at 

the destination level, especially in a heritage destination context in China. A destination 

represents a combination of tourism facilities and services, offering an integrated 

experience to tourists (Buhalis, 2000). This study has established a multi-dimensional 

scale of tourist experience value in a destination context through combing qualitative and 

quantitative methods, which expands the scope and boundary of research on experience 

value in previous literature. The experience value that tourists obtain at the destination 

level is more comprehensive and diversified than in a hotel, restaurant, or rural tourism 

context (Peña, Jamilena, & Molina, 2012; Sparks et al., 2008; Tsai & Wang, 2016).  

The destination is considered as a basic analysis unit in tourism (Pike & Page, 2014), and 

used to study as a basis to investigate destination image, destination marketing, 

destination brand equity. Tourists perceive the destination as a whole brand experience, 

often ignoring that a destination consist of a large number individually produced products 

and services. Thus, research regarding tourist experience value at the destination level is 

important because competition in tourism is between destinations, not individual 

operators.  

In addition, the economic, emotional, social, and educational elements are often 

investigated, while the restoration, aesthetic, and spiritual value are less investigated in 

tourism research. This thesis developed a second-order construct of tourist experience 

value in the context of the heritage destination, highlighting the multidimensional feature 

of this construct and explicitly adding aesthetic, restorative, and spiritual value 

dimensions to the measurement scale. The scale tested in this research indicates that the 

experience value elements are interrelated, encompassing a broad spectrum of tourist 

experience, and forming a unitary tourist experience value. This study confirms that 

tourist experience value is a multi-faceted and holistic construct, which goes beyond a 

purely rational, cognitive consideration of value (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982; Zeithaml, 

1988). This acknowledges the growing importance of developing scales that assist a 

multidimensional perspective in academic inquiry into tourist experience value. 
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With the scale development, this thesis addresses recent calls to increase our knowledge 

of the experience value concept from an experiential perspective. This thesis extends the 

understanding of tourist experience value from an experiential and value-in-use 

perspective, which has been recently called for as one of the primary research priorities 

in the literature streams of value co-creation and S-D logic (Ranjan & Read, 2016). 

6.3.1.2 The Significant Role of Tourist Owned Resource in the Value Co-Creation  

This thesis investigates the important role of tourists in the value co-creation process in 

the context of a heritage destination. While most of the previous tourist experience value 

studies have predominantly focused on the role of service providers (e.g., service quality) 

in the value co-creation, few studies have investigated the effect of tourist owned 

resources (i.e., tourist involvement and perceived competence) on experience value 

creation. 

This study has applied theoretical ideas from S-D logic as a lens to analyse the tourist 

owned resources in the value co-creation process. Tourists themselves are regarded as 

operant resources when they use their own abilities and indulge in different level of 

involvement with the destination resources in the co-creation of the experience value 

when visiting a heritage destination. When tourists perceive that they have the ability to 

perform a task and when they feel motivated to do so, the level of tourist experience value 

is enhanced. This thesis confirmed that tourist owned resources, represented by tourist 

involvement and tourist perceived competence, positively and directly influence the 

tourist experience value at the heritage destination, Huangshan. 

This thesis also verified that tourists who have the ability and are highly involved in the 

heritage destination not only derive more experience value but, also, are more likely to 

exhibit high level co-production behaviours. This thesis corroborates the recent recall to 

investigate the important role of involvement in the value co-creation process (Andrades 

& Dimanche, 2014). Also, by empirically uncovering the important role of tourist 

perceived competence in the value co-creation process, this research extended the 

application of the concept emphasized in the value co-creation literature (Lusch & Vargo, 

2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2018a) to the tourism context. 

The results indicate that tourists are not static resources to be targeted but active resources 

to be collaborated with. Thus, this thesis extends the traditional “quality-value-

satisfaction” model by adding tourist-owned resources to the process, shifting the 
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examination to a more holistic and theoretically founded approach to better understand 

the tourist experience value co-creation process.  

6.3.1.3 The Important Role of Tourist Co-production in the Value Co-Creation 

This thesis developed a second-order model to examine tourist co-production at a 

destination, represented by two sub-dimensions, physical and social interaction. To the 

best of the author’s knowledge, this is the first scale of tourist co-production examined at 

the destination level. This scale can be used in future research in experience value co-

creation in the tourism context.  

Based on the scale developed, this research investigates the effect of tourist co-production 

on tourist experience value. While most of the widely studied consequences of customer 

co-production or participation behaviour have been limited to customer satisfaction 

(Bendapudi & Leone, 2003; Chan et al., 2010; C. H.-J. Wu, 2011), less efforts has been 

made to connect how tourist co-production is linked to experience value, especially from 

a tourist perspective. This study provides empirical evidence that tourist co-production 

positively affects tourist experience value in the heritage destination. This study lends 

support to the proposition that customers are co-creators of experience value in the S-D 

logic theory (Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Ranjan & Read, 2016).  

In addition, this study investigates the mediating role of tourist co-production behaviour 

in the value co-creation process. It finds that tourist co-production has a partial mediating 

effect on the relationship between tourist involvement and experience value, between 

perceived competence and experience value, and also between heritage destination 

quality and experience value. By modelling tourist co-production as a mediator, this study 

extends the understanding of how and why tourist co-production behaviour leads to 

improved tourist experience value. The research highlights the role of tourist co-

production as an intervening variable because it captures tourists’ on-site active physical 

and social interaction behaviours at the heritage destination. To the best of our knowledge, 

the current study presents the first empirical research that uses tourist co-production as a 

mediating variable in the value co-creation process.  

6.3.1.4 New Consequences of Tourist Experience Value  

This research shows that tourist experience value positively impacts tourist wellbeing and 

destination identity. While extant research has mostly investigated the effect of tourist 

experience value on satisfaction, behavioural intentions, and loyalty (Zhu et al., 2019), 
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this study proposes and tests a path model between tourist experience value and tourist 

wellbeing and destination identify. Thus,  this study provides empirical evidence to the 

view that tourist experience value could improve their wellbeing or make them become 

better off (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Zeithaml et al. (2020) 

argued that future research should engage in theorizing about the relationship between 

the way in which customers perceive value and their well-being. It would be important to 

explore how customer value affects wellbeing. Tourism scholars called for more research 

to improve external validity of the relationship between tourist experience and wellbeing 

(Jinsoo Hwang & Lee, 2019; Vada et al., 2019). For example, Vada et al. (2019) proposed 

that future studies could examine the relationship in one specific destination, and expand 

sample to include non-Western tourists in developing countries to ensure external validity.  

In addition, this research supports that tourist experience value could improve tourists’ 

identification towards the heritage destination, which indicates a new research angle for 

future research. In summary, the results contribute significantly to the knowledge of the 

consequences of tourist experience value.  

Overall, this thesis sheds light on the understanding of the tourist experience value co-

creation process. A scale examining tourist experience value as a multi-dimensional 

construct is developed, and a theoretical model that investigates the antecedents and 

consequences of the tourist experience value co-creation process is tested. It applies the 

notion of tourists’ roles as value co-creators and resource integrators under the S-D logic 

when investigating the antecedents of the tourist co-production behaviour and the 

experience value. This research also contributes to our knowledge of the experience value 

co-creation process by testing the effect of co-production behaviour as a mediator, thus 

providing a comprehensive model of the tourist experience value co-creation process at a 

destination from a tourist’s perspective.  

6.3.2 Managerial Implications 

From a practical perspective, this research provides destination managers with a 

framework and tools for managing the process of experience and value co-creation.  

6.3.2.1 Practical implications of Dimensions of Tourist Experience Value  

This thesis has developed a reliable scale to measure tourist experience value in a heritage 

destination which includes seven dimensions, namely economic value, positive emotion, 

restoration value, social value, aesthetic value, educational value, and spiritual value. The 
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scale can provide a means for heritage destination managers to increase their 

understanding of this construct to better facilitate and evaluate how tourists’ experience 

value is formed and constructed. Destination managers encourage cooperation between 

different stakeholders to provide experience value, and ultimately to develop a well-

managed, sustainable visitor destination. 

As Kotler (2017) indicates the organization is not to create what he or she thinks is value 

to the consumer but what the consumer will perceive as value. It is necessary for tourism 

organizations to understand how to assess experience value from a tourist’s perspective. 

Heritage destination managers can identify the specific types of tourist experience value 

to discover tourists' needs and determine how a specific tourism product or service 

offering fulfils their needs. Heritage destination managers should recognize that the 

tourist experience value is complex. Not all seven dimensions have the same importance 

for tourists. In this research, aesthetic value, restoration value, and spiritual value indicate 

strong influence on tourists’ experience. The average scores of these three aspects are the 

highest among the seven dimensions. In fact, in interviews, participants often use 

evaluative terms such as “incredible views”, “breathtaking scenery”, and “picturesque” 

when describing their aesthetic experience value in Huangshan. Thus, when managers 

would like to keep the entry price constant, they can develop better products or practices 

to increase the quality and value in the aesthetic, restorative and spiritual aspects of the 

experience.  

