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ABSTRACT 
 

THE IKEA EFFECT AND ITS IMPACT ON MEAL KIT USERS’ EVALUATION OF THE 

FINAL PRODUCT                                                                                  

 

Why are people willing to pay to work? Meal kits are expensive and time-consuming, but this 

modern way of meal preparation is popular. Does the IKEA effect play a role? The IKEA effect is 

a cognitive bias that makes people involved in the co-creation process, assign a higher value to the 

final product. This study uses analysis of survey data to investigate the effect of mode of 

preparation as the independent variable, the perceived success of the task as moderator, and sense 

of competence as the mediator. The results indicate that the effect of mode of preparation and 

success of the process are not significant. However, the perceived involvement and the do-it-

yourself personality as the new independent variable and the moderator respectively, are 

significant. Looking at gender, the results are significant for men but non-significant for women. 

This study has implications for marketers in product design and innovation sector. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

 

1.1. Introduction  

 

In this chapter we will present an introduction to the idea behind this research and the purpose of 

conducting the study. The chapter includes an introduction to the core concepts of this research, 

the meal kit services and the IKEA effect, when and where they were first introduced and why we 

think it is worthwhile to try to explain consumers’ attraction to meal kits using the IKEA effect. 

 

1.2. Study Background 

 

Meal kit service was first introduced in 2007 in Sweden. Middagsfrid was the first company with 

this business model (Middagsfrid, 2021). The idea spread quickly in Northern Europe and inspired 

a range of competitors (Gee et al., 2019; Gibson & Partridge, 2019). The concept was taken over 

and popularized worldwide by different companies. In 2012 three meal kit companies entered the 

U.S. market, Blue Apron, Hello Fresh (already operating in Europe) and Plated (The meal kit 

review,2021). The meal kit subscription-service delivers pre-portioned and sometimes partially-

prepared food ingredients and recipes to customers and give them the opportunity to prepare 

homecooked meals (Gee et al., 2019; Gibson & Partridge, 2019). 

In recent years grocery stores and even restaurants have jumped into the game and tried to benefit 

from this emerging market. A market for new ways of food consumption for the modern customers 

and their radically changed needs (Gibson & Partridge, 2019; Horning et al., 2021). Once viewed 

as an online competitive threat, meal kits are now a growing opportunity for the grocers (Horning 

et al., 2021). Now Walmart, Amazon, Longo’s, M&M Food Market and other food grocers are 

also entering the market (Packaged Facts, 2017). The market is still in its infancy in Canada. 

According to Nielsen (2018), as of 2017 only 4% of Canadian households have bought a meal kit 

during the last 12 months compared to 25% of U.S. households. 
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Ready-to-cook is a healthy alternative to ready-to-eat because it allows you to cook fresh foods 

and to control the amounts of fat and salt yourself. Having all ingredients in exact quantities as 

well as recipe and clear instructions make meal preparation easy and pleasant (Horning et al., 2021; 

Moores et al., 2020). Consumers’ need for convenience is the key characteristic of the service. The 

top purchase drivers according to Nielsen (2018) are: saves time on meal planning (43%), saves 

time on meal prep and cooking (39%), ships directly to home (32%) and saves time on grocery 

shopping (31%). The discovery of new dishes, ingredients and methods complete the experience 

(Brunner et al., 2010; Gee et al., 2019; Gibson & Partridge, 2019; Horning et al., 2021).  

Due to the global pandemic many meal kit services have experienced high demand as they help 

customers comply with social distancing rules (Horning et al., 2021; Moores et al., 2020).  

Despite all the benefits mentioned about the meal kits and the favourable attitude consumers have 

towards the service, there have been some predictions about meal kits not surviving the market 

from the first day they were introduced (Gee et al., 2019; Gibson & Partridge, 2019; Moores et al., 

2020). The main point that predictors included in their claims was the price point the meal kits 

have. The meal kits are on the higher side of the spectrum when it comes to the price compared to 

regular food items, and many consumers with lower income might not be able to afford it (Gee et 

al., 2019; Horning et al., 2021; Moores et al., 2020). Comparing the final price of a meal made 

with ingredients bought from a grocery store and ingredients from a meal kit box, we can see that 

the grocery shopping option will end up much cheaper (Gee et al., 2019). Also, consumers should 

put in some time and effort into preparing the final dish using the meal kit while ordering ready-

to-eat food from restaurants does not require that time and effort (Gibson & Partridge, 2019; 

Horning et al., 2021; Mochon et al., 2012; Norton et al., 2012). So, using a meal kit will be more 

expensive than cooking with grocery store bought ingredients, and it will need more time and 

effort put into the process than ordering food or take out options. Knowing this fact brings this 

question to mind “what makes people buy meal kits?”. We propose that people might still be 

buying meal kits because of the IKEA effect.  

The Swedish manufacturer and furniture retailer, IKEA, is a well-known brand in several 

countries. The IKEA is the world’s largest retailer with more than 301 stores in 41 countries 

founded in 1953 (Walter, 2012). The distinctive characteristic that distinguishes IKEA from other 

competitors is ready-to-assemble furniture you can find in their stores. Their products are best 
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known for their simple design and the need to be assembled by consumers themselves compared 

to other brands that sell already assembled and ready-to-use products (IKEA, 2021). 

When you buy a coffee table, you receive one tabletop, four table legs and an instruction manual; 

and the journey begins. It sounds simple and you would think the manual is not going to be used, 

but you may only succeed after many failed attempts and spending a whole evening trying to 

assemble the table. The time and energy you spent and the effort you put in, makes the coffee table 

more valuable to you (Mochon et al., 2012a; Norton et al., 2012). Having to put a price on your 

assembled table, you would put a higher price on it compared to an identical already-assembled 

table. That is the simple definition of the IKEA Effect (Mochon et al., 2012b; Norton et al., 2012). 

The IKEA effect is a cognitive bias in which consumers place a disproportionately high value on 

products they partially create or are co-creators in the process (Mochon et al., 2012a; Norton et al., 

2012). The effect was first identified and the name was first coined in the 2012 paper “The IKEA 

Effect: When Labor Leads to Love” by Norton, Mochon and Ariely. They described the effect as: 

“labor alone can be sufficient to induce greater liking for the fruits of one’s labor: even constructing 

a standardized bureau, an arduous, solitary task, can lead people to overvalue their (often poorly 

constructed) creations.” (Norton et al., 2012, P.1). Psychologists had observed a phenomenon 

named Effort Justification, which is the underlying mechanism of the IKEA effect. Research shows 

that the more effort someone puts into something, the more they will value it (Festinger, 1957; 

Norton et al., 2012). 

Apart from the ready-to-assemble furniture, the IKEA stores also have a restaurant and food 

market section. But the IKEA’s link to food is not bounded to Swedish meat balls and lingonberry 

jam served in their stores’ food section. The IKEA effect can be found in the food area and more 

specifically, in the food preparation process. 

The aim of this study is to investigate the IKEA effect and see whether the effect exists in meal kit 

service users, in the food preparation process. And how does it affect consumers’ evaluation of the 

final product. What are the other factors involved in the process? The IKEA effect has been 

researched and investigated in different areas such as self-designing a product (like T-shirts and 

snickers) (Franke et al., 2010; Sundqvist & Walter, 2017), co-creating a product (for instance 

build-a-bear experience and apple picking tours), and employees following the rules more 

efficiently if they were involved in the process of making that rule for the workplace. But there 
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has not been enough research examining the IKEA effect in the food area. Addressing this gap in 

the literature, this paper aims to investigate the presence of the IKEA effect in the meal kit 

consumers and whether this effect leads to assigning a higher perceived value to the final product 

(the cooked dish) in them. We also will test the sense of competence as a mediator explaining the 

influence of the self-preparation of the product (compared to the other-prepared product) on the 

perceived value for the final product. The proposed conceptual model presents the success of the 

co-creation process as the moderator for the self-preparation-perceived value relationship. 

In the following chapters of this thesis, the literature relevant to this study and the method used in 

the study will be presented; followed by the results and conclusion, future research and limitations 

of this study. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

 

2.1. Introduction  

 

In this chapter we will present the literature discussing how food habits have changed through time 

and how modern food consumers are different from consumers from past and what are their needs 

and wants. We discuss how modernization and time constraint has led customers toward using 

more convenience food and changes in cooking behavior. Following that we investigate emergence 

of service-dominant logic in marketing and how it has impacted consumers’ view of co-creation 

and participating in the co-creation process. The next section discusses the IKEA effect, the first 

paper that coined the term, the antecedents and results and underlying psychological effect of it. 

In the final part of this chapter, we argue how the IKEA effect might be an explanation to the 

popularity of the meal kit services for the modern urban time-constrained customers and the 

growth of this business model. The gap in the literature and the justification of this research 

concludes this chapter. 

 

2.2. Food Habit Shifts in the Modern Context 

 

Over the last century, our eating habits have changed in many ways. The food we consume and 

our diets have become almost unrecognisable to those of our grandparents and great grandparents 

(Gibson & Partridge, 2019; Horning et al., 2021; Moores et al., 2020). The way we shop, cook and 

dine have been altered by our attitudes toward food. For most of human history the main goal was 

getting enough to eat (Gee et al., 2019; Gibson & Partridge, 2019). Nowadays, unlike previous 

generations, we are surrounded by choices about food across different aspects, such as the time, 

place and people with whom we consume food (Bisogni et al., 2007; Furst et al., 1996; Sobal & 

Bisogni, 2009; Wansink & Sobal, 2007). Since meal times are not as strict as the past and people 

take a less disciplined approach to meals, less people have a 3-square-meal-a-day rule. It has 

become more common to skip breakfast, snack in the middle of the day and drink coffee multiple 

times through out the day (Bisogni et al., 2007; Wansink & Sobal, 2007). The modern food 
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consumers are presented with a vast selection of food choices. Takeaways, fast foods and ready 

meals have changed the way that meals are prepared and eaten. Convenience has become a top 

priority for the time-constrained urban working class consumers (Gibson & Partridge, 2019; 

Horning et al., 2021).  

The way people buy food has changed from different aspects too (Furst et al., 1996; Mestdag, 

2005; Sobal & Bisogni, 2009). Sustainable and ethical food sales have increased (Early, 2002; Gee 

et al., 2019; Moores et al., 2020; Valguarnera & Guedes, 2020). Consumers increasingly shop for 

food online and use food delivery services such as vegetable boxes and meal kits (Moores et al., 

2020). In recent years with the rise of convenience food, cooking has become a hobby rather than 

a necessity. With the expansion of digital technology and growth of online takeaway platforms, 

eating out has become not only going to a restaurant but also ordering food online and dining at 

home (Brunner et al., 2010; Finkelstein, 2014; Horning et al., 2021; O’Mahony & Hall, 2007) . 

Modern consumers have access to a wider range of products and services to choose from but they 

are dissatisfied (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The process of creating value and the meaning 

of value itself are shifting from a product-centric view to personalized consumer experiences 

(Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). New perspectives of the marketing 

have emerged focusing on intangible resources, the cocreation of value and relationships 

(Grönroos, 2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2004).  