6.3.2.2 Practical implications of Antecedents of Tourist Experience Value  

This thesis also explored the antecedents of tourist experience value from a tourist’s 

perspective, which can help tourism organization managers to understand how to 

facilitate the tourist experience value co-creation process. The findings show that tourist-

owned resources (i.e. tourist involvement, perceived competence), destination resource 

(heritage destination quality), and tourist co-production can improve tourist experience 

value. Such findings suggest that destinations shall include in their destination marketing 

materials information and messages that encourage tourists’ involvement to proactively 

participate in value co-creation activities so that they derive greater experience value 

during their visit. 

This research highlighted the role of tourist involvement in the tourist experience value 

co-creation process. When tourists feel involved, with passion and a sense of importance 

towards the heritage destination, they are more willing to contribute to the tourism service 



212 
 

delivery process and derive high levels of experience value from visiting the heritage 

destination. Thus, it is important for destination managers to understand how to enhance 

tourists’ involvement with the heritage destination and related tourism activities. For 

example, the city of Huangshan has two World Heritage sites, destination management 

parties can use the World Heritage brand reputation to actively promote the understanding 

of the importance and uniqueness of this heritage destination and increase tourists’ 

involvement levels in terms of their perception of importance, relevance, and 

meaningfulness.  

In addition, the results of the study provide evidence showing the significance of tourist 

perceived competence in the tourist experience value co-creation process. Tourist 

perceived competence affected the co-produced experience and perceived value of the 

experience. Destination managers shall, in their management and marketing, enhance 

tourists’ perception of competence and abilities when using their tourism products or 

services. For example, concise and easy to understand language shall be used in marketing 

materials and on-site signage to facilitate understanding of the heritage site, especially to 

tourists with lower educational backgrounds. Destination managers can design tour routes 

with varying levels of physical challenge to cater to the needs of different types of tourists.  

In line with treating consumers’ perceived competence as a competitive strategy 

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000), destination managers need to develop products or 

services to match tourists’ different competences, which further allow them to act, harness, 

and thrive in purposive activities. 

Apart from the tourist-owned resources, destination quality offers important cues to 

enhancing tourist experience value. Results show that the heritage destination positively 

influences tourist experience value and tourist co-production behaviour. Tourists usually 

perceive heritage destination quality from its landscape quality, accommodation and 

catering service quality, tourism safety measures, visitor management and so on. Thus, 

destination managers should try their best to improve heritage destination quality to 

provide tourists with a high-quality platform to facilitate tourist experience value co-

creation. Heritage destinations should provide detailed destination travelling information, 

safer tourism facilities, clean tourism sanitation, and a friendly environment, which can 

encourage tourists to actively participate in tourism activities and social interactions and, 

ultimately, improve their experience value level.  
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The concept of tourist co-production provides destination managers with an insightful 

perspective on understanding tourist’s on-site interaction behaviours during their trip in 

Huangshan. Tourist co-production not only has a direct impact on their experience value, 

but also plays a very important mediation role in the value co-creation process. During 

the trip, tourists not only actively participate in various tourism activities, but also actively 

interact with travel companions, service employees, local residents, and other tourists. 

Consequently, destination managers should design tourism activities in which visitors can 

actively participate. 

Destination managers who perceive tourists as co-producers do not consider them to be 

simply recipients of the products and services; instead, tourists are perceived as active 

partners who shape the consumption experience process. Furthermore, heritage 

destination organization should go beyond service provider and tourism activities and 

adopts a service-ecosystem perspective where other actors, such as local residents, other 

tourists, also have important roles for the co-creation of experience value.  

6.3.2.3 Practical implications of Consequences of Tourist Experience Value  

This research found that tourist experience value can positively and strongly influence 

tourist wellbeing and perceptions of heritage identity. Destination managers should 

realize that the higher the level of tourist experience value, the stronger their identification 

of heritage destination importance, which can increase their willingness to protect and 

promote the heritage destination. The co-creation perspective transformed the heritage 

destination’s focus from its internal resources and capabilities to include tourists’ 

involvement, skills, and co-production behaviours that are embedded in the tourist base. 

Therefore, heritage destination managers should no longer treat their tourists as passive 

recipients of what a destination does for them, but as co-creators in creating personalized 

experiences and ultimate determinants of experience value. In fact, form the supplier’s 

point of view, the role that tourists play in the co-creation process can be an important 

source of competitive advantage for a heritage destination in terms of the tourist’s 

contribution as an operant resource. 

In summary, the findings of this research provide useful insights for practitioners, which 

aid heritage destinations to develop effective marketing and management strategies. In 

line with the research findings, the heritage destination should shift the value creation 

perspectives from creating value for tourists to creating value with tourists (Vargo & 
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Lusch, 2004). The results help destination managers to identify the experience value 

embedded in tourism experiences and facilitate the value co-creation process in a way 

that maximizes meaningful experience value from a tourist’s perspective.  

6.4 Limitations and Future Research Directions 

Despite the great efforts to conduct sound and comprehensive research, this study still 

has several limitations that should be taken into consideration in interpreting the results 

of the findings. This section discusses the limitations associated with the present research 

methodology and design. However, these limitations do not detract from the significance 

of the research findings and provide a platform for future research.  

First, the limitation is related to the data collection method adopted in the study. This 

research utilized the convenience sampling method and cross-sectional data rather than 

longitudinal data. The survey was conducted at a single destination, Huangshan, even 

though it is a typical and representative heritage destination, which may limit the 

generalizability and applicability of the research findings. Also, as suggested by 

Netemeyer et al. (2003), a newly developed measurement scale needs to be tested across 

multiple samples in different contexts. Yin (2018) also indicated that multi-case designs 

is often considered more compelling and robust. Researchers in future studies can adopt 

the current tourist experience value scale in other tourist destinations to test the robustness 

and reliability of the scale.  

The convenience sampling method adopted in this study is the most feasible approach for 

an on-site tourist survey; however, this technique has also been criticized for its biases. 

The respondents were approached on the basis of their availability and accessibility. The 

major disadvantage of this procedure is its ability of the collected data to represent an 

entire population, which may lead to criticisms related to attempted generalization and 

inference-making. The length of the survey and the completion time might also bring 

questionnaire fatigue, which may influence the validity of participants’ responses. To 

overcome these limitations, significant personal effort was spent when collecting data. 

Surveys were conducted at different times of the day and different days of the week within 

a two-month period to reduce bias. The survey respondents came from 32 different 

provinces and districts in China, thus representing the target population.  

Second, a limitation of this study is associated with the higher-order constructs in the 

model. Two second-order constructs (i.e., the dimensions of tourist experience value and 
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tourist co-production behaviour) were used in this study to achieve the research objectives. 

The use of higher-order constructs can help deal with the complexity of the model. 

However, this partial aggregation model may potentially obscure the differences and limit 

the exploration and understanding of the first-order factors in the components of a 

construct (Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998). For example, when examining the impact of tourist 

co-production on tourist experience value, this construct was treated as a second-order 

factor. These relationships are expected to be dissimilar because, conceptually, physical 

interaction is object-related, while social interaction is human-related and, thus, the 

influence on tourist experience value may be different. Therefore, further research should 

be conducted to explore these dimensions and to examine the relationships of each 

dimension with the antecedents and consequences. 

Third, this study argues for the importance of the value co-creation process from a tourist 

perspective. However, investigating employees’ behaviour related to value co-creation in 

the context of a destination would also be of importance. In fact, according to the S-D 

logic, the heritage destination organization also plays an important role in experience 

value co-creation. Employees are critical in engaging tourists into value co-creation and 

facilitating value co-creation between the service organization and customers (Chan et al., 

2010; Liao & Subramony, 2008). Service in tourism heavily relies on front-line 

employees, and employees’ behaviour to create value with the tourist may have an impact 

on the tourist experience value co-creation process. However, most previous studies, 

including this study, have focused on the tourists’ perspective in value co-creation; little 

is known about how employees are involved in the value co-creation process. Therefore, 

future research can extend the scope of this study to include employees’ perspectives, 

further clarifying the holistic notion of the experience value co-creation processes 

resulting from interactions between tourists and employees. 

Fourth, although this study has proposed a comprehensive model to examine the 

dimensions, antecedents, and consequences of tourist experience value, there are 

variables that could be investigated and included in the model. For example, only three 

tourist-related variables (i.e., tourist involvement, perceived competence, and tourist co-

production) and one heritage destination factor (i.e., heritage destination quality) that 

affected tourist experience value were investigated in this study. There could be other 

factors that may have an impact on tourist experience value, which warrant future 

research.  In this study, a simple scale (three items) was adopted to describe the heritage 
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destination quality. In practical terms, this construct has rich meanings and dimensions, 

which could include heritage landscape quality, management quality, service quality, 

heritage authenticity, and so on. Future research could use the multidimensional construct 

to measure its influence on tourist experience value.  