 

2.3. Cocreation in Food Preparation  

 

The topic of cocreation has been discussed and researched about in many product categories and 

food is one of them (Grönroos, 2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Mathis et al., 2016). Cocreation 

of an experience is a concept that defines customers as value creators, interacting with the 

manufacturer or service provider to “cocreate” the value derived from the final product or 

experience (Mathis et al., 2016). The service-dominant logic that has been heavily discussed in 

many research areas, acknowledges the consumers as creators and cocreators of value (Grönroos, 

2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Prebensen, Vittersø, et al., 2013; Prebensen & Foss, 2011). Based 

on this logic consumers and manufacturers or service providers function as resource integrators in 
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the creation or cocreation of value (Arnould et al., 2006; Holbrook, 1994; Holbrook & Hirschman, 

1982). In other words, value is centered in the consumers’ experiences (Mathis et al., 2016; 

Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The concept of “Prosumption” suggests that customers participate 

in both processes of production and consumption (Ritzer & Jurgenson, 2010). This means that 

consumers are not only consuming the end product, service or value produced by the manufacturer 

or service provider but also are active participants in creating the experience and co-creating the 

value they achieve from the final product or service (Toffler & Alvin, 1980). Whereas Meuter et 

al. (2000) use the concept of co-creation for the joint value creation efforts of the firm and the 

customers. The co-creation of an experience, increases a consumer’s satisfaction of the experience, 

subjective well-being and loyalty to the service provider (Mathis et al., 2016).  

The food industry have been a great area for co-creation giving the consumers the opportunity to 

drive value from the experience. In the food industry, not only the services but the tangible goods 

and products can be considered as ways of delivering a service (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). For 

example, customers do not just buy raw ingredients, rather they purchase the services helping them 

create an enjoyable cooking and eating experience (Sogn-Grundvåg et al., 2008), therefore they 

become value co-creators. 

 

2.4. Cocreation in Services 

 

When middle-class customers become more educated and richer their consumption patterns shift 

from goods-based consumption to experience-based consumption (Back, 2005). One of the forms 

of experience-based consumption is to involve the consumer in the co-creation process (Carù & 

Cova, 2003). Co-creation plays an important role in the service industry. The value co-creation 

concept points out that customers cooperate with the service providers or manufacturers 

(Bendapudi & Leone, 2003; Carù et al., 2007; Carù & Cova, 2003; Dong et al., 2008; Vargo & 

Lusch, 2004) and serve themselves (Meuter et al., 2000). 

Co-creation of experiences is a theoretical construct that indicates consumers are involved in the 

process of defining and designing the experience and have an active role in production and 

consumption of values (Dabholkar, 2015). Consumers using their knowledge, skills and resources 
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and integrating social, physical and cultural resources can contribute to the value creation (Arnould 

et al., 2006). The service section of the economies has become larger in modern times and a 

service-dominant logic in marketing has been emerging, that indicates consumers are not passive 

agents who react to stimulus from the experiential perspective. Instead, they are active in the 

process of value creation and active participants and producers of the experience and value creation 

(Carù et al., 2007). It has been suggested that the experience value in fact generates through the 

co-creation process (Carù et al., 2007; Carù & Cova, 2003; Prebensen et al., 2013). So spending 

time with family and friends, enjoying good food in a restaurant with friends and physical 

experience of walking up a mountain are ways of utilizing resources in the simultaneous process 

of production and consumption of memorable and worthwhile experiences (Kim et al., 2012). This 

can be derived from the concept of “resources are not, they become” as suggested in the new 

dominant logic in marketing recently (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). The time, money and effort spent 

are resources that shape the consumers’ involvement as participants in the value creation process 

(Prebensen et al., 2013). The perceived experience value can be defined as the benefits or results 

consumers perceive regarding to total cost they have paid for the product or service including the 

paid price and other contributed resources (Prebensen et al., 2013).  

Being involved in the co-creation process and the utility driven from the experience can be 

beneficial for people who have difficulty in the self-realization process and can not realize their 

authentic self in everyday life, as a means to reach this goal (Wang, 1999). Co-creating valuable 

experiences may help them in the identity altering process (Prebensen et al., 2013). Participation 

in the co-creation process can be an opportunity to shape or create the person’s self-concept or 

identity (Rosenberg, 1979). In the co-creating experiences process unique and niche products are 

simpler and easier to identify with for consumers compared to mass-produced consumption objects 

(Miller, 1987).  
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2.5. The IKEA Effect 

 

The IKEA effect is a cognitive bias that results in the overvaluation of the products that people 

spend time and energy on and participate in the process of co-creating them (Mochon et al., 2012a; 

Norton et al., 2012). Based on this effect people who participate in the co-creation process of 

making the outcome will allocate a higher perceived value to the outcome of their effort compared 

to an identical product created by someone else (Ariely & Norton, 2008; Mochon et al., 2012a; 

Norton et al., 2012). Consumers’ involvement in the process of generating value influences their 

outcome evaluation and the input product towards a positive assessment (S. V. Troye & 

Supphellen, 2012). In other words, the consumers’ participation in the meal preparation and the 

cooking process will result in assigning a higher perceived value to both input and output; in this 

case the cooked dish and the meal kit brand itself. 

The research has shown that this effect exists in different contexts, and experiments has been 

conducted on a range of products both hedonic and utilitarian (Dohle et al., 2014, 2016; Franke et 

al., 2010; Franke & Schreier, 2010; Grönroos, 2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Troye & 

Supphellen, 2012; Troye et al., 2012). The co-creation process has been tested for both interesting 

and enjoyable tasks and also mundane everyday tasks; and in both conditions the IKEA effect has 

been detected (Dohle et al., 2014, 2016; Mochon et al., 2012a; Norton et al., 2012; Troye & 

Supphellen, 2012; Troye et al., 2012). 

Being involved in the value chain is not limited to consumers’ purchasing and consuming goods 

and services that manufacturers provide (Troye & Supphellen, 2012). Actions as simple as 

measuring ingredients and mixing them can provide value in the process of co-creation (Mochon 

et al., 2012a; Norton et al., 2012). There is a similar effect in the psychology and behavioral 

economics realm that is called the endowment effect. This effect suggests that people are more 

likely to retain an object they own that acquire an identical object that they do not own. This 

happens due to the higher exposure to the owned object compared to the identical object that they 

have not been exposed to (Kahneman et al., 1990, 1991). The endowment effect emphasises on 

the owning the object and reports a higher perceived value assigned to the owned object. While 

the IKEA effect focuses on the role of consumers as co-creators and the effect of this involvement 

in the creation process on the higher perceived value assigned to the final product. Research shows 
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that the endowment effect exists in the food realm meaning that the mere exposure to the 

ingredients and food and being present while the food was prepared can increase liking and the 

consumption amount (Costa et al., 2007; Franke et al., 2010; Kahneman et al., 1990, 1991; Sobal 

& Bisogni, 2009; Thaler, 1980; Troye & Supphellen, 2012).  

The self-expression accompanying the co-creation is gratifying and intrinsically self-rewarding 

and brings on an increased consumption value (Mochon et al., 2012a). Successful completion of 

the task creates a sense of achievement and joy in the actively involved consumers (Mochon et al., 

2012a; Norton et al., 2012). It is hard to compete with this feeling by firm-configured products 

that give the consumer no chance to contribute in the co-creation process (Mochon et al., 2012b; 

Troye & Supphellen, 2012). The involvement also brings out a sense of pride in consumers 

(Mochon et al., 2012a). Research shows that even short sessions of involvement in the virtual 

product design can evoke strong emotions and sense of pride (Franke et al., 2010; Mochon et al., 

2012a). The increased sense of competence resulted from the self-preparation will lead to a higher 

perceived value and higher willingness to pay for the final product which happens due to the IKEA 

effect (Mochon et al., 2012a; Norton et al., 2012). 

Interest in self-production is not a fundamental condition for involvement in the self-production 

process (Troye & Supphellen, 2012). Researchers have tried to analyze the motivational factors 

that make self-production relevant and develop self-production elements persistent with these 

motivations (Mochon et al., 2012a; Norton et al., 2012; Randall et al., 2007; Sundqvist & Walter, 

2017). Some goods or even services, require consumers to undertake some activities to generate 

value (Dohle et al., 2016; Troye & Supphellen, 2012).  

The IKEA effect has been researched in other areas and for different products specially in the self-

design realm (Franke et al., 2010; Mochon et al., 2012a; Sundqvist & Walter, 2017). But there has 

been no research looking at the meal kit services and the IKEA effect jointly to this day. The 

theoretical contribution of the current paper is to add to the literature by connecting these two 

contexts together. We will investigate the drivers of the meal kit purchase and why consumers are 

willing to spend money and also time and effort additionally to co-create the final product. The 

managerial contribution of this research can help marketers and managers in the product design 

and innovative area by helping them better understand the antecedents, conditions and 

consequences of giving customers an opportunity to be a part of the co-creation process.  
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2.6. The IKEA Effect and the Consumers’ Identity 

 

The post-modern view of marketing suggests that the customers’ purpose of acquiring goods and 

services have shifted from purchasing objects to purchasing experiences (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 

2008). Experiences have the potential to contribute to consumers’ self image and help them 

identify, confirm and shape this identity (Firat et al., 1995). Our own actions can tell us a lot about 

our identity and also shape it at the same timec(Ariely & Norton, 2008). Behavior that affirms 

one’s identity generates utility in their mind (Akerlof & Kranton, 2000; LeBoeuf et al., 2010). 

Humans have a need for effectance which is fundamental for them; It can be described as being 

able to generate desired outcomes in their own environment successfully (Mochon et al., 2012a). 

One way of accomplishing effectance is by controlling and influencing one’s objects and 

possessions (Mochon et al., 2012). People usually behave in conformity with their existing 

identities. To signal and send evidence to themselves that they have a desired identity, consumers 

actively show the specific behavior related to that identity (Bénabou & Tirole, 2011; Bodner & 

Prelec, 2003). An excellent way of signaling a competent identity to the consumers themselves 

and also others, is to create something or participate in the co-creation process(Mochon et al., 

2012).   

 

2.7. The IKEA Effect and the Consumers’ Value 

 

Using one’s own labor allows consumers to have a better psychological health and contributes to 

their well-being (Blustein, 2008). Productivity is an important measure to most people in their 

personal and professional life (Hsee et al., 2010; Keinan & Kivetz, 2011). For instance, being 

unemployed has long-term psychological consequences; even after finding a new job, the negative 

impact of previous unemployment on well-being is persistent (Lucas et al., 2004; Mochon et al., 

2012a). The consumers in the post-modern marketing world increasingly participate in the co-

creation process rather than being passive recipients of the goods (Firat et al., 1995).  

The consumption in the post-modern era is regarded as subjective, fragmented and individual; 

consequently, the same characteristics will be found in the value consumers get out of 
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consumption. The value is experienced by and co-produced with the customer (Sundqvist & 

Walter, 2017). Customer value is interactive because its existence relies on the relation between a 

subject and an object (Holbrook, 2006). There is an experiential dimension to the value and it 

never is a part of the object of consumption itself, instead the value can be recognized as value-in-

experience in the experience of consumption (Sundqvist & Walter, 2017). Self-production, such 

as using meal kits to cook, results in the end product being a blend of the input product and on top 

of that, the consumer’s effort (Troye & Supphellen, 2012). As a result, the outcome of the co-

creation process is not totally on account of either product performance or the consumers’ own 

accomplishment. There are great theoretical and managerial implications in the outcome 

dependency that arises from the joining of the product and consumer performance (Troye & 

Supphellen, 2012).  

Research suggest that self-anchoring influences the evaluation of the objects that people choose 

(Gawronski et al., 2007). Gawronski et al. (2007) imply that this effect demonstrates why 

ownership leads to positive affect referral of subject’s self to the object they own. We expect the 

self-production to have an analogous role. Self-production generates outcome dependency (Troye 

& Supphellen, 2012). The self functions as an extrinsic prompt in many ways (similar to price, 

brand, and country of origin) that influence perceptions and evaluations when the intrinsic qualities 

are difficult to assess or there are different feasible interpretations. Allowing the consumers to 

participate in the self-production process leads to a bond between consumers and the product 

(Troye & Supphellen, 2012). This engagement in the process that makes them put in labor that 

they would normally avoid may lead to higher life satisfaction and also acquiring life experiences 

(Mochon et al., 2012a; Norton et al., 2012; Randall et al., 2007; Sundqvist & Walter, 2017). 

 

2.8. The IKEA Effect and Opportunities for Companies 

 

In order to successfully exploit this effect in their products, companies should identify which 

consumer segments consider self-production relevant to them and add self-production components 

to their products that are targeted at these specific segments (Troye & Supphellen, 2012). 

Producers in different industries offer consumer participation in the process of design or 
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production for different reasons. One successful example can be Nike that through an online self-

design platform, Nike ID, allows customers to choose the pattern, material and colors they want 

and print it on their Nike shoes with the exact form that fits 3D measures of their feet scanned via 

a web tool (Gu & Tayi, 2021 working paper). This allows the customers to personalize the shoes 

they are wearing and increase satisfaction. It also helps Nike to deliver highly personalized 

products without spending money on market research to identify each individual’s taste as every 

single customer takes action choosing the material, design and size themselves. Higher satisfaction 

rates will be the result of a closer match of the final product to the user preferences (Randall et al., 

2007). Consumers will also be more willing to pay the premium price for the Nike products if it 

gives them the extraordinary experience of wearing something that they themselves designed and 

is individually unique. It can also attract more customers towards the brand that lets customers 

design the product themselves or gives them options to choose from comparing to the brands that 

just sell the standard model without the self-designable attributes (Franke et al., 2010; Norton et 

al., 2012; Troye & Supphellen, 2012). This pattern is visible in many different product categories 

(Franke et al., 2010). 

Consumers’ awareness of the brand in the self-production process will influence the extent to 

which the input product (meal kit) is linked to the consumer’s self due to associative self-

anchoring. Marketers can use noticeable product labels and paint a clear picture of this element in 

their product offering through advertising and campaigns to stimulate this awareness (Troye & 

Supphellen, 2012) Product sampling can be a beneficial way to take advantage of this effect (Marks 

& Kamins, 1988; Troye et al., 2012). Apart from other benefits that sampling suggests, it can also 

change a product or brand’s image in the eyes of the consumers and generate word of mouth 

(Moreau & Herd, 2010; Musa et al., 2018). Research has shown free samples of products that 

require self-production or let the consumers participate in the self-production process (e.g. dry 

soup mixes) enhance brand image (Marks & Kamins, 1988). On top of that, it can also link 

consumers’ self-concept to the brand and have substantial improvement in brand attachment 

(Troye & Supphellen, 2012). 

Not every single consumer co-created product ends up being considered more valuable than the 

firm-configured version; there are many factors involved in the process and the final products 

should have some characteristics (Mochon et al., 2012). Consumers’ lacking expertise would make 
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them feel less comfortable during the co-creation process and as result less satisfactory self-design 

outcomes (Dohle et al., 2014; Franke et al., 2010; Sundqvist & Walter, 2017). However, there are 

some limitations to this superior sense of value, it only gets generated when the process of creation 

gets completed and is considered successful (Mochon et al., 2012) leading to improved evaluations 

of these products and to a greater willingness to pay to possess them (Mochon et al., 2012). 

 

2.9. Concept of Value 

 

The concept of value does not have a single consensus definition (Lindgreen et al., 2012) and 

different studies have focused on different aspects of value. Value has been studied from various 

dimensions in the marketing literature, such as quality (Edvardsson, 2005; Lemke et al., 2011), 

satisfaction (Franke et al., 2009; Homburg et al., 2005), experience (Ranjan & Read, 2016; 

Sandström et al., 2008) and personalization (Franke et al., 2009; Franke & Schreier, 2010; Ranjan 

& Read, 2016). Value has also been measured using different methods such as willingness to pay 

(Franke et al., 2009; Mochon et al., 2012; Norton et al., 2012), perceived value (Eggert & Ulaga, 

2002; Lee et al., 2007; Petrick & Backman, 2002), satisfaction (Lee et al., 2007; McDougall & 

Levesque, 2000) and recommendation (Lee et al., 2007; Sweeney & Soutar, 2001). 

The modern perspective of value suggests that it does not reside in the object of consumption but 

the experience of consumption (Payne et al., 2008). The concept of value creation and the meaning 

of value itself, are shifting from a product-centric and firm-centric perspective to personalized 

consumer experiences (Brodie et al., 2011; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Ritzer & Jurgenson, 

2010). Nowadays empowered and active modern consumers are co-creators of the value with 

firms. This interaction between the producers and consumers is a new way of value creation 

responding to the changes in modern consumption patterns (Brodie et al., 2011; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004). The value is shifting to experiences not just the simple act of consuming a 

product or service. The modern consumers in this highly dynamic and interactive business 

environment are asking for more than the plain consumption of products and services (Brodie et 

al., 2011; Gentile et al., 2007). The new trend in the market trying to address this challenge is 

prosumption. Prosumption involves both production and consumption rather than focusing on 
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either of production or consumption alone (Ritzer & Jurgenson, 2010). The consumers are not only 

consuming the end product, service or value produced by the manufacturer or service provider but 

also are active participants in creating the experience and co-creating the value they achieve from 

the final product or service (Toffler & Alvin, 1980). MacKay (1999, p 182) notes that products’ 

or services’ appeal is an “amalgam of rational and emotional factors and emotions play a part in 

any purchase decision”. As a result the firms that give the consumers to participate in the co-

creation process can benefit from the new trend and attract more customers (Sogn-Grundvåg et al., 

2008; Uriely, 2005; Vivek et al., 2012).  

 

2.10. Meal Kits 

 

When it comes to cooking many people have a love/hate relationship with it. Preparing food 

requires transforming raw ingredients into edible foods using different techniques to modify the 

form, temperature and wetness/dryness of the food (Rozin, 1983).  

The process of making food can be seen as transforming nature to culture (Counihan & van Esterik, 

2012). Cooking a meal has positive evaluation effects far more than the endowment effect and the 

impact of ownership. This might suggest that the simple act of making something generates more 

associative self-anchoring than just owning the object (Troye & Supphellen, 2012). In addition to 

increased liking, self-preparing food could also bias other judgments about the food, such as the 

food’s naturalness or caloric content (Coary, 2018; Costa et al., 2007; Raghoebar et al., 2017). In 

contrast to self-prepared, homemade products, pre-prepared or convenience food products are 

often considered to be unhealthy and unnatural (Brunner et al., 2010; Costa et al., 2007; de Boer 

et al., 2004). Therefore, this effect suggests that preparing food might make food appear lighter 

and more natural (Dohle et al., 2014). 

Research also shows that the labor put into preparing the meal can change the sensory experience 

of the food (Dohle et al., 2014). Preparing the meal can also increase the liking and consumption 

of healthy foods that require some preparation, such as salads and vegetables. Related, we expect 

that self-preparing food could also be associated with less food waste (Dohle et al., 2014; Troye 

& Supphellen, 2012). Since consumers like self-prepared food more than convenient or ready-to-
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eat food, they might be more prone to keep and eat leftovers instead of throwing them away (Dohle 

et al., 2014). Being involved in the food preparation process and higher cooking skills result in a 

rise in the intake of vegetables, fruits and whole grains. Public health authorities have always been 

concerned about finding ways to encourage people to increase their fruits and vegetables 

consumption (Dohle et al., 2016). The research supports public health programs that try to 

encourage public to consume less prepared and ready-to-eat foods and more self-prepared food 

(Costa & Jongen, 2010; Costa et al., 2007; Sobal & Bisogni, 2009). But nowadays with consumers’ 

urban busy lifestyle the time they have available for preparing food in home is often limited (Dohle 

et al., 2016).  

Studies estimate that majority of the people make more than 220 food decisions each day (Wansink 

& Sobal, 2007). As a result food choice decision making is a recurring and expected part of daily 

life and it is noteworthy and a salient concept that requires meticulous analysis (Sobal & Bisogni, 

2009). One of the attributes of the food choice decisions is being situational. Food behaviours 

consist of not only deciding about the food itself but also other features of a situation in which the 

food behavior takes place; for instance time, social, location and other activities (Bisogni et al., 

2007). Food consumption and different ways of consuming it can be the sign of belonging to 

different social groups or cultures(Finkelstein, 2014; Mennell, 1985; Sundqvist & Walter, 2017). 

The decision about what to eat is associated with where to go and how to prepare the food (Sobal 

& Bisogni, 2009). Consumers are balancing shifting needs by prioritizing fresh and less processed 

options, aspiring to higher quality experiences and more transparent communication; all while 

seeking experiences that provide pleasure and enjoyment. The result of this struggle is the 

emergence of a new hierarchy of values, a contemporary consumption code. 

Postmodern customers are looking for experiences as a way of self-creation and self-realization in 

their subjective social reality (Elliott, 1997; Ning, 2002; Shankar et al., 2006; Uriely, 2005). A 

meal as a concept can be defined as more than just food and sustenance, it is incorporated from 

more factors (Sundqvist & Walter, 2017). Factors such as the time of the day that one has the meal, 

the amount of energy a dish contains and the social interactions that take place during eating; they 

are all part of the definition of the meal (Sundqvist & Walter, 2017). To build on this approach of 

defining the meal, we can conclude that other factors such as the experience of making food and 

being a part of this process and co-creation can be a part of the definition of meal. The consumer 
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can be involved in the co-creation process varying from zero (order food, eating out) to 100 % of 

the work (doing grocery shopping, preparing ingredients, finding the recipe and making the food 

from the scratch). Most of the times the participation is between 0-100 % and this is where meal 

kit services come in. By using meal kits, consumers do not have to go grocery shopping or find 

the recipe, they receive pre-portioned ingredients and recipes and just have to follow the steps and 

cook the ingredients (Hello Fresh, 2021). The time spent making the food using meal kits can be 

the same as waiting for the food when ordered and much shorter than the cooking from the scratch 

situation (Meiselman, 2008; Oltersdorf et al., 1999).  