There are also some external environmental factors, such as weather, temperature, and 

traffic conditions, that can enhance or undermine the tourist experience value. Although 

research on the effects of these environmental conditions on experience value is limited, 

it is reasonable to assume that these elements will have an effect. For instance, when it is 

cloudy or rainy, it would have a greater impact on the beauty of natural landscape. In 

addition, bad weather will also increase the difficulty of climbing a mountain, reduce 

tourists’ participation levels in tourism activities, and increase the challenge towards their 

ability. These can further reduce tourists’ perceptions of aesthetic value, positive 

emotional value and other dimensions of experience value. To reduce the impact of 

environmental factors on the research findings, the author chose to lengthen the data 

collection period, and try to avoid the bad weather effect on tourist experience value. In 

the future, the research can include environmental factors as variables to examine their 

impact on experience value.   

In addition, many researchers have attempted to identify antecedents of tourist experience 

value in tourist-related or firm-related aspects. However, the joint effects among these 

factors were not explored so far. For example, the influence of tourist involvement on 

tourist experience value may demonstrate different levels of strength with the inclusion 

of important moderators; like heritage brand attractiveness or perceived autonomy, in the 

proposed model. Thus, it is meaningful to investigate the potential moderators that are 

expected to strengthen or weaken the relationships among the dimensions, antecedents 

and consequences of tourist experience value, which can provide useful guidance to 

practitioners to facilitate tourist experience value co-creation at an optimal level. 

Fifth, the current study examined the outcomes of tourist experience value in terms of 

tourist wellbeing and heritage identity. There could be other outcomes of tourist 

experience value. This study encourages future research to identify the consequences of 

tourist experience value from the practitioner’s perspective. Exploring value impacts 

from a destination perspective can benefit practitioners by providing empirical evidence 

relevant to the importance of tourist experience value.  
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Last, while most prior researches have focused on the tourist experience value co-creation 

process, less attention has been devoted to tourists’ experience of value co-destruction. 

In fact, value co-creation and value co-destruction are two aspects of value formation, 

which can be regarded as two sides of one coin (Plé, 2017; A. M. Smith, 2013). Value 

co-creation refers to a process through which customers become better off, while value 

co-destruction refers to a failed interaction process that results in negative outcomes of at 

least one of the systems’ wellbeing  (Harris et al., 2010). Although resource integration 

indicates a positive effect on customer experience value, it does not always lead to 

increased well-being effects (Grönroos, 2011b; Laud et al., 2019). There is growing 

evidence that customers experience negative service encounters in which value is co-

destroyed during the service delivery process (Camilleri & Neuhofer, 2017; Echeverri & 

Skålén, 2011). Thus, future research can investigate both aspects of value formation 

simultaneously. Such studies can bridge the knowledge gap and offer new perspectives 

to holistically understand the value formation process in the context of the tourism field.  

6.5 Summary 

This thesis is the first to provide an insightful understanding of tourist experience value 

co-creation at a heritage destination, including the dimensions of tourist experience value 

and its antecedents and consequences. 

The qualitative study provided rich information and in-depth understanding regarding the 

components of experience value that tourists derived from visiting the heritage 

destination and also their on-site co-production behaviours during the trip. The 

quantitative study not only developed a multifaceted measurement scale for tourist 

experience value in the destination but, also, it established a comprehensive integrated 

model linking the antecedents and consequences of tourist experience value. The study 

found that tourist resources (i.e., tourist involvement, perceived competence), destination 

resources (i.e., destination quality), and tourist co-production have positive influences on 

tourist experience value which, further, impact tourist wellbeing and destination identity. 

Specifically, this study additionally explored the important mediation effects of tourist 

co-production in the tourist experience value co-creation process.  

This study made significant contributions. Theoretically, the research contributed to the 

body of knowledge related to tourist experience, heritage tourism, value co-creation, and 

service-dominant logic. In particular, this study established a measurement scale of tourist 
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experience value at the destination level, serving as a foundation for future studies on this 

topic. This study also provides further empirical evidence for the S-D logic propositions 

that the tourist plays an active, important role in the value co-creation process. Practically, 

the research findings can assist DMOs and the tourism industry, especially in the heritage 

destination, Huangshan to have an in-depth understanding of the tourist experience value 

creation process. The research also suggests that more attention should to given to the 

importance of the tourist’s role in the value co-creation process.  

To conclude, this thesis provides a deeper understanding of the experience value co-

creation process at a heritage destination from a tourist’s perspective. The research 

findings lay a solid foundation for future research in this area. 
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created value for hotel guests in the luxury sector. 

• Help better manage employee engagement and the customer 

experience in the co-creation of value. 

Casais, Fernandes, 

and Sarmento 

(2020) 

Peer-to-peer 

online platform 

Relationship 

marketing 

Not specified Qualitative • Discusses the importance of relationship marketing as an 

antecedent of value co-creation and the continuous open 

innovation attitude with incremental benefits in the service 

provided. 

Shin, Perdue, and 

Pandelaere (2020) 

Hotel online 

review 

Empowerment 

theory 

Not specified Quantitative • Sense of empowerment mediates the effect of hotel response 

personalization on the intention to co-create knowledge value. 
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Prayag et al. 

(2020) 

Culinary 

tourism  

Tourist 

experience  

Not specified Quantitative • Degree of co-creation is a behavioural construct  

• Customer knowledge, serious leisure, service quality, and 

perceived physical environment positively influence 

customers’ degree of co-creation  

Rachão, Breda, 

Fernandes, and 

Joukes (2020) 

Food and wine 

experience  

Tourist 

experience  

 

Not specified Qualitative  • Co-creation is perceived by tourists as one or a combination of 

seven categories: social interaction, novelty, creativity, social 

sustainability, environmental awareness, enjoyment and 

memorable experiences. 

Lei, Ye, Wang, 

and Law (2020) 

Mobile instant 

messaging  

S-D logic  Not specified Quantitative • Customers’ co-creation of experience via mobile IM 

significantly and positively affects their perceived value of 

personalization. 

Kallmuenzer, 

Peters, and Buhalis 

(2020) 

Rural 

hospitality 

S-D logic Not specified Quantitative • Value co-creation is measured using behavioural items  

• Relationship commitment and social interaction ties influence 

value co-creation. 

Ross (2020) Creative 

heritage 

tourism 

S-D logic Not specified Qualitative • Examine co-creative strategies that promote participative 

interpretation of archaeological heritage. 

• Discusses the potential of co-creation for delivering a 

meaningful experience. 

Junaid et al. (2020) Restaurant Brand love, value 

co-creation 

Perceived value Quantitative • Diner’s participation in co-creation include information 

seeking, information sharing, responsible behaviour, and 

personal interaction. 

• Information-seeking, responsible behaviour and personal 

interaction increase perceived value. 

• Perceived value positively influences brand love.  

Alexiou (2020) Heritage 

festival 

Experience 

economy, co-

creation 

Not specified Qualitative • Examine the process of the on-site (co-)creation of experience 

of the festival participants. 

• The CIF model (Context, Interactions, Feelings) is formed. 

Assiouras, 

Skourtis, 

Giannopoulos, 

Tourism and 

hospitality 

firms 

Social exchange 

theory,  

S-D logic 

Not specified Quantitative • Value co-creation include co-production and value-in-use.  

• Value co-creation has a positive relationship with guests’ 

willingness to engage in customer citizen behaviour.  
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Buhalis, and 

Koniordos (2019) 

Jiang et al. (2019) Airbnb S-D logic Functional, 

economic, 

emotional, green, 

social, epistemic, 

and ethical vlaue 

Quantitative  • Customer value is multidimensional with seven dimensions 

• Value co-creation is seen measured using customer 

participation  

• Customer participation and value facilitation by the Airbnb 

platform and the Airbnb host jointly determine the customer 

perceived value  

González-Mansilla 

et al. (2019) 

Hotel Brand equity, 

DART model  

Perceived value  Quantitative • Customer participation in the hotel's value co-creation process 

has a positive and significant impact on the customer's 

perceived value 

• Customers' perception of the hotel's value co-creation conduct 

has a positive and significant impact on their degree of 

participation in creating value  

Dolan, Seo, and 

Kemper (2019) 

Social media  Social practice 

theory  

Not specified Qualitative • Tourist complaining on social media is an interactive process 

of value formation. 

• Company responses to complaints can foster value co-creation 

or avoid co-destruction. 

E. Kim, Tang, and 

Bosselman (2019) 

Restaurants S-D logic  Not specified Quantitative • Customer value co-creation behaviour include customer 

participation and citizenship behaviour 

• Perceived innovativeness as the key predictor of customers’ 

behaviour for value co-creation 

Simeoni and 

Cassia (2019) 

Recreation 

vehicle 

manufactures   

S-D logic  Not specified Qualitative  • Examines motorhome manufacturers’ engagement in value 

co-creation with motor homers. 

J. W. C. Wong and 

Lai (2019) 

Exhibition S-D logic, service 

logic 

Not specified Quantitative • Value co-creation behaviours include participation and 

citizenship behaviours  

• Value co-creation behaviours are positively related to 

perceived performance. 

McLeay et al. 

(2019) 

Ski-chalet 

community  

Sociological, 

brand community 

Not specified Qualitative  • Five themes facilitate the co-creation of ski chalet tourist 

experiences: socialisation, all-inclusive chalet offering, active 
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hedonistic skiing, location/place, the ‘augmented’ community 

of online and offline skiers. 

C. X. Zhang, Fong, 

and Li (2019) 

Festival Customer-

dominant logic, 

place attachment 

Not specified  Quantitative • Adopts customer-to-customer value co-creation logic to 

examine the co-creation of a festival experience. 

• Links place attachment with co-creation to understand festival 

evaluation. 

Sugathan and 

Ranjan (2019) 

Destination  Tourism 

experience, co-

creation  

Not specified  Experiment  • Co-creation influences tourism experience. 

• Co-creation influences tourist revisit intentions. 

Lei, Wang, and 

Law (2019) 

Hotel  S-D logic, 

sociomateriality 

Not specified Qualitative • Explores how hoteliers leverage mobile technologies to 

innovate service provisions through co-creating with 

customers. 

• Mobile-based value co-creation is shaped through analysing 

hoteliers’ underlying reasoning and expectations for the 

design of mobile-based services. 

Morosan and 

DeFranco (2019) 

Hotel 

interactive 

technology 

S-D logic, 

technology 

adoption, social 

psychology 

Not specified Quantitative  • Consumers’ information system habit and hedonic 

motivations influenced their participation in consumer–firm 

interactions. 

Mijnheer and 

Gamble (2019) 

Heritage visitor 

attractions 

Value co-

creation, heritage 

experience  

Not specified Case study  • Involving stakeholders in value co-creation create authentic, 

engaging experiences. 

• Open relations between management and stakeholders benefit 

the co-creation process. 

L. Xie et al. (2019) Hotel Not specified Customer 

relational value, 

employee 

relational value 

Quantitative • Customer participation has a significant effective in frontline 

employee's customer need knowledge. 

• Frontline employees' customer need knowledge has a 

significant effect on employees' and customers' relational 

value. 

J. Ahn, Lee, Back, 

and Schmitt (2019) 

Integrated 

resort 

Flow theory  Aesthetic, 

playfulness, 

return on 

Quantitative • Co-creation attitude includes interaction attitude, knowledge 

sharing, and response attitude. 
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investment, and 

service 

excellence 

• Co-creation behaviour includes participation and citizenship 

behaviour. 

• Experiential value impact on customers’ co-creation attitude. 

• The role of co-creation attitude in creating a positive 

behaviour was identified. 

T. C. Zhang et al. 

(2018) 

Airbnb Consumption 

process, pricing 

Emotional, 

functional, and 

social value  

Quantitative • Value co-creation activities in the sharing economy have three 

distinct service stages: pre-consumption, mid-consumption, 

and post-consumption. 

• Three types of functional, social, and emotional co-created 

values were explored. 

Antón et al. (2018) Museum  Experience co-

creation  

Learning, 

entertainment, 

escapism, and 

aesthetic value 

Quantitative • Value is multidimensional, including four dimensions  

• Value co-creation is a process 

• Tourists play an active role in the value co-creation process 

Harrington, 

Hammond, 

Ottenbacher, 

Chathoth, and 

Marlowe (2019) 

Hospitality  Memory-

dominant logic  

Not specified Conceptual  • Proposes a memory-dominant logic (MDL) concept 

• Compares and contrasts value creation mindsets ranging from 

value-in-exchange, value-in-use, value-in-experience and 

value-in-memory. 

• Provides assumptions, boundary conditions and applications. 

Santos-Vijande, 

López-Sánchez, 

and Pascual-

Fernandez (2018) 

Hotel  New service,  

co-creation  

Not specified Quantitative • Customer co-creation exerts a direct impact on new service 

market outcomes and new service development speed 

J. W. C. Wong and 

Lai (2018) 

Exhibition Three-factor 

theory of 

customer 

satisfaction 

Not specified Quantitative • Finds two types of value co-creation activities: participation 

and partnership activities. 

• Evaluate the factor structure of each value co-creation activity. 

Morosan (2018) Hotel mobile 

device  

S-D logic Not specified Quantitative • Customers’ level of involvement with information, services, 

and tasks using mobile devices in hotels positively influences 

their intentions to engage in cocreation behaviours using 

mobile devices. 
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H. Xu, Liu, and 

Lyu (2018) 

New tourism 

and hospitality 

services 

New service, co-

creation  

Not specified Quantitative • The degree of co-creation has a positive effect on customers’ 

evaluations of new services. 

Harkison (2018) Luxury 

accommodation 

Not specified Not specified Qualitative  • Luxury accommodation experience is materialised through a 

process of co-creation, involving managers, employees, and 

guests.  

• Encouraging more co-creation can have a positive effect on 

how the luxury accommodation experience is created. 

Busser and Shulga 

(2018) 

Hospitality  S-D logic, theory 

of value  

Meaningfulness, 

collaboration, 

contribution, 

recognition, and 

affective 

response 

Quantitative  • Co-created value is conceptualized as a personal appraisal of 

the meaningfulness of a service based on what is contributed 

and what is realized through collaboration. 

• The co-created value scale is multi-dimensional construct with 

5 dimensions and 25 items. 

• The positive predictors of co-created value are openness and 

brand authenticity. 

• The significant outcomes of co-created value are wellbeing, 

service advantage and trust. 

Rihova, Buhalis, 

Gouthro, and 

Moital (2018) 

Festival Customer-

dominant logic, 

social practice  

Affective, social, 

functional, and 

network value 

Qualitative • Tourists' customer-to-customer co-creation results in affective, 

social, functional and network value. 

• Customer-Dominant logic provides insights into tourists' co-

creation practices. 

Malone, 

McKechnie, and 

Tynan (2018) 

Destination  Customer-

dominant logic 

Not specified  Qualitative • Emotions, as a customer operant resource, contribute to the 

process of value creation as well as value destruction. 

Rihova et al. 

(2018) 

Urban resident  Not specified Not specified Quantitative  • Value co-creation in tourism includes resident-tourist social 

interactions. 

• Life satisfaction and positive perceptions of tourism 

development encourage residents' value co-creation with 

tourists. 

• Perceived costs of tourism development are negatively related 

to residents' value co-creation. 
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H. Zhang, Gordon, 

Buhalis, and Ding 

(2018) 

Destination 

platform 

Engagement, co-

creation 

Aesthetic, 

usefulness, ease 

of use, trust, and 

interactivity   

Experiment • Online platform experience significantly affects the 

destination emotional experience. 

• Destination emotional experience positively influences 

destination engagement intention  

Buonincontri et al. 

(2017) 

Destination  S-D logic, tourist 

experience   

Not specified Quantitative  • Experience co-creation is a behavioural construct.  

• Interactions among tourists and tourism service providers and 

the active participation of tourists are antecedents of 

experience cocreation. 

• Experience co-creation makes tourists more satisfied and 

happier. 

Im and Qu (2017) Full-service 

restaurant 

S-D logic, social 

cognitive theory 

Not specified Quantitative • Customer co-creation is measured from a behavioural 

perspective  

• Customers’ knowledge, self-efficacy, and motivation 

positively affect customer co-creation 

• Supports the role of the customer as a resource integrator 

during the co-creation experience. 

Prebensen and Xie 

(2017) 

Adventure 

tourism  

S-D logic  Quality, 

economic, 

novelty, 

emotional, and 

knowledge value  

Quantitative • Co-creation comprises both physical and mental participation 

• Tourists' mastering and psychological co-creation are 

significant for value perception. 

• Acknowledges tourists as resource integrators for value 

creation in experiences. 

Rong-Da Liang 

(2017) 

Agritourism  S-D logic, service 

blueprint  

Not specified Quantitative • This study aims to design agritourism activities based on a 

service-dominant logic perspective. 

• S-D logic agritourism activities that focus on agriculture and 

tourist engagement impact tourists' responses to agritourism. 

Ma, Gu, Wang, 

and Hampson 

(2017) 

Hotel New service, 

involvement, co-

creation 

Not specified Quantitative • Finds the coexistence of opportunities and challenges of co-

creation during the interaction process with customers. 

Campos et al. 

(2017) 

Animal-based 

tourism 

Tourist 

experience 

Not specified Quantitative • Co-creation is defined as a tourist's subjectively lived on-site 

experience involving actively participation and interaction. 
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• Co-creation is an antecedent of attention and involvement in 

the animal-based experiences. 

A.-G. Johnson and 

Neuhofer (2017) 

Airbnb S-D logic, social 

practice, value 

co-creation  

Not specified Qualitative  • Develops a value co-creation theoretical framework in Airbnb 

by integrating value co-creation resources, practices, and 

outcomes  

J.-S. Chen, Kerr, 

Chou, and Ang 

(2017) 

Travel agency S-D logic, service 

innovation 

Not specified Qualitative  • A new six-element construct of co-creation dynamics was 

developed. 

• All the proposed effects were found significant in which trust 

enhanced the effect of elements of innovation for Taiwan 

travel agencies. 

Jamilena et al. 

(2016) 

Destination S-D logic, brand 

equity  

Not specified Mixed-method • Value co-creation includes three phases: pre-visit, during-

visit, and post-visit phase 

• Value-creation during tourists’ entire experience of a 

destination is an antecedent of destination brand equity. 