The question rises “why people buy meal kits instead of ordering out or preparing food 

themselves?”. Various studies have shown that in Europe people still assume a proper dinner to be 

a homemade hot meal. Costa et al. (2007) found that 70 % of the Dutch people prepare their hot 

meals from scratch every day. The same trend seems to be dominant in the U.S. even though North 

America is well-known for eating out and Home Meal Replacements. Mestdag (2005) indicates 

that based on the data gathered and analysed in their research, the home is still the most frequently 

used place for an eating event to take place. However, dining at home has lost its significance in 

general. Over the past decades, the overall amount of time people spent preparing their food has 

decreased in most countries. The time American women typically spent preparing meals in a day, 

decreased from 92 minutes to 51 minutes per day, between the years 1975 and 2006. But the time 

American men spent preparing meals during the same period of time (1975-2006) stayed almost 

the same at less than 20 minutes per day (Zick & Stevens, 2010). Consequently, research shows 

an increase in the consumption of ready-to-eat meals and away-from-home-foods, particularly fast 

foods (Dohle et al., 2016; Monsivais et al., 2014; Smith et al., 2013). Studies have demonstrated 

that convenience foods, i.e., products that help consumers minimize time as well as physical and 

mental effort, are often perceived to be less natural than homemade products (Brunner et al., 2010; 

Costa et al., 2007; de Boer et al., 2004; Dohle et al., 2014). During the pandemic, many consumers 

re-connected to home life as a place of refuge, comfort and belonging.  In tandem with this re-

connection has been the re-prioritization of meals as pillars to define our days.  

Assembling IKEA boxes or folding origami is not an everyday event, and people may have a 

higher need to justify their efforts put forth in such unusual activities. In contrast, food preparation 

is a task that many people do on a regular basis, and quite a few people have some experience with 
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cooking (Hartmann et al., 2013). Thus, it is even more surprising that we found an IKEA effect 

for such a mundane activity as preparing food (Dohle et al., 2014). From what is known about the 

IKEA effect, it could also be argued that preparing food at home results in a high level of 

consumption because people like the products that prepared themselves more. Hence, it is possible 

that cooking and preparing food might also increase portion sizes and consumption. This effect 

would be advantageous if people regularly prepared healthy foods such as salads or vegetables at 

home. On the other hand, this effect would be particularly disadvantageous if people habitually 

prepare unhealthy, high-caloric foods because this effect might lead to weight gain over time 

(Dohle et al., 2014). In a similar vein, the increased liking of self-prepared foods could also lead 

to a higher consumption of the food, which would have far-reaching consequences from a public 

health perspective. Typically, public health recommendations stress that people should eat less 

convenience foods and eat more home-prepared foods (McGuire, 2011). Cooking skills are 

positively correlated with weekly vegetable consumption, but negatively correlated with weekly 

convenience food consumption (Hartmann et al., 2013). 

 

2.10. The Gap in the Literature 

 

As discussed in the literature review section, the role of customers as an active partner in the 

coproduction process has been researched extensively for hedonic and utilitarian products and 

services such as tourism (Franke et al., 2010; Mochon et al., 2012a; Norton et al., 2012; Sundqvist 

& Walter, 2017; Troye & Supphellen, 2012). Similarly, the IKEA effect have been examined in 

many areas such as assembling furniture, designing t-shirts and posters more examples (Franke & 

Schreier, 2010; Ling et al., 2020; Mochon et al., 2012a; Norton et al., 2012; Troye et al., 2012). 

Meal kit services have been researched from different aspects (Brunner et al., 2010; Costa et al., 

2007; Dohle et al., 2014; Sobal & Bisogni, 2009) but the influence of IKEA effect on the meal kit 

consumers have not been researched before. So, this study intends to fill this gap in the literature 

and investigate these concepts’ interaction, antecedents and outcome. 
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2.11. Conceptual Development 

 

2.11.1. Research Questions 

 

Why are people willing to pay to work? Many researchers have tried to answer this question in the 

marketing realm testing both utilitarian and hedonic products and for a wide range of products, 

and also services (Franke et al., 2010; Franke & Schreier, 2010; Mochon et al., 2012; Norton et 

al., 2012; Troye & Supphellen, 2012; Troye et al., 2012; Vohs et al., 2013).  

Meal kits have also been a topic of research from different aspects, such as convenience, 

healthiness and decreasing the food waste (Gibson & Partridge, 2019; Horning et al., 2021; Sobal 

& Bisogni, 2009). However there has not been much research done trying to investigate why meal 

kits are popular among consumers and what the underlying mechanism of this food choice is. Meal 

kits have a high price point and the consumers should do some of the food preparation before they 

can consume it, however this modern way of food preparation and consumption have been growing 

since its introduction to the market (Gibson & Partridge, 2019; Horning et al., 2021; Sobal & 

Bisogni, 2009; Vargo & Lusch, 2008). The question that comes to mind is why people continue 

buying them and how did this business model survive.  

There is a gap in the literature investigating the reason why meal kit consumers have a high 

perceived value assigned to the final product (cooked dish) that makes them continue using the 

meal kit service. In this thesis, it is proposed that the reason why meal kit boxes are favorable, is 

the IKEA effect. In order to fulfill this gap in the literature and adding to the knowledge in this 

area, the following research questions were devised: 

 

1. Does the IKEA effect exist in meal kit service users, in the food preparation process?  

2. How does it affect their evaluation of the final product? What are the other factors involved 

in the process? 
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2.11.2. Hypotheses 

 

Based on the proposed conceptual model presented in the previous section, this research is going 

to investigate the effect of preparation mode (independent variable) on consumers’ perceived value 

of the final product, cooked dish, (dependent variable). The independent variable’s (preparation 

mode) influence on the dependent variable (perceived value of the outcome) is mediated through 

consumers’ sense of competence. Also, perceived success of the task moderates the influence of 

preparation mode on the perceived value of the outcome. 

As presented in the literature review section, we will discuss the theoretical foundation that 

supports each part of the proposed conceptual framework and present our hypothesis.  

The IKEA effect is a cognitive bias that results in the overvaluation of the products that people 

spend time and energy on and participate in the co-creation process (Mochon et al., 2012a; Norton 

et al., 2012). Consumers’ involvement in the process of generating value (meal preparation) 

influences their outcome evaluation (the cooked dish) and the input product (the meal kit) towards 

a positive assessment (perceived value) (Troye & Supphellen, 2012). Self production has a positive 

effect on outcome evaluation (Troye & Supphellen, 2012). 

 

H1: Preparing food (using meal kits) will result in higher perceived value amongst people in self-

prepared condition compared to other-prepared condition.  

 

There are some limitations where the IKEA effect can be observed. We can observe the 

overvaluation of the outcome (final product) if the process of coproduction or cocreation has been 

considered successful or finished; otherwise, the value assigned to the outcome will not have an 

increase (Norton et al., 2012). The positive impact of effort on valuation is most likely to occur 

when that effort results in successful completion of the task (Aronson & Mills, 1959; Bandura, 

1977). In one study the researchers disassembled the final product created or assembled by a 

consumer having an active role in the cocreation process in front of them and the results showed 

that in this condition the IKEA effect disappears (Mochon et al., 2012a; Norton et al., 2012). 
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Similarly, when the researchers asked the participants to build and unbuild (disassemble) the object 

they made after the completion, the effect was not examined in the results. The “build and unbuild” 

condition indicates the importance of the role of task completion in the emergence of the IKEA 

effect (Norton et al., 2012). Unbuilding one’s assembled Lego will cause the IKEA effect to 

dissipate. Failing to finish a product will result in lower valuations than completing it (Norton et 

al., 2012). In a mood-based account, participants’ positive mood, related to successfully creating 

a product might directly lead to their willingness to pay for the product (Mochon et al., 2012b). 

 

H2: The perceived success of the food preparation task will moderate the perceived value people 

assign to the final outcome. 

 

Research shows that feelings of competence can be a mediator of the influence of preparation 

mode on the perceived value for the final product (Norton et al., 2012). Self-created products are 

valued more because of their influence on feelings of competence (Mochon et al., 2012b). The 

increased value of self-created products is driven by feelings of competence (Mochon et al., 

2012b).  

 

H3: Preparing food leads to a sense of competence and that sense of competence leads to a higher 

perceived value for people who prepare the food (Mediator). 

 

The cognitive bias that leads consumers to assign a higher value to the outcome of the process or 

the final product of the cocreation process can be transferred to the input too. A study found that 

participants who were in the self-preparing condition (compared to other-preparing condition) 

making a milkshake reported higher liking and willingness to pay for the outcome (the milkshake) 

and also the input of the process (the brand of the ingredients) (Troye & Supphellen, 2012). Self 

production has a positive effect not only on the outcome but also on evaluations of the input 

product (Troye & Supphellen, 2012). 
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H4: The IKEA effect will lead to not only higher perceived value for the outcome but also 

consumers perceive the input variable (the meal kit) with higher value. 

This is compared to the consumers who did not participate in the co-creation process. 

Due to the length of the survey and to avoid participants’ disengagement with a long survey, we 

decided not to test hypothesis number 4. 

 

2.11.3. Conceptual Model 

 

As shown in the conceptual model; the independent variable (IV) is the mode of preparation (self-

prepared / other-prepared); our dependent variable (DV) is perceived value; our mediator is the 

sense of competence; and our moderator is the perceived success of the task. 

 

 

Figure 1: Proposed Conceptual Model 
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Chapter 3. Methodology 

 

3.1. Introduction  

 

In this chapter we will present the objectives of the research, the experimental design and explain 

how the study was conducted. The scenarios used in the survey to manipulate the mode of 

preparation and the measurement items used to measure all the variables in the survey are included 

in the chapter. 

  

3.2. Objectives 

 

The aim of this research is to investigate whether the IKEA effect exists in the meal kit users and 

influences their evaluation of the final product. 

 

3.3. Experimental Design  

 

The design of the experiment was a 2 (Mode of preparation: Self-prepared / Other-prepared) X 2 

(Perceived success of the process: Successful / Unsuccessful) between subject design. 

The participants were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions. Participants in each 

condition read a scenario explaining the conditions to them and then they answered some questions 

that measured different variables of the study. Based on their answers we examined the difference 

between groups and measured the differences across the groups.  

The sampling strategy is random sampling from the Amazon M-Turk platform. In order to fill the 

survey participants had to be 18 years or older. 

The survey presented scenarios to the participants in each of the four conditions. There were two 

different scenarios for the mode of preparation (self-prepared vs other-prepared) conditions and 
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two different scenarios for the perceived success of the process (successful vs unsuccessful) 

conditions. The scenarios for the self-prepared versus other-prepared manipulated the mode of 

preparation (as the independent variable) and the scenarios for the successful versus unsuccessful 

conditions manipulated the success of the cooking process (the moderator). The scenarios that 

participants read in each condition are as follows: (we did not use a real brand name to mitigate 

the effects of brand knowledge in participants) 

 

3.3.1. Meal kit Explanation 

 

Meal kits are a modern and innovative way of preparing homecooked meals. A meal kit is a 

package including pre-portioned and sometimes partially-prepared ingredients and the recipe for 

a chosen dish. You can buy meal kits online or in retail stores. The online channel is a subscription 

service; you choose the recipes online and they deliver the box to your doorstep. 