Campos et al. 

(2016) 

Animal-based 

tourism 

Not specified  Not specified Qualitative  • Co-creation involves active participation and social 

interaction. 

• Co-creation experience influences memorability by focusing 

the tourist’s attention. 

Mathis et al. 

(2016) 

Not specified Not specified Not specified Quantitative • Co-creation of experience mainly reflects tourist participation 

behaviours  

• Co-creation of an experience influences satisfaction with 

vacation experience, loyalty to service provider. 

Prebensen et al. 

(2016) 

Winter 

experience  

S-D logic Physical, 

emotional, 

social, economic, 

and learning 

value 

Quantitative • Co-creation of value is defined as tourist’s interest in mental 

and physical participation in an activity. 

• The level of cocreation moderates the effect between the 

experience value of winter tourism activities and satisfaction. 

Morosan and 

DeFranco (2016) 

Hotel mobile 

device 

S-D logic Perceived value Quantitative • The degree of consumer co-creation influences the perceived 

value of co-creation behaviour.  

• Recognizes the central role of consumers’ degree of value co-

creation in creating valuable service experiences. 
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• The perceived value of co-creation was found to influence 

consumers’ perceived value of the hotel stay. 

Altinay, Sigala, 

and Waligo (2016) 

Tourism social 

enterprise 

S-D logic, social 

entrepreneurship 

Social value  Qualitative • A service-dominant logic explains the co-creation process. 

• Social value through tourism enterprise is co-created. 

Suntikul and 

Jachna (2016) 

Destination  Tourism 

experience, co-

creation  

Not specified Quantitative • Establishes conceptual link between models of co-creation and 

place attachment. 

• Place identity (personal relation with site) correlates more 

strongly with experience value. 

Zátori (2016) Sightseeing 

tour 

Tourism 

experience, 

service design  

Not specified Qualitative • Small-group tour providers use the concept of co-creation to 

the biggest extent, followed by alternative tour providers. 

• The attention-involve-make discover (AIM) model of process 

of value and experience co-creation was created. 

Rihova et al. 

(2015) 

Tourism Social practice 

theory, S-D logic  

Not specified Conceptual  • Develops a conceptual framework for the customer-to-

customer co-creation in tourism  

Minkiewicz et al. 

(2014) 

Heritage sector S-D logic Not specified Qualitative • The findings illuminate three facets of co-creation: co-

production, engagement, and personalisation. 

Prebensen, 

Vittersø, et al. 

(2013) 

Destination  S-D logic Overall value  Quantitative • Value creation in tourism includes the tourist participation and 

involvement as resources. 

• Tourist resources includes time, money, effort, and 

involvement. 

• Experience value is positively affected by the tourists’ self-

identity, attraction involvement, time, and effort. 

Sfandla and Björk 

(2013) 

Tourism  S-D logic, 

interactive 

networks 

Not specified Conceptual  • launches a new framework, the Tourism Experience Network 

(TEN), to explore co-creation of experiences. 

Cabiddu et al. 

(2013) 

Hotel  S-D logic Not specified Mixed-method • Introduces the theoretical lens of S-D logic in the tourism 

research. 

• Explains how technologies enable value co-creation in the 

tourism industry. 
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• The results reveal three factors affecting successful value 

appropriation. 

Grissemann and 

Stokburger-Sauer 

(2012) 

Travel agency  S-D logic  Not specified Quantitative • Company support for customers is found to significantly 

affect the degree of customer co-creation. 

• The degree of co-creation further positively affects customer 

satisfaction with the service company, customer loyalty, and 

service expenditures. 

P. Chathoth et al. 

(2013) 

Hotel S-D logic Not specified Conceptual  • The co-production versus co-creation concepts create a 

continuum rather than a dichotomy 

• The key factors that define a typology of service production 

types include the primary value-creation driver and customer 

involvement/dialogue type. 

FitzPatrick et al. 

(2013) 

Hotel S-D logic  Not specified Quantitative • Hotels acknowledge IC assets; in particular, the value 

embedded in their brands. 

• Highlights the capacity for co-construction of value within a 

hotel’s network. 

Prebensen and 

Foss (2011) 

Destination Tourist 

experience 

Not specified Qualitative  • Explore how a tourist copes and co-creates experiences. 

• Tourist experiences are explored in social and physical 

encounters. 

• Reveal examples of coping and co-creation strategies and the 

subsequent effects on tourist evaluations. 

Shaw et al. (2011) Hotel S-D logic  Not specified Conceptual  • Demonstrates the importance of service dominant logic in 

uncovering the role played by co-production and co-creation 

in the tourism industry. 
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emotion, negative 

anticipated 

emotion 

Suhartanto, Brien, 

Primiana, Wibisono, and 

Triyuni (2020) 

1 - Experience quality Tourist 

motivation, tourist 

loyalty 

Creative tourism Quantitative  

L. Zhang et al. (2020) 5 - - Satisfaction, 

behavioural 

intentions 

Heritage tourism  Quantitative 

Calza, Pagliuca, 

Risitano, and Sorrentino 

(2020) 

1 On-board 

environment 

- Satisfaction, 

behavioural 

intentions 

Cruise Quantitative  

C.-F. Chen and Huang 

(2020) 

2 - - Hedonics, 

perceived 

uniqueness 

Shared bike in 

tourism 

Quantitative 

H.-C. Wu and Chang 

(2020) 

1 - - Experiential trust, 

experiential 

commitment 

Arctic tourism Quantitative  

Vishwakarma, 

Mukherjee, and Datta 

(2020) 

1 - Perceived benefits, sacrifices Behavioural 

intentions  

Virtual reality Quantitative 

Cho, Bonn, Moon, and 

Chang (2020) 

2 Meal kit attributes 

(five aspects) 

- Repurchase 

intention 

Restaurant Quantitative 

Rahman, Moghavvemi, 

Thirumoorthi, and 

Rahman (2020) 

1 Banning non-halal 

services, halal food 

product services, 

general halal 

services 

- Satisfaction Halal tourism  Quantitative  

J. Ahn and Thomas 

(2020) 

4 - - Relationship 

quality, brand 

loyalty 

Integrated resort  Mixed-method  
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Rousta and Jamshidi 

(2020) 

5 - - Tourists’ attitudes 

toward local food 

Food tourism  Quantitative 

Q. Chen, Huang, and 

Hou (2020) 

1 Perceived 

authenticity, 

perceived quality 

- Behavioural 

intentions 

Restaurant  Quantitative 

Xinwei Su, Li, Chen, and 

Zeng (2020) 

1 Authenticity 

experience 

Experience quality Behavioural 

intention 

Cultural heritage 

tourism 

Quantitative 

See and Goh (2019) 1 Perceived price, 

perceived 

authenticity 

Experience quality, prior knowledge, 

social influence 

Intention to visit Heritage hotel Quantitative  

Oriade and Schofield 

(2019) 

1 Attraction 

attributes, quality 

- Satisfaction, 

behavioural 

intention 

Visitor attraction  Quantitative  

Choi, Wang, and Sparks 

(2019) 

4 - - Satisfaction, trust, 

travel app 

continued use 

intention  

Travel app Qualitative  

S. Kim, Ham, Moon, 

Chua, and Han (2019) 

4 Brand prestige  - Loyalty Food service industry  Quantitative  

Gallarza et al. (2019) 8 - - Cognitive and 

affective 

satisfaction 

Destination Quantitative 

Fu, Zhang, Lehto, and 

Miao (2018) 

4 Event attributes Perceived benefits - Festival Quantitative 

Antón et al. (2018) 4  Knowledge, planning, participation, 

interaction 

Intensification, 

content generation 

Museum Quantitative 

T. C. Zhang et al. (2018) 3 - - Willingness to 

pay premium 

price 

Airbnb  Quantitative 

M. Kim and Thapa 

(2018) 

1 - Self-congruity  Satisfaction, 

loyalty 

Destination Quantitative 
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S. Taylor, DiPietro, and 

So (2018) 

5 - - Relationship 

quality 

Dining experience Quantitative 

H. C. Wu and Li (2017) 1 - Experience quality Satisfaction Heritage tourism Quantitative 

Y.-j. Ahn et al. (2017) 4 - - Vividness Exhibition Quantitative 

W. Lee, Sung, Suh, and 

Zhao (2017) 

4 - Goal-oriented attendee, experientially 

oriented attendee 

Satisfaction Festival Quantitative  

Verma and Rajendran 

(2017) 

1 - Historical Nostalgia Satisfaction, 

Loyalty 

Heritage destination Quantitative 

Taheri et al. (2017) 2 - Customer participation, mood clarity, 

mood monitoring, mood repair 

- Hotel Quantitative 

S. Lee et al. (2016) 1 Object-based 

authenticity, 

existential 

authenticity, 

perceived monetary 

value 

- Satisfaction  Heritage tourism Quantitative 

Rasoolimanesh et al. 

(2016) 

3 - - Satisfaction Community-based 

homestay 

Quantitative 

Mohd-Any et al. (2015) 6 - Actual participation,  

Perceived participation  

Customer 

satisfaction, 

behavioural 

intentions  

Travel website Quantitative 

O'Cass and Sok (2015) 4 Value proposition, 

value offering 

- Financial 

performance 

Tourism service firms Quantitative 

Gallarza et al. (2015) 4 - - Satisfaction, 

loyalty 

Hospitality 

experience 

Quantitative 

Bajs (2015) 1 Service quality, 

destination 

appearance, 

reputation  

Monetary costs, non-monetary costs, 

emotional experience  

Satisfaction, 

future behavioural 

intention 

Tourist destination  Quantitative 
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Eid and El-Gohary 

(2015) 

6 - - Satisfaction Islamic  Quantitative  

Eid (2015) 5 - - Satisfaction, 

loyalty 

Islamic Quantitative  

S.-H. Chang and Lin 

(2015) 

5 - Experience dimension, subjective 

norm, experience process clues 

Perceived 

behavioural 

control, attitude 

toward the 

behaviour, 

behavioural 

intention 

Creative life industry Quantitative  

H. J. Song et al. (2015) 2 - Entertain, educational, escape, and 

esthetic experience 

Satisfaction  Temple stay Quantitative 

Ponte, Carvajal-Trujillo, 

and Escobar-Rodríguez 

(2015) 

1 - Trust Purchase intention Online travel 

purchase 

Quantitative 

N. Jin, Lee, and Lee 

(2015) 

1 - Experience quality  Satisfaction, 

behavioural 

intention 

Water park Quantitative  

H. Kim et al. (2015) 1 - Involvement Satisfaction  Old tourists  Quantitative  

L.-L. Chang, Backman, 

and Huang (2014) 

1 - - Revisit intention Creative tourism  Quantitative 

Z. Song, Su, and Li 

(2013) 

1 Destination image - Loyalty Destination  Quantitative 

Prebensen et al. (2014) 3 - Motivation, involvement, knowledge Satisfaction Visitor attractions Quantitative 

Cheng and Lu (2013) 1 Destination image Novelty, hedonics Behavioural 

intentions  

Island tourism Quantitative  

N. Jin, Lee, and Lee 

(2013) 

1 Event quality, 

destination image 

- Behavioural 

intentions 

Sport event  Quantitative 

Sun, Chi, and Xu (2013) 1 Destination image - Satisfaction, 

loyalty 

Destination Quantitative  
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I. A. Wong and Dioko 

(2013) 

1 Perceived 

performance 

- Satisfaction Casino industry Quantitative  

Kuo, Chang, Cheng, and 

Lai (2013) 

1 - - Satisfaction, 

loyalty 

Travel agency Quantitative 

Peña et al. (2012) 2 - - Satisfaction, 

loyalty 

Rural tourism Quantitative  

Chung-Hsien Lin and 

Wang (2012) 

5 Authenticity 

perceptions 

Hedonics Repurchase 

intention 

Ceramic souvenir  Quantitative 

Prebensen, Woo, Chen, 

and Uysal (2012) 

3 - Motivation, involvement - Nature-based visitor 

attractions 

Quantitative 

Ryu et al. (2012) 1 Physical 

environment 

quality, food 

quality, service 

quality 

- Satisfaction, 

behavioural 

intentions 

Restaurant Quantitative  

Hyun, Kim, and Lee 

(2011) 

2 - Pleasure Behavioural 

intentions 

Restaurant industry Quantitative 

Y. H. Kim, Kim, and 

Goh (2011) 

1 - - Satisfaction, 

intention to revisit 

Food tourism  Quantitative 

C. F. Chen and F. S. 

Chen (2010) 

1 - Experience quality Behavioural 

intention 

Heritage tourism Quantitative 

Kwun (2011) 1 Service quality, 

food quality, menu, 

facility  

- Satisfaction, 

consumer attitude 

Foodservice  Quantitative 

Lloyd, Yip, and Luk 

(2011) 

1 Product quality, 

service quality, 

shop environment, 

price 

Perceived risk, lifestyle, effort Behavioural 

intentions  

Shopping tourism  Quantitative 
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INFORMATION SHEET (INTERVIEW) 

GU Ref No: 2017/063 

Conducted by:    

Professor Noel Scott 

Griffith Institute for Tourism  

Griffith University  

Phone Contact:    

+ 61(0)7 5552 8586 

Email Contact :    

noel.scott@griffith.edu.au 

A/Prof Alexandra Coghlan 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Email Contact :     

a.coghlan@griffith.edu.au 

Hongbing Zhu 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University  

Phone Contact:    

+61 (0)4 2666 9528 

Email Contact :     

thomas.zhu@griffithuni.edu.au 

 

Research Purpose: This research is being undertaken to generate new insights into the 

antecedents and consequences of tourist experiences in heritage destination. 

Research Objective: This research seeks to better understand what dimensions constitute 

experience value, what factors will affect visitor experience value, and how visitor experience 

will affect their satisfaction and attitudes toward Huangshan in China. 

Participant Involvement: By agreeing to take part in this research, you will participate in a half 

hour interview and you will be given a souvenir worth of about AU$10. The information that the 

researchers will request through the interview will be based on your travelling experience. The 

information obtained through interview will not identify any individual or organisation and, 

therefore, your participation will remain anonymous throughout the entire process.  

The basis by which participants will be selected: To qualify for this research, you must be over 

18 years and have visited Huangshan.  

Risk to participants: The risks involved in participating in this research are no greater than that 

arising from daily living. 

Confidentiality: The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third 

parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority 

requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes.  However, 
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your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further information consult the University’s 

Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-

privacy-plan or telephone +61(0)7 3735 5585. 

Participation is Voluntary: Participation in this research is completely voluntary. As a result, at 

any time you may change your mind and are, therefore, free to withdraw from the study without 

comment or penalty and your interview will be destroyed. 

Ethical Conduct: Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National 

Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans. If prospective participants have 

any queries or subsequent complaints in relation to the project concerning the ethical conduct of 

the research, they should contact the Manager, Research Ethics to +61 (0)7 3735 5585 or email: 

research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

Feedback: A summary of this research will be available to you on request. You may opt to receive 

an emailed copy of summarized findings by emailing thomas.zhu@griffithuni.edu.au or provide 

your email address where a lay summary of the results of the research can be forwarded. 

Data storage and deletion: As required by Griffith University, all audio recordings will be erased 

after transcription. However, other research data (interview transcripts and analysis) will be 

retained in a locked cabinet and/or a password protected electronic file at Griffith University for 

a period of five years before being destroyed. 

Expected benefits of research: The findings of this research will help inform the heritage 

destination about a better way to manage the sustainable development of heritage destination.  

Questions/further information: If you have any questions or require additional information 

about this project, please contact the researcher listed at the top of this information sheet. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



297 
 

     

 

CONSENT FORM (INTERVIEW) 

GU Ref No: 2017/063 

Conducted by:    

Professor Noel Scott 

Griffith Institute for Tourism  

Griffith University  

Phone Contact:    

+ 61(0)7 5552 8586 

Email Contact :    

noel.scott@griffith.edu.au 

A/Prof Alexandra Coghlan 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Email Contact :     

a.coghlan@griffith.edu.au 

Hongbing Zhu 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University  

Phone Contact:    

+61 (0)4 2666 9528 

Email Contact :     

thomas.zhu@griffithuni.edu.au 

I confirm that I have read and understood the information and in particular have noted that: 

• I understand that this activity forms part of the PhD thesis research carried out by Hongbing 

Zhu at Griffith University under the supervisions of Professor Noel Scott and A/Prof 

Alexandra Coghlan (Griffith University);  

• I understand that my involvement in this research will include participation in interview 

regarding heritage tourism experience;  

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

• I understand the risks involved; 

• I understand that I will receive a souvenir worth of about AU $10 to participate in this 

interview; 

• I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary, and I am free to withdraw at 

any time, without comment or penalty; 

• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the researcher; 

• I understand that in accordance with Griffith University policy, the research data will be 

retained for 5 years; 

• I understand that confidentiality will be maintained throughout the entire research process 

and at all times I will remain anonymous; 

• I understand that participation in the survey will be accepted as an expression of consent. 

• I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics at Griffith University Human Research Ethics 

Committee on +61 (0)7 3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any 

concerns about the ethical conduct of this research project; and   

• I agree to participate in the project. 

 

______________________ _______________________ Date: ___ / ___/ _____ 

Name     Signature 



298 
 

   
 

INFORMATION COVER SHEET (SURVEY) 

GU Ref No: 2017/063 

 

Conducted by:    

Professor Noel Scott 

Griffith Institute for Tourism  

Griffith University  

Phone Contact:    

+ 61(0)7 5552 8586 

Email Contact :    

noel.scott@griffith.edu.au 

Dr. Alexandra Coghlan 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Email Contact :     

a.coghlan@griffith.edu.au 

Hongbing Zhu 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University  

Phone Contact:    

+61 (0)4 2666 9528 

Email Contact :     

thomas.zhu@griffithuni.edu.au 

 

Research Purpose: This research is being undertaken to generate new insights into the 

dimensions, antecedents and consequences of tourist experiences in Huangshan. 