 

 

Figure 2: Meal Kit 
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3.3.2. Mode of Preparation Scenarios 

 

1. The Self-Prepared Condition 

 

Imagine you have a “Meal Kit” box. You are going to prepare a meal yourself. You are an active 

participant in the cooking process. 

You have the ingredients and the recipe; the recipe has been labeled as “simple” by previous users. 

It takes 30 minutes to cook the meal. In order to prepare the meal you should wash the ingredients, 

peel and chop them, and cook them based on the recipe you have been given. 

 

2. The Other-Prepared Condition 

 

Imagine your friend has a “Meal Kit” box. He/she is going to prepare a meal for you. You are not 

participating in the cooking process. The food will be prepared for you. 

He/she has the ingredients and the recipe; the recipe has been labeled as “simple” by previous 

users. It takes 30 minutes to cook the meal. In order to prepare the meal he/she should wash the 

ingredients, peel and chop them, and cook them based on the recipe he/she has been given.  

 

3.3.3. Success of the Process Scenarios 

 

1. The successful process condition 

 

Imagine you expected the final dish to look like the picture on the recipe card (picture 1) and it 

ended up looking very similar to it (picture 2): 
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Figure 3: Successful Process Condition 

 

2. The unsuccessful process condition 

 

Imagine you expected the final dish to look like the picture on the recipe card (picture 1), but it 

ended up not looking like it at all (picture 2): 

 

 

Figure 4: Unsuccessful Process Condition 

 

3.4. Survey Measurements 
 

A general explanation of co-creation process involvement in the cooking experience was provided 

to the participants. The explanation and the figure that the participants saw is presented below: 
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In this cooking experience, the person cooking the meal is involved in the co-creation process. It 

means they have some inputs (ingredients & recipe), and participate in the process of cooking 

using their knowledge and skills; thus they co-create the final dish.  

 

 

 

Figure 5: Co-creation Process 

 

Then the survey constructs were measured asking the participants to rate the statements presented 

to them. The questions of the survey and the measures are presented in the table 1. 

 

Table 1: Survey Measurements 

Involvement measurement  

(Lefebvre & Orlowski, 2020) 

 

How involved did you feel in creating the final product? 

 

7-point Likert scale  

(1:A little involved, 7:Very 

involved) 

Perceived success of the process measurement  

(Zuo & MaloneBeach, 2010) 

 

How successful do you think the cooking process was?  

 

7-point Likert scale  

(1:Not at all successful, 

7:Very successful) 

Perceived value measurement items  

(Lee et al., 2007) 

 

1. The choice of using the meal kit was a right decision 

2. I obtained good results from using the meal kit 

3. Overall, the experience of cooking was valuable and 

worth it 

4. The value of cooking experience was more than what I 

expected 

7-point Likert scale 

(1:Strongly disagree, 

7:Strongly agree) 
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5. Cooking with the meal kit is a good quality experience 

product 

6. The cooking experience is an experience that I enjoy 

7. The cooking experience gave me pleasure 

8. After I had the cooking experience, my image of the 

experience was improved 

9. The cooking experience made me feel better 

 

Satisfaction measurement items 

(Lee et al., 2007) 

 

1. Overall satisfaction with the cooking experience 

2. Satisfaction with the cooking experience when 

compared with my expectation 

3. Satisfaction with the cooking experience when 

considering my invested time and effort 

 

7-point Likert scale 

(1:Totally dissatisfied, 7: 

Totally satisfied) 

Recommendation measurement items 

(Lee et al., 2007) 

 

1. I would recommend the cooking experience to others 

(including my family and friends) 

2. I would say positive things about the cooking 

experience to other people 

 

7-point Likert scale 

(1:Strongly disagree, 

7:Strongly agree) 

Meaningfulness measurement items 

(Busser & Shulga, 2018) 

 

1. The time I spent on it was worthwhile 

2. This was important to me 

3. This was worthy of my effort 

4. My effort was worthwhile 

5. It was valuable to me 

6. It was meaningful 

 

7-point Likert scale 

(1:Strongly disagree, 

7:Strongly agree) 

Contribution-Operant resources measurement items 

(Busser & Shulga, 2018) 

 

1. I shared my knowledge 

2. I contributed my experience to this 

3. I contributed my skills to this 

4. I participated in this  

5. I freely contributed 

 

7-point Likert scale 

(1:Strongly disagree, 

7:Strongly agree) 
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Contribution-Operand resources measurement items 

(Busser & Shulga, 2018) 

 

1. I invested my resources 

2. I have a personal investment in it 

3. I was invested in it 

4. I made personal investment in this 

 

7-point Likert scale 

(1:Strongly disagree, 

7:Strongly agree) 

Sense of competence measurement items 

(Hsieh & Chang, 2016) 

 

1. The extent to which you feel proud of the product you 

created (Franke et al., 2010) 

2. The extent to which you plan to show off your product 

to other people (Mochon et al., 2012) 

3. I really mastered my tasks in the co-creation process  

4. I am good at the things I do in the co-creation process  

5. I have the feeling that I can accomplish the most 

difficult tasks in the co-creation process 

 

7-point Likert scale  

(1:None at all, 7:A great deal) 

 

 

 

 

 

7-point Likert scale 

(1:Strongly disagree, 

7:Strongly agree) 

Affective response measurement items 

(Busser & Shulga, 2018) 

 

1. I enjoyed the process 

2. I feel enthusiastic about it 

3. This was fun 

4. This was entertaining 

5. I enjoyed working on it 

6. This was interesting 

7. This was beneficial for me 

8. I enjoyed spending time on this 

9. This was enjoyable 

10. It was exciting 

11. I feel inspired 

12. I feel happy 

 

7-point Likert scale 

(1:Strongly disagree, 

7:Strongly agree) 

Co-creation engagement measurement items 

(Hsieh & Chang, 2016) 

 

Vigor 

 

1. When I work on the task in the co-creation process, I 

feel bursting with energy 

2. In the co-creation process I always persevere, even 

when things do not go well 

7-point Likert scale 

(1:Strongly disagree, 

7:Strongly agree) 
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3. I can continue working on the task for the co-creation 

process for very long periods of time 

4. I am very resilient, mentally when working on the task 

in the co-creation process 
 
 

Dedication 

 

1. To me, my task in the co-creation process is challenging 

2. My task in the co-creation process inspires me 

3. I am proud of the things that I do in the co-creation 

process 

4. I find the task that I do in the co-creation process, full 

of meaning and purpose 
 

 

Absorption 

 

1. When I am working on the task in the co-creation 

process, I forget everything else around me 

2. Time flies when I am working on the task in the co-

creation process 

3. I get carried away when I am working on the task in the 

co-creation process 

4. I feel happy when I am working intensely on the task in 

the co-creation process 

 

Do-it-yourself personality measurement items 

(Norton et al., 2012) 

 

The extent to which you are a “do-it-yourself” person (DIYer) 

 

7-point Likert scale  

(1:Not at all a do-it-yourself 

person, 7: Totally a do-it-

yourself person) 
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Chapter 4. Results 

 

4.1. Introduction  

 

In this chapter we will present the overview of the survey data gathered via Amazon M-Turk 

platform, the survey profile of the participants and the descriptive statistics of the data. The data 

cleaning criteria and process is explained. There is a section contributed to the data analysis and 

hypothesis testing and the process of modifying the tested hypothesis. The proposed conceptual 

model testing the initial version of hypothesis and the final conceptual model based on the updated 

hypothesis have been presented in this chapter. The interpretation of the analysis done in this 

chapter has been presented in the chapter 6. Discussion. 

 

4.2. Data 

 

4.2.1. Descriptive statistics 

 

The original dataset consisted of 397 survey responses gathered via Amazon M-Turk platform. 

However, 114 of the survey responses were eliminated from the study in the data cleaning process 

in different steps. The detailed steps of the data cleaning process is explained in the following 

section. The final number of survey responses that were used for statistical analysis after the data 

cleaning stage is 283. The demographic assessment of the sample (N=283; 183 Male, Mage = 35.7, 

SD= 9.8) is shown in the survey profile table 2.  
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4.2.1.1. Survey Profile 

 

Table 2: Survey Profile 

Demographic 

Variables 

Category Count 

(N) 

Percent 

(%) 

Respondent’s Age 18-24 years 

25-34 years 

35-44 years 

45-54 years 

55-64 years 

65 and over 

20 

134 

87 

23 

17 

2 

7.0 

47.3 

30.7 

8.1 

6.0 

0.7 

Respondent’s Gender Man 

Woman 

Non-binary 

Other 

183 

100 

0 

0 

64.7 

35.3 

0 

0 

Respondent’s 

Household Income 

Less than $25,000 

$25,000-$49,999 

$50,000-$74,999 

$75,000-$99,999 

$100,000-$149,999 

More than $150,000 

Prefer not to answer 

24 

96 

87 

47 

21 

7 

1 

8.5 

34.0 

30.7 

16.6 

7.4 

2.5 

0.3 

Respondent’s 

Education 

High school degree or Less 

Registered Apprenticeship or other trades 

certificate or Diploma 

Some College education 

College graduate (Bachelor's degree) 

Graduate degree 

PhD or professional advance degree 

Prefer not to answer 

7 

2 

17 

142 

99 

16 

0 

0 

2.5 

0.7 

6.0 

50.1 

35.0 

5.6 

0 

0 

Respondent’s 

Residence Type 

Urban core of a large city 

Suburban  

Small town or rural 

Prefer not to answer 

142 

90 

47 

4 

50.1 

31.8 

16.6 

1.4 

Respondent’s Marital 

Status 

Single 

Married or Common law 

Divorced or Separated 

Other 

66 

210 

3 

4 

23.3 

74.2 

1.0 

1.4 

Respondent’s 

Ethnicity 

White/European 

Black/African/Caribbean 

Southeast Asian (Chinese, Japanese, Korean, 

Vietnamese, Filipino, etc) 

Arab (Saudi Arabian, Iraqi, etc) 

227 

20 

8 

 

0 

80.2 

7.1 

2.8 

 

0 
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South Asian (East Indian, Sri Lankan, etc) 

Latin American (Brazilian, Columbian, Costa 

Rican, etc) 

West Asian (Iranian, Afghani, etc) 

Other 

13 

6 

 

2 

7 

4.6 

2.1 

 

0.7 

2.5 

Respondent’s 

Employment  

Management occupations 

Business, finance and administration 

occupations 

Healthcare professional 

Education professional 

Legal professional 

Law enforcement 

Social, community and government services 

Art, culture, recreation and sport 

Retail, sales and personal services 

Restaurants, bars and food services 

Trades, transport and equipment 

Natural resources, agriculture 

Manufacturing and utilities 

Student 

Other 

Currently not employed 

Prefer not to answer 

45 

65 

 

43 

19 

3 

1 

6 

8 

21 

20 

6 

6 

28 

1 

0 

3 

8 

16.0 

23.0 

 

15.2 

6.7 

1.0 

0.3 

2.1 

2.8 

7.4 

7.1 

2.1 

2.1 

9.9 

0.3 

0 

1.0 

2.8 

Respondent’s 

Number of People in 

the Household 

1 Person 

2 People 

3 People 

4 People 

5 People 

6 People 

7 People 

8 People 

9 People 

10 People 

13 

26 

45 

122 

55 

17 

1 

1 

2 

1 

4.6 

9.2 

16.0 

43.1 

19.4 

6.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

0.3 

Respondent’s 

Number of People 

under 18 in the 

Household 

0 Under 18 person 

1 Under 18 person 

2 Under 18 person 

3 Under 18 person 

4 Under 18 person 

5 Under 18 person 

6 Under 18 person 

67 

91 

91 

19 

10 

3 

2 

23.7 

32.1 

32.1 

6.7 

3.5 

1.0 

0.7 
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4.2.1.2. Variables 

 

The descriptive statistics of the variables of the final conceptual model is shown in the table 3: 

 

Table 3: Variables of the Conceptual Model 

Variable Mean Standard Deviation  

Perceived involvement (1 item) 5.34 1.66 

Perceived value (9 items) 5.36 0.97 

Sense of competence (2 items) 5.33 1.12 

Do-it-yourself personality (1 item) 5.56 1.12 

 

 

4.3. Data Gathering Process 

 

Gathering data via the Amazon M-Turk platform, 397 respondents were recruited. However, the 

gathered data needed to be cleaned before being used for the analysis. Conducting the analysis on 

the data set that has been cleaned leads to more accurate results and hence decisions made based 

on this results will be more reliable. The quality data can only be produced by cleaning the data 

and preprocessing it prior to the analysis (Porwal & Vora, 2013). 