Research Objective: This research seeks to better understand what dimensions constitute 

experience value, what factors will affect visitor experience, and how visitor experience will 

affect their satisfaction and attitudes toward heritage destination Huangshan in China. 

Participant Involvement:  By agreeing to take part in this research, you will be required to 

participate in completing questionnaires regarding your travelling experience; the survey will take 

approximately 20 minutes. You will be given a souvenir worth of about AU$2. The information 

obtained through this survey will not identify any individual or organisation and, therefore, your 

participation will remain anonymous throughout the entire process.  

The basis by which participants will be selected: To qualify for this research, you must be over 

18 years and have visited Huangshan.  

Risk to participants: The risks involved in participating in this research are no greater than that 

arising from daily living. 

Confidentiality: The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third 

parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority 

requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes.  However, 
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your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further information consult the University’s 

Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-

privacy-plan or telephone +61(0)7 3735 5585. 

Participation is Voluntary:  Participation in this research is completely voluntary. As a result, 

at any time you may change your mind and are, therefore, free to withdraw from the study without 

comment or penalty and your interview will be destroyed. 

Ethical Conduct:  Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National 

Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans. If prospective participants have 

any queries or subsequent complaints in relation to the project concerning the ethical conduct of 

the research, they should contact the Manager, Research Ethics to +61 (0)7 3735 5585 or research-

ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

Feedback: A summary of this research will be available to you on request. You may opt to receive 

an emailed copy of summarized findings by emailing thomas.zhu@griffithuni.edu.au or provide 

your email address where a lay summary of the results of the research can be forwarded. 

Data storage and deletion: As required by Griffith University, the data from the questionnaire 

will be stored securely in a password-protected computer and retained for 5 years, after which 

time it will be destroyed. 

Expected benefits of research: The findings of this research will help inform the heritage 

destination about a better way to manage the sustainable development of heritage site. 

Questions/further information: If you have any questions or require additional information 

about this research, you should contact the researcher listed at the top of this information sheet.  
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CONSENT FORM (SURVEY) 

GU Ref No: 2017/063 

Conducted by:    

Professor Noel Scott 

Griffith Institute for Tourism  

Griffith University  

Phone Contact:    

+ 61(0)7 5552 8586 

Email Contact :    

noel.scott@griffith.edu.au 

Dr. Alexandra Coghlan 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

Email Contact :     

a.coghlan@griffith.edu.au 

Hongbing Zhu 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University  

Phone Contact:    

+61 (0)4 2666 9528 

Email Contact :     

thomas.zhu@griffithuni.edu.au 

I confirm that I have read and understood the information and in particular have noted that: 

• I understand that this activity forms part of the PhD thesis research carried out by Hongbing 

Zhu at Griffith University under the supervisions of Professor Noel Scott and A/Prof 

Alexandra Coghlan (Griffith University); 

• I understand that my involvement in this research will include participation in survey 

regarding heritage tourism experience;  

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

• I understand the risks involved; 

• I understand that there will be no direct and immediate benefit to me from participation in 

this research, other than a souvenir worth of about AU $2;  

• I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary, and I am free to withdraw at 

any time, without comment or penalty; 

• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the researcher; 

• I understand that in accordance with Griffith University policy, the research data will be 

retained for 5 years; 

• I understand that confidentiality will be maintained throughout the entire research process 

and at all times I will remain anonymous; 

• I understand that participation in the survey will be accepted as an expression of consent. 

• I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics at Griffith University Human Research Ethics 

Committee on +61 (0)7 3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any 

concerns about the ethical conduct of this research project; and   

• I agree to participate in the project. 

 

______________________ _______________________ Date: ___ / ___/ _____ 

Name     Signature 
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Appendix D: Interview Guide  

Introduction  

I am a PhD student from the Department of Tourism, Sport and Hotel Management of 

Griffith University. This interview is for my PhD thesis to learn about your tourism 

experience value in Huangshan. This interview is confidential. There are no right or 

wrong answers, so please feel free to share your opinions. 

General Questions 

❖ What is your main purpose of this trip? 

❖ How many times have you visited Huangshan? 

❖ Who did you travel with this time?  

❖ How many days did you stay in Huangshan? 

Key Interview Questions  

❖ Could you please describe your travel experience at Huangshan? 

❖ What are the benefits or experience value that you’ve obtained from you trip in 

Huangshan? Please use as much description and detail as possible.  

Probe Questions: 

- Do you think the natural and cultural landscape of Huangshan is beautiful? 

Which landscapes impressed you the most?  

- What was your frequent positive emotion that you experienced during the trip?  

- Do you think this trip in Huangshan has relaxed your mind and body? How?  

- What kind of relationship value do you think you have gained from your trip 

in Huangshan?   

- Do you think you have learned something new or obtained some new 

knowledge after your trip? What have you learned?   

- Do you think your visit to Huangshan is a meaningful trip? What do you think 

you have gained in terms of spiritual experience during this trip? 

- Do you think the whole experience in Huangshan is valuable for you? Why? 
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❖ What tourism activities have you participated actively in Huangshan? Which 

activities impressed you mostly? And how did these activities influence your 

experience? Please use as much description and detail as possible. 

Probe Questions:  

- Have you explored the local natural ecology and historical culture of 

Huangshan? How?  

- Have you read the interpretation or listened to the tour guide’s attentively? 

- Have you taken some photos during your trip in Huangshan? 

- Have you shared your positive experience in Huangshan? 

- Have you engaged in some new thinking during your trip in Huangshan?  

- Have you interacted actively with other people, such as the service staffs, local 

residents, other tourists or your travel companion? How did these interactions 

influence your experience? 

- In general, did you experience everything here slowly and attentively or in a 

hurry? 

Wrap up the interview 

❖ Where do you come from? 

❖ What is your occupation?  

❖ What is your education level? 

❖ How old are you?  

❖ Are there any other comments about your experience in Huangshan that you 

would like to share with me? 

 

Thank you for your participation and the valuable information that you’ve provided. 
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附录 访谈提纲 （中文） 

简单介绍 

我是格里菲斯大学旅游，体育和酒店管理系的博士研究生。这次访谈是有关我的

博士论文研究，主要目的地是了解你这次在黄山旅行的主要体验价值或收获。这

次访谈是保密的。访谈答案没有正确或错误的答案，因此请自由分享您的观点。 

 

一般访谈问题 

❖ 您这次来黄山旅行的主要目的是什么啊？ 

❖ 这是您第几次来黄山啊？ 

❖ 这次您是和谁一起来旅行的啊? 

❖ 您这次在黄山旅行住了几天啊？ 

 

重要访谈问题 

❖ 请描述一下您这次在黄山旅行的主要体验？ 

❖ 您这次在黄山旅行主要获得了哪些体验价值或有哪些收获啊？请使用尽可

能详细的描述您这次来黄山旅行的体验价值？ 

- 您认为黄山的自然和人文景观美吗？哪些风景给您留下了最深刻的

印象？ 

- 您在黄山旅行经常感到怎样的积极情绪？ 

- 您认为这次黄山之旅让您的身心得到放松了吗？如何？ 

- 您认为这次来黄山旅行有没有加深你和家人或朋友关系或认识一些

新的朋友？如何？ 

- 您认为这次旅行有没有让你学到一些新的知识？都获得了哪些新知

识啊？ 

- 从精神体验层面而言，您觉得这次黄山旅行主要有哪些旅行收获

啊？您觉得这次来黄山是一次有意义的旅行吗？为什么？ 

- 从经济层面而言，您觉得这次来黄山的旅行值得吗？为什么？ 
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❖ 您这次在黄山旅行，都积极参与了哪些旅游活动啊？哪些旅游活动最让您

印象深刻啊？这些旅游活动如何影响您的旅行体验？请使用尽可能多的描

述和细节。 

- 您在黄山旅行时，有没有认真了解黄山当地的自然生态和历史文化

啊？是如何了解的？ 

- 你有没有仔细阅读景点解说或听导游讲解啊？ 

- 您在这次在黄山旅行有没有拍很多照片啊？ 

- 您有没有在朋友圈或微博分享你这次在黄山的旅行体验啊？ 

- 您这次在黄山旅行时有没有一些新的思考啊？ 

- 您是否与服务人员、当地居民、其他游客或旅行伙伴等在某些旅游

活动中有一些积极的互动啊？这些互动如何影响您的体验？ 

- 总体而言，您这次在黄山旅行是慢慢体验这里的一切还是比较匆忙

的体验啊？ 

个人信息 

❖ 您从哪里过来旅行？ 

❖ 您的职业是什么？ 

❖ 您的学历水平是什么？ 

❖ 您的年龄？ 

❖ 你还有没有其他你在黄山的体验，想要跟我分享的？ 

 

 

感谢您的参与和提供的宝贵信息。祝您旅途愉快！！ 
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PERSOANL INFORMATION 

 

Gender: ❍ Male       ❍ Female 

Age:   ❍ 18- 24  ❍ 25-34 ❍ 35-44 

❍ 45-54  ❍ 55-64 ❍ 65 and over 

Education: 