After the data cleaning process we had 283 survey responses used for the statistical analysis stage. 

The results of the study are reported based on the analysis of the final 283 survey responses.  

 

4.4. Data Cleaning Process 

 

The data quality is something to be considered before starting the analysis of the survey responses 

for the data collected via anonymous internet surveys (Meade & Craig, 2012). There are different 

types of problematic responses provided by the participants that can be categorized into two main 

categories, first content responsive faking, in which the respondents purposefully report inaccurate 
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responses, and second is content non-responsivity, which is defined as responding without regard 

to item content (Nichols et al., 1989). 

The criteria used for the data cleaning was checking for items like completing the survey or 

meeting the study criteria (being 18 years old or older). The next step was to eliminate data points 

such as: 

1. Respondents who only answer a portion of your questions (non-complete surveys) 

2. Respondents who don’t meet your target criteria (18 years or older)  

3. Respondents who speed through the survey or take too long to finish it (Outlier analysis)  

4. Respondents who “straight line” 

5. Respondents who provide unrealistic answers 

6. Respondents who give inconsistent responses 

For each item I will explain what strategy I used to eliminate the data points that did not meet the 

criteria in the following section. 

1. Respondents who only answer a portion of your questions (non-complete surveys) 

To solve this problem, after downloading the data from Qualtrics website into an Excel, the filter 

format was used to identify the “complete answers” and remove the data points that had failed to 

complete the survey. The remaining data points were 100% complete. After eliminating the non-

complete data points we have 347 survey responses. 

2. Respondents who don’t meet your target criteria (18 years or older)  

The consent form at the beginning of the survey explained the exclusion criteria and declared that 

anyone who wants to fill this survey should be 18 years of age and older. So, potential participants 

had been filtered for this criteria before taking the survey. As a result, the final data did not need 

to be cleaned regarding this item. 

3. Respondents who speed through the survey or take too long to finish it (Outlier analysis) 

Examining the study response time shows a nonlinear relationship between the response time and 

the response quality. Very fast responses are assumed to be careless in nature and the threshold for 

that should be identified for each study based on the length and properties of the survey. Responses 
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above that threshold may or may not be considered careless based on other indices (Meade & 

Craig, 2012).  

Clearly the participants who speed through the survey and take a surprisingly short amount of time 

to take the survey are more likely to have answered the questions without care and their answers 

will not show the real effect of the study. Similarly, the participants who took a significantly longer 

time to fill the survey would provide non-reliable answers too, as they might not have been 

engaged enough in the process of doing the survey. So, if the survey response time is significantly 

shorter or longer than the other points in the data set (compared to the mean), they might need to 

be eliminated before analysis. This data points show up as “Outliers” in the data. Outlying 

observations cause problems in the analysis of the data as they might strongly influence the result 

(Rousseeuw & Hubert, 2011).  

In order to identify the outliers in the data calculated the “Inter Quartile Range” (IQR) which is 

one of the popular methods of detecting outlying values in the data (Rousseeuw & Hubert, 2011). 

First, the “Median” of the 347 data points is calculated, then we find the “Q1” (first quartile) and 

the “Q3” (third quartile) of the data. We calculate the “Inter quartile range” having the “Q1” and 

“Q3” with the following formula: 

IQR = Q3 – Q1 

Then the “Lower Fence” and “Upper Fence” for the data is calculated. Data points less than the 

“lower fence” and greater than the “upper fence”, in other words any observations outside this 

fences is considered a potential outlier (Walfish, 2006). 

The formula for calculating the lower and upper fence is: 

Upper fence = Q3 + (1.5 * IQR) 

Lower fence = Q1 – (1.5 * IQR) 

In the following table you can see a breakdown of the data for the 347 data points. The numbers 

are reported in seconds. We used “quartile.ex” formula (quartile exclusive) (recommended in 

tutorial) for excel to get this numbers. 
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Table 4: Interquartile Range 

Minimum  99 Seconds 

Maximum 3160 

Mean 473.62 

Median 359 

1st Quartile 225 

3rd Quartile 581 

IQR (Inter Quartile Range) 356 

Lower Fence -309 

Upper Fence 1115 Seconds (18.53 minutes) 

 

Using “1115” as upper fence, we have 20 outliers as there are 20 data points  greater than 1115 

(starting with 1131). The final number of data points will come to 327. The representation of the 

data can be seen in the box plot in the appendices. A box plot is a graphical representation of the 

dispersion of the data (Walfish, 2006). 

Given the fact that the survey was filled by participant on Amazon M-Turk and most of the time 

they are professional survey takers (meaning that many of them spend a lot of time filling surveys 

and it is a source of income for them) we can conclude that many of the participants generally fill 

surveys faster than a normal participant (Huff & Tingley, 2015; Smith et al., 2016; Zhang & 

Gearhart, 2020). Majority of the people taking surveys on Amazon M-Turk do multiple surveys a 

day and as a result of that they have become experienced and are able to fill surveys faster. Looking 

at the survey used to gather data for this research it is reasonable to say that it can be fille in 180 

seconds (3 minutes) by a professional survey taker without the process being affected and making 

the data useless (Smith et al., 2016; Zhang & Gearhart, 2020). With this argument we can divide 

the data in different segments and observe the frequency in each segment. This visualization can 

help us see what percentage of the participants are in each group. If the frequency of responses in 

one group is high it might indicate that there are many fast survey takers in the data and they are 

not outliers as there are many people in that segment. 

 

 



 
 

38 
 

Table 5: Response Time Segments 

Groups Response Time (seconds) Number of 

Participants in each 

Time Segment  

Response Time (minutes) 

1 180 or less 44 participants 3 minutes or less 

2 180 – 300  96 3-5 minutes 

3 300 - 474 88 7.89 minutes (mean) 

4 474 - 600 45 7.89-10 minutes 

5 600 - 1108 54 18.4 minutes (upper fence 

IQR) 

6 1108 - 1444 10 18.4-24 minutes (upper 

fence SD) 

7 1444 - 3160 10 52.6 minutes (maximum) 

 

 

The frequency chart for each group is shown in a graph in appendix E. Based on the table and the 

graph we can see participants in the groups 2 and 3, despite having a value less than mean = 474 

seconds, have a high frequency in the data. So, it is not fair to eliminate all the data less than the 

mean of the data. 

There is a need for a cut off value to be established (based on the survey length and other 

parameters) in order to screen out persons responding too quickly or too slowly (Meade & Craig, 

2012). In this case we only have to eliminate 44 data points in group 1 (less than 180 seconds) 

which is 44 data points. For this particular survey and based on the number of questions, 180 

seconds (3 minutes) is sufficient time for participants to finish the survey but a response time 

bellow this threshold is less than sufficient time for a diligent participant to respond to all the 

questions of the survey (Meade & Craig, 2012). 

 

4.4.1. The Final Number of Datapoints 

 

After the data cleaning in different steps we end up with 283 data points for analysis. The break 

down of numbers of participants in each of the 4 conditions of this 2 X 2 design is as follows:  
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The “self-prepared” and “successful” condition: 73 

The “self-prepared” and “unsuccessful” condition: 70 

The “other-prepared” and “successful” condition: 73 

The “other-prepared” and “unsuccessful” condition: 67 

 

4.5. Reliability of the Data 

 

Before starting the analysis of the data the reliability of the data should be checked. To measure 

reliability of the data we use Cronbach’s alpha. The Cronbach’s alpha was measured for the two 

constructs with multiple items, “sense of competence” and “perceived value”. The two other 

constructs used in the conceptual model, “perceived involvement” and “do-it-yourself personality 

trait”, are constructs measured with a single item, thus the Cronbach’s alpha was not calculated 

for them. The process Hayes model used for the analysis of the data allows analysis to be run with 

constructs that have one item. The measurement results are shown in table 6: 

 

Table 6: Reliability Test 

Variable Cronbach’s Alpha 

Sense of competence 0.88 

Perceived value 0.91 

 

As shown in the table all the numbers for the Cronbach’s Alpha are over 0.70 thus we can confirm 

the reliability of our data. 

Factor analysis was not run as constructs used in this study have been taken from peer revied 

studies published in journals and the modification to the items was minimal. 
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4.6. Data Analysis 

 

4.6.1. Pre-test 

 

A pre-test was run trying to test if the survey was comprehensive for the participants and test the 

hypotheses gathering data from a small pool of participants. The sampling strategy was 

convenience sampling, this method of sampling involves using respondents who are convenient to 

the researcher (Etikan et al., 2016; Sedgwick, 2013), in this case a number of acquaintances were 

asked to fill out the survey. 31 survey responses were gathered from which 10 responses were 

incomplete. The 21 remaining complete responses helped to navigate the vague parts of the survey 

and edit some parts to make it more comprehensible for participants and navigate if there are any 

weak points in the survey. For instance, in the first draft of the survey, the pictures used for the 

successful process condition were identical, and some respondents indicated that they assumed it 

was an error. So, this part was edited and the pictures used in the successful condition in the final 

survey were similar but not identical.  

 

4.6.2. Manipulation Check for Scenarios  

 

A manipulation check was run to investigate whether the scenarios presented to the participants 

were successful creating a sense of involvement in the process reading the mode of preparation 

scenarios and a sense of success of the process reading the success of the process scenarios. A t-

test was run to test if reading different scenarios for mode of preparation would result in a 

difference in the perceived involvement of the participants. In other words if the participants who 

were in the self-prepared condition and read the specific scenario for that condition, report a higher 

perceived involvement in the process compared to the participants in the other-prepared condition 

who read the specific scenario for their condition. The results are presented in table 7: 
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Table 7: Mode of Preparation Manipulation Check 

Perceived 

Involvement 

 Sig t df Two-sided p Mean 

difference 

SE 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

<0.001 4.99 281 <0.001 0.95 0.19 

Equal 

variances 

not assumed 

 4.98 248.22 <0.001 0.95 0.19 

 

The results show that there is a statistically significant difference between the mean of perceived 

involvement between participants in the self-prepared condition (reading the self-preparation 

scenario) and participants in the other-prepared condition (reading the other-preparation scenario). 

The significance number reported for the “Equal variances assumed” is <0.001 which is less than 

0.05 significance threshold, it means that the null hypothesis (the mean of perceived involvement 

is not significantly different for self-prepared and other-prepared group) can be rejected. Thus, 

there is a significant difference between the mean of perceived value between the two groups and 

the manipulation of the mode of preparation conditions has been successful. 

Similarly, another t-test was run to test if reading different scenarios for success of the process 

would result in a difference in the perceived success of the process in participants’ mind. In other 

words if the participants who were in the successful process condition and read the specific 

scenario for that condition, report a higher perceived success of the process compared to the 

participants in the unsuccessful process condition who read the specific scenario for their 

condition. The results are presented in table 8: 

 

Table 8: Success of the Process Manipulation Check 

Perceived 

Success 

 Sig t df Two-sided p Mean 

difference 

SE 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

<0.001 -3.82 281 <0.001 -0.69 0.18 

Equal 

variances 

not assumed 

 -3.76 219.15 <0.001 -0.69 0.18 
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The results show that there is a statistically significant difference between the mean of perceived 

success between participants in the successful condition (reading the successful process scenario) 

and participants in the unsuccessful condition (reading the unsuccessful process scenario). The 

significance number reported for the “Equal variances assumed” is <0.001 which is less than 0.05 

significance threshold, it means that the null hypothesis (the mean of perceived success is not 

significantly different for successful and unsuccessful group) can be rejected. Thus, there is a 

significant difference between the mean of perceived success between the two groups and the 

manipulation of the success of the process conditions has been successful. 

 

4.6.3. Hayes’ PROCESS Macro Tool 

 

This study uses PROCESS macro developed by Andrew Hayes to analyse the data. PROCESS 

macro is the modification to statistical programs such as SPSS that compute regression analyses 

containing various combinations of mediators, moderators and covariates. The Hayes Process 

package helps quantitative researchers in answering research questions with complex mediation 

and/ or moderation analysis. Performing those complex analyses and interpreting the results with 

this tool in conjunction with SPSS is simpler and faster (Hayes, 2012; Hayes et al., 2017). 

 

4.6.4. Hypotheses Testing  

 

In the first step we will take a look at the proposed hypothesis.  

H1: Preparing food (using meal kits) will result in higher perceived value amongst people in self-

prepared condition compared to other-prepared condition. 

H2: The perceived success of the food preparation task will moderate the perceived value people 

assign to the final outcome. 

H3: Preparing food leads to a sense of competence and that sense of competence leads to a higher 

perceived value for people who prepare the food (Mediator). 
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H4: The IKEA effect will lead to not only higher perceived value for the outcome but also 

consumers perceive the input variable (the meal kit) with higher value. 

Based on H1, we should check the effect of mode of preparation (self-prepared vs other-prepared) 

as the independent variable on the perceived value as the dependent variable.  

As we are using Hayes process model number 7 to test the proposed model, we can put the 

proposed mediator and the moderator in the model at the same time and test all 3 hypotheses at the 

same time. 

So, we will be able to check H2 and see if the success of the process can moderate this effect. The 

mediation effect of sense of competence in H3 will be assessed among other 2 hypotheses.  

 

4.6.5. ANOVA Results 

 

The experimental design for this study was a 2 (mode of preparation: self-prepared vs other-

prepared) X 2 (success of the process) between subject design. Based on this experimental design, 

the participants were put in one of the four conditions of self-prepared and successful, other-

prepared and successful, self-prepared and unsuccessful, other-prepared and unsuccessful. 

An ANOVA was run using SPSS to test if the mean of perceived value in participants in the self-

prepared condition is different from the mean of perceived value in participants in the other-

prepared condition. In other words, the goal is to investigate if the mode of preparation (self-

prepared vs other-prepared) affected the means of perceived value in these two conditions.  The 

ANOVA compares the means of perceived value for participants in self-prepared condition (both 

successful and unsuccessful) versus other-prepared condition (both successful and unsuccessful). 

Similarly, the ANOVA tests if the mean of perceived value in participants in the successful 

condition is different from the mean of perceived value in participants in the unsuccessful 

condition. In other words, the goal is to investigate if the success of the process affected the means 

of perceived value in these two conditions.  The ANOVA compares the means of perceived value 

for participants in successful condition (both self-prepared and other-prepared) versus 

unsuccessful condition (both self-prepared and other-prepared). 
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Table 9: Test of Between-Subjects Effects 

 df Mean square Sig Partial Eta squared 

Mode 1 0.51 0.46 0.00 

Success 1 4.63 0.03 0.02 

Mode * Success 1 0.01 0.93 0.00 

 

Based on the results there is not a statistical significant difference between the means of perceived 

value for the self-prepared group and other-prepared group. The p-value is 0.46 which is greater 

than 0.05 significance threshold, it means that the null hypothesis (the mean of perceived value is 

not significantly different for self-prepared and other-prepared group) can not be rejected. Thus, 

there is no significant difference between the mean of perceived value between the two groups.  

As a result we do not have to split the data to two groups of self-prepared and other-prepared for 

the analysis with process Hayes model number 8. 

Based on the results there is a statistical significant difference between the means of perceived 

value for the successful group and unsuccessful group. The p-value is 0.03 which is less than 0.05 

significance threshold, it means that the null hypothesis (the mean of perceived value is not 

significantly different for self-prepared and other-prepared group) can be rejected. Thus there is a 

significant difference between the mean of perceived value between the two groups. 

The partial Eta squared for success is 0.02 which means that 2% of the variance in the perceived 

value can be explained by the effect of success of the process and it is a small effect. 

Based on the results there is not a statistical significant difference between the means of perceived 

value regarding the interaction of mode and success (mode * success). The p-value is 0.93 which 

is greater than 0.05 significance threshold, thus the interaction of mode and success of the process 

does not lead to a statistically significant difference in perceived value across conditions. 
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Table 10: ANOVA Results 

 Successful Unsuccessful  

Self-prepared 5.53 5.28 5.41 

Other-prepared 5.46 5.19 5.33 

 5.49 5.24 5.37 

 

The average perceived value for participants in the self-prepared and successful condition is 5.53. 

The average perceived value for participants in other conditions have been reported in table 10.  

The average perceived value for participants in the self-prepared condition (both successful and 

unsuccessful conditions) is 5.41 and the average perceived value for participants in the other-

prepared condition (both successful and unsuccessful conditions) is 5.33. The p-value for the mode 

of preparation in table 9 helps to investigate if the difference between these two numbers is 

statistically significant. The p-value for mode as mentioned above is 0.46 and as this number is 

greater than 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis (null hypothesis indicates that the means of 

perceived value is not significantly different for the two conditions of mode of preparation). This 

means the difference between the means of perceived value for the self-prepared and other-

prepared is not statistically significant. 

The average perceived value for participants in the successful condition (both self-prepared and 

other-prepared conditions) is 5.49 and the average perceived value for participants in the 

unsuccessful condition (both self-prepared and other-prepared conditions) is 5.24. The p-value for 

the success of the process in table 9 helps to investigate if the difference between these two 

numbers is statistically significant. The p-value for success of the process as mentioned above is 

0.03 and as this number is less than 0.05, we reject the null hypothesis (null hypothesis indicates 

that the means of perceived value is not significantly different for the two conditions of success of 

the process). This means the difference between the means of perceived value for the successful 

and unsuccessful is statistically significant. 

The average perceived value for all the participants in the data is 5.37.  
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4.6.6. Proposed Conceptual Model 

 

The proposed conceptual model was: 

 

 

Figure 6: The Proposed Conceptual Model 

 

Regression-based process modeling was performed using Process v.4.0 by Andrew Hayes. First, 

we used Process model number 8 to test the proposed conceptual model and check for the 

moderated mediation effect. We use 5000 bootstrap samples at a 95% confidence interval. 

In the SPSS results the dummy variables for conditions for success have been coded as follows: 

(unsuccessful condition = 2, and successful condition = 6). The mode variables are coded (self-

prepared = 1, and other-prepared = 0). 

First Step: The model for the proposed conceptual model is run. The variables of the model are:  

IV: Mode of preparation 

DV: Perceived value 

Mediator: Sense of competence 

Moderator: Success of the process 
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The proposed conceptual model indicates that the preparation mode (self-prepared vs other-

prepared) is the independent variable and this research is trying to investigate if the IV influences 

the participants’ perceived value assigned to the final product as the dependent variable.  

The results of the analysis are indicated in the table 11: 

Table 11: Results of Analysis 

Effect Path β SE P-Value LLCI ULCI 

Direct 

Effect 

ModePerceived Value 

(Moderated) 

-0.02 0.03 0.52 -0.08 0.04 

Indirect 

Effect 

ModeSense of Competence 

(Moderated) 

0.03 0.06 0.66 -0.10 0.15 

Sense of 

CompetencePerceived 

Value 

0.76*** 0.03 0.00 0.70 0.81 

 

Table 11 indicates that the effect of “mode of preparation” (IV) on the “perceived value” assigned 

to the final product (DV) is not statistically significant. The effect of “success of the process” 

(moderator) on the “perceived value” of the final product was not statistically significant. The 

“mediation” effect was tested by model no.8 Hayes model and “feeling of competence” was the 

mediator in this model. 

The conceptual model with Beta values for each path is illustrated in the following figure: 

 

Figure 7: The Proposed Conceptual Model with Beta Values 
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4.6.7. Examining Other Constructs as Potential IV and Moderator 

 

In the next step, different models with different variables for each role were examined to check if 

they would be statistically significant. The goal at this stage of analysis is to find another construct 

measured in the survey that can substitute the independent variable (mode of preparation) so that 

the effect of independent variable on the mediator, the sense of competence, and path a becomes 

statistically significant. Model number 8 of Hayes’ PROCESS Macro was ran and more than 30 

models with various combinations of the variables presented in table 12 were tested. The list of 

variables that were examined in different roles is presented in the table 12: 

 

Table 12: List of Variables 

IV DV Mediator Moderator Co-variate 

 Mode of 
preparation 

 Perceived 

involvement 
 

 Perceived value 

 Satisfaction 

 Recommendation 
 

 Sense of 
competence 

 Affect 

 Meaningfulness 

 Contribution 
operand 

resources 

 Co-creation 
engagement 

 

 DIY 
personality 

 Perceived 

success 
 

 Age 

 Gender 

 Income 

 Residence 

 Marital status 

 No. people in 
household 

 

 

4.6.7.1. Investigating “Perceived Involvement” as the new Independent Variable 

 

The underlying psychological dynamic behind the proposed relationship was that the involvement 

in the co-creation process in participants in the self-prepared condition will result in assigning a 

higher value to the final product while the lack of involvement in the co-creation process in the 

other-prepared condition will not result in increase in the perceived value.  