❍ Middle school or below            ❍ High school          

❍ College/Diploma    ❍ Bachelor’s degree                     

❍ Postgraduate degree  

Monthly Income: 

❍ Less than RMB$2000               ❍ RMB$2001- RMB$5000  

❍ RMB$5001- RMB$8000         ❍ RMB$8001- RMB$10000          

❍ More than RMB$10001 

 

 

 

Occupation: 

❍ Working in company           ❍ Civil servant         ❍ Working in 

institutional organization   ❍ Self-employed      ❍ Retired                 

❍ Student        ❍ Others  

Frequency of Visits to Huangshan: 

❍ Once         ❍ Twice      ❍ Three times    ❍ Four times or more  

Travel Mode: 

❍ Independent tour            ❍ Package tour   ❍ Organized by 

working organization    ❍ Others                      

Your Residential Place (City Name): _______________ 

 

 

 

 

 Have a nice trip  
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旅游者体验价值调查问卷(预调研) 

尊敬的先生/女士： 

首先非常感谢您同意参与这项重要的研究项目。在问卷开始前，建议您阅读以下信息。 

谁在做这项研究：该研究属于我博士论文研究项目的一部分。朱红兵，澳大利亚格里菲斯大学（Griffith University, Australia）旅游学

院博士在读研究生，联系邮箱：thomas.zhu@griffithuni.edu.au。博士导师为 Noel Scott 教授和 Alexandra Coghlan 副教授。 

研究目的和预期效果：这项研究主要探索旅游者在遗产地获得的体验价值及其影响因素。您提供的信息将对我的博士论文研究带来很

大帮助，同时该研究结果也可以帮助遗产地旅游经营者和营销者更好地满足消费者需求。 

您将会被要求做什么：如果您愿意参与，我们会请你完成一份问卷。在问卷里我们会请您和我们分享您此次在黄山旅行中的一些体验

与看法。本次调查问卷采用匿名方式填写，没有任何使个人能够被识别的信息出现在调查中。完成问卷调查大约需要 20 分钟。 

参与的自愿性：参与这项研究是完全自愿性质的。因此，在任何时候，你如果想改变你的想法，退出本研究都是完全自由的。 

参与这项研究的相关风险：参与这项研究将不会给您带来任何风险。 

本研究的道德操守：格里菲斯大学遵照“2007 年澳洲人类研究伦理行为标准”进行所有学术研究。您的参与是自愿的，保密的和匿名的。

如果您有任何问题或有关研究项目中不道德行为的投诉，请联系研究中伦理行为负责人电话+61 7 3735 5585，或电子邮箱

research_ethics@griffith.edu.au）。您也可以用英文联系 Noel Scott 教授 （电话+61 7 55528586，或电子邮箱 noel.scott@griffith.edu.au）

商讨或投诉有关学术道德相关问题。 

信息反馈：如果您提出要求，我们将会把总结报告提供给您。你可以通过发送邮件到 thomas.zhu@griffithuni.edu.au 获得一份关于研究

总结的副本。 

                                                    朱红兵，博士候选人 
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❖ 个人信息 

 

 您的性别： □ 男    □ 女 

 您的年龄：□18-24岁   □25-34岁   □35-44岁  □45-54岁   □55-64岁    □65岁及以上 

 您的文化程度：□初中毕业或以下   □高中/中专    □大学专科    □大学本科    □研究生及以上 

 个人月收入：□2000元及以下   □2001-5000元    □5001-8000元  □8001-10000元  □10001元及以上 

 您的职业：□公司职员  □公务员  □事业单位人员  □自主创业  □离退休人员  □学生  □其他 

 这是您第几次来黄山旅行： □第 1次    □第 2次    □第 3次    □第 4次及更多     

 您这次的旅行方式:  □自由行    □旅行社安排   □单位组织     □其它方式__________ 

 您的常居住地：                 市 

 

 

调研结束 - 非常感谢您的宝贵意见，祝您旅途愉快 身体健康! 
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PERSOANL INFORMATION 

Gender: ❍ Male ❍ Female 

Age:   ❍ 18- 24  ❍ 25-34 ❍ 35-44 

❍ 45-54  ❍ 55-64 ❍ 65 and over 

Education: 

❍ Middle school or below            ❍ High school   

❍ College/Diploma      ❍ Bachelor’s degree                     

❍ Postgraduate degree  

Monthly Income: 

❍ Less than RMB$2000               ❍ RMB$2001- RMB$5000  

❍ RMB$5001- RMB$8000         ❍ RMB$8001- RMB$10000          

❍ More than RMB$10001 

 

 

Occupation: 

❍ Working in company           ❍ Civil servant         ❍ Working in 

institutional organization    ❍ Self-employed        ❍ Retired                 

❍ Student       ❍ Others  

Frequency of Visits to Huangshan: 

❍ Once         ❍ Twice      ❍ Three times    ❍ Four times or more  

Travel Mode: 

❍ Independent tour            ❍ Package tour   ❍ Organized by 

working organization      ❍ Others                      

Your Residential Place (City Name): _______________ 

 

 

 Have a nice trip  

 

 



326 
 

旅游者体验价值调查问卷 

尊敬的先生/女士： 

首先非常感谢您同意参与这项重要的研究项目。在问卷开始前，建议您阅读以下信息。 

谁在做这项研究：该研究属于我博士论文研究项目的一部分。朱红兵，澳大利亚格里菲斯大学（Griffith University, Australia）旅游学

院博士在读研究生，联系邮箱：thomas.zhu@griffithuni.edu.au。博士导师为 Noel Scott 教授和 Alexandra Coghlan 副教授。 

研究目的和预期效果：这项研究主要探索旅游者在遗产地获得的体验价值及其影响因素。您提供的信息将对我的博士论文研究带来很

大帮助，同时该研究结果也可以帮助遗产地旅游经营者和营销者更好地满足消费者需求。 

您将会被要求做什么：如果您愿意参与，我们会请你完成一份问卷。在问卷里我们会请您和我们分享您此次在黄山旅行中的一些体验

与看法。本次调查问卷采用匿名方式填写，没有任何使个人能够被识别的信息出现在调查中。完成问卷调查大约需要 20 分钟。 

参与的自愿性：参与这项研究是完全自愿性质的。因此，在任何时候，你如果想改变你的想法，退出本研究都是完全自由的。 

参与这项研究的相关风险：参与这项研究将不会给您带来任何风险。 

本研究的道德操守：格里菲斯大学遵照“2007 年澳洲人类研究伦理行为标准”进行所有学术研究。您的参与是自愿的，保密的和匿名的。

如果您有任何问题或有关研究项目中不道德行为的投诉，请联系研究中伦理行为负责人电话+61 7 3735 5585，或电子邮箱

research_ethics@griffith.edu.au）。您也可以用英文联系 Noel Scott 教授 （电话+61 7 55528586，或电子邮箱 noel.scott@griffith.edu.au）

商讨或投诉有关学术道德相关问题。 

信息反馈：如果您提出要求，我们将会把总结报告提供给您。你可以通过发送邮件到 thomas.zhu@griffithuni.edu.au 获得一份关于研究

总结的副本。 

                                                    朱红兵，博士候选人 
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❖ 个人信息 

 

 您的性别： □ 男    □ 女 

 您的年龄：□18-24岁   □25-34岁   □35-44岁  □45-54岁   □55-64岁    □65岁及以上 

 您的文化程度：□初中毕业或以下   □高中/中专    □大学专科    □大学本科    □研究生及以上 

 个人月收入：□2000元及以下   □2001-5000元    □5001-8000元  □8001-10000元  □10001元及以上 

 您的职业：□公司职员  □公务员  □事业单位人员  □自主创业  □离退休人员  □学生  □其他 

 这是您第几次来黄山旅行： □第 1次    □第 2次    □第 3次    □第 4次及更多     

 您这次的旅行方式:  □自由行    □旅行社安排   □单位组织     □其它方式__________ 

 您的常居住地：                 市 

 

 

调研结束 - 非常感谢您的宝贵意见，祝您旅途愉快 身体健康! 
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Appendix H: Model of Main Study in AMOS 

 

Figure 1-1 First-order of Dimensions of Tourist Experience Value 
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Figure 1-2 Second-order of Dimensions of Tourist Experience Value 
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Figure 1-3 First-order of Exogenous Variables of Tourist Experience Value Antecedents  

Note: INV= Tourist Involvement, COM= Perceived Competence, DQU= Heritage 

Destination Quality  
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Figure 1-4 First-order of Endogenous Variables of Tourist Experience Value 

Antecedents (Tourist Co-production) 
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Figure 1-5 Second-order of Endogenous Variables of Tourist Experience Value 

Antecedent (Tourist Co-production) 
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Figure 1-6 First-order of Consequences of Tourist Experience Value 

 (Tourist Wellbeing and Destination Identity) 
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Figure 1-7 Overall Measurement Model – First-order  
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Figure 1-8 Overall Measurement Model – Second-order  
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Figure 1-9 Structural Model Test  
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LOVE LIFE, LOVE FAMILY 

LOVE TRAVEL, LOVE RESEARCH 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                    

 