We also measured the participants’ “perceived involvement” in the process. Putting perceived 

involvement in the model Hayes number 8 as the independent variable, we observe that the indirect 
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effect (perceived involvement  sense of competence  perceived value) becomes statistically 

significant.  

As described above, the underlying psychological reasoning behind testing the mode of 

preparation and having it as the independent variable was to check the effect of involvement in the 

co-creation process on the perceived value of the participants. If we can measure the same effect 

with “perceived involvement”, then with a slight change in the proposed conceptual model 

(investigating the effect of being involved in the co-creation process with another variable and 

substituting mode of preparation with perceived involvement) we can get statistically significant 

results and the proposed conceptual model stands (Franke et al., 2010; Franke & Schreier, 2010; 

Mochon et al., 2012; Norton et al., 2012; Troye & Supphellen, 2012; Troye et al., 2012). 

Checking the moderation effect of “success of the process” we see that it is not statistically 

significant. We decide to check another variable in the list as the moderator. 

 

Table 13: Results of Analysis 

Effect Path β SE P-

Value 

LLCI ULCI 

Direct 

Effect 

Perceived 

InvolvementPerceived Value 

(Moderated) 

-0.01 0.01 0.15 -0.03 0.01 

Indirect 

Effect 

Perceived InvolvementSense 

of Competence (Moderated) 

-0.03 0.02 0.09 -0.07 0.01 

Sense of 

CompetencePerceived Value 

0.75*** 0.03 0.00 0.69 0.82 



 
 

50 
 

 

Figure 8: The Modified Proposed Conceptual Model with Beta Values 

 

In this section the process of substituting the initial IV (mode of preparation) with perceived 

involvement as the new IV was investigated. Path a and path c’ did not become statistically 

significant so another moderator was tested to see if the results become significant with the new 

variable. Similar to the process presented in this section, if there is another construct that can 

substitute the moderator (success of the process) in the conceptual model so that the moderated 

effect of independent variable (perceived involvement) on the dependent variable (perceived 

value), path c’, becomes statistically significant, the conceptual model can be altered.  

 

4.6.7.2. Investigating “Do-it-yourself personality trait” as the new Moderator 

 

Do-it-yourself personality trait in people have shown to moderate the effect of involvement in the 

co-creation process on the value they assign to the final product (Norton et al., 2012). The scale 

used in this research’s survey to capture the “Do-it-yourself personality trait” in the participants 

was taken from (Norton et al., 2012) paper “The IKEA effect: When labor leads to love”.  

In Hayes process model number 8, we change the moderator from the success of the process to 

“DIY” personality. The list of the variables in the model is as follows:  
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IV: Perceived involvement 

DV: Perceived value 

Mediator: Sense of competence 

Moderator: DIY 

 

 

Figure 9: The Final Conceptual Model 

 

 

Running this model we see that the indirect effect of (perceived involvement  sense of 

competence  perceived value) becomes statistically significant. Also the DIY personality trait 

has moderating effect on the relationship between perceived involvement and perceived value.  
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Table 14: Results of Analysis 

Effect Path β SE P-

Value 

LLCI ULCI 

Direct 

Effect 

Perceived 

InvolvementPerceived 

Value (Moderated) 

0.05** 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.08 

Indirect 

Effect 

Perceived 

InvolvementSense of 

Competence (Moderated) 

0.13*** 0.03 0.00 0.07 0.19 

Sense of 

CompetencePerceived 

Value 

0.72*** 0.35 0.00 0.65 0.79 

 

 

The final conceptual model based on the final tested model is: 

 

 

Figure 10: The Final Conceptual Model with Beta Values 

 

Examining the final conceptual model and each path in the model with their beta value and 

significance, we have a moderated mediation effect of perceived involvement (IV) on the 

perceived value (DV). The direct effect of perceived involvement on perceived value moderated 

by the do-it-yourself personality trait is positive and statistically significant (β = 0.05, t = 2.62, p 

= 0.01). The effect of perceived involvement on the sense of competence moderated by the do-it-
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yourself personality trait is positive and statistically significant (β = 0.13, t = 4.55, p = 0.00). The 

effect of sense of competence on the perceived value is positive and statistically significant (β = 

0.72, t = 20.40, p = 0.00). 

The index of moderated mediation is 0.09 and it is statistically significant. The index is the product 

of the regression weight of the interaction for the “a” path (perceived involvementsense of 

competence) and the regression weight for the “b” path (sense of competenceperceived value). 

As it is bootstrapped we do not have a p-value reported but we can determine the statistical 

significance of the index by examining the lower confidence interval and the upper confidence 

interval. If 0 exists in the range of LLCI and ULCI (between the two reported numbers), then the 

index is not significant. However, if 0 is not in the LLCI and ULCI range (both numbers are 

negative or both are positive), the index of moderated mediation is significant. 

 

Table 15: The Index of Moderated Mediation 

Moderator Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI 

Do-it-yourself 

Personality Trait 

0.09 0.03 0.04 0.16 

 

 

4.6.8. Examining the Covariates 
 

The constructs presented in the covariate column of table 12 were tested to see if they are 

statistically significant. As indicated in table bellow all the constructs were non-significant as a 

covariate except the number of people in the household.  
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Table 16: The Covariate Analysis Results 

Covariate β SE P-Value LLCI ULCI 

Age -0.02 0.03 0.46 -0.09 0.04 

Gender -0.01 0.07 0.92 -0.14 0.13 

Income 0.00 0.03 0.99 -0.05 0.05 

Residence -0.01 0.04 0.87 -0.09 0.07 

Marital status 0.02 0.06 0.73 -0.10 0.14 

Number of 

people in the 

household 

-0.06 0.02 0.02* -0.11 -0.01 

 

Based on the results shown in table 16, the only statistically significant covariate in the number of 

people in the household, meaning that it is the only variable that affects perceived value. The beta 

value for the number of people in the household is -0.06, showing the negative effect of number 

of people in the household on the perceived value, indicating that with increase in the number of 

people in the household, the perceived value assigned to the final product decreases. This can be 

due to cooking for many people being harder and more time consuming. Future research can shed 

light on the mechanism under which this effect happens and explain the influence. 

 

4.6.8. Examining the Effect of Gender on the Results 

 

In order to check for the effect of gender more thoroughly in the model, the data set was divided 

into two groups; the first group only male participants that had 183 datapoints and the second 

group only female participants that had 100 data points. We ran the Hayes process model number 

8 for each group to examine the potential differences that gender might have on the results.  

 

4.6.8.1. The Final Model Run for only Men 

 

Testing the Hayes process model number 8 for the male participants, the results are presented in 

table 17: 
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Table 17: Results of Analysis 

Effect Path B SE P-Value LLCI ULCI 

Direct 

Effect 

Perceived 

InvolvementPerceived 

Value (Moderated) 

0.06** 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.10 

Indirect 

Effect 

Perceived 

InvolvementSense of 

Competence (Moderated) 

0.15*** 0.04 0.00 0.08 0.23 

Sense of 

CompetencePerceived 

Value 

0.71*** 0.04 0.00 0.63 0.79 

 

We can see that the effects and significance for each path is the same as the results for the whole 

data set with 283 data points and only the effect sizes are different. So we can conclude that the 

results show a similar pattern in analysis of only men data set and the analysis of the whole data 

set with 283 data points.  

 

 

Figure 11: The Final Conceptual Model with Beta Values for Men 

 

 

The index of moderated mediation is reported in the table 17: 
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Table 18: The Index of Moderated Mediation 

Moderator Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI 

Do-it-yourself 

Personality Trait 

0.11 0.04 0.05 0.21 

 

The index of moderated mediation is 0.11 and it is statistically significant. The index is the product 

of the regression weight of the interaction for the “a” path (perceived involvementsense of 

competence) and the regression weight for the “b” path (sense of competenceperceived value). 

 

4.6.8.2. The Final Model Run for only Women 

 

Testing the Hayes process model number 8 for the female participants, the results are presented in 

table 18: 

Table 19: Results of Analysis 

Effect Path B SE P-Value LLCI ULCI 

Direct 

Effect 

Perceived 

InvolvementPerceived 

Value (Moderated) 

0.03 0.03 0.37 - 0.03 0.09 

Indirect 

Effect 

Perceived 

InvolvementSense of 

Competence (Moderated) 

- 0.06 0.05 0.23 - 0.15 0.04 

Sense of 

CompetencePerceived 

Value 

0.71*** 0.07 0.00 0.56 0.85 

 

Surprisingly we can see that the direct path and the indirect path from IV to mediator are not 

statistically significant and the results are vastly different from the analysis run on the whole data 

set with 283 datapoints. The only statistically significant path is the mediator to DV but the effect 

size differs from the effect size of the analysis run for the whole data set. 
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Figure 12: The Final Conceptual Model with Beta Values for Women 

 

 

The results of analysis of the only women data set are extremely different from the result of the 

analysis of the whole data set of 283 data points.  

This might be due to the difference in the attitude of male and female participants toward co-

creation (Chepurna & Criado, 2021; Sutarso et al., 2017). Research shows that male consumers 

exhibit more positive perspective and higher levels of influence of motivators towards attitude, so 

it seems like that men are more influenced by being involved in the co-creation process and exhibit 

the a higher sense of competence and higher perceived value (Chepurna & Criado, 2021; Nadeem 

et al., 2021; Sutarso et al., 2017). On the other hand, women do not show the influence of being 

involved in the co-creation process as much as men and it might be due to different roles of genders 

in the society (Chepurna & Criado, 2021; Nadeem et al., 2015). To understand the underlying 

psychological and social mechanism of this issue, additional research needs to be conducted and 

this is a great topic for further research. 
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The index of moderated mediation is reported in the table 19: 

Table 20: The Index of Moderated Mediation 

Moderator Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI 

Do-it-yourself 

Personality Trait 

- 0.04 0.05 - 0.15 0.06 

 

The index of moderated mediation is - 0.04 and it is not statistically significant. The index is the 

product of the regression weight of the interaction for the “a” path (perceived involvementsense 

of competence) and the regression weight for the “b” path (sense of competenceperceived 

value). As it is bootstrapped we do not have a p-value reported but we can determine the statistical 

significance of the index by examining the lower confidence interval and the upper confidence 

interval. Since 0 is in the range of LLCI and ULCI (between the two reported numbers), then the 

index is not statistically significant. 
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Chapter 5. Discussion 

  

5.1. Introduction  

 

In this chapter we will present the interpretation of the results found in the research and displayed 

in the results chapter. Our findings show that perceived involvement significantly and positively 

affect perceived value assigned to the final product both through the direct path and through the 

indirect path with the mediation effect of sense of competence. The indirect path has an effect size 

of β = 0.0948 (LLCI = 0.1707, ULCI = 0.3910) and the direct path has an effect size of β = 0.0458 

(p = 0.0093). Based on the two coefficients we can conclude that the indirect effect is stronger 

than the direct effect. 

 

5.2. Interpretation of the Results 

 

The goal of this research was to investigate if the IKEA effect is the reason that costumers buy 

meal kit services despite being expensive and consumers having to put in time and effort to prepare 

the final dish.  

The first hypothesis tested in this research suggested that:  

H1: Preparing food (using meal kits) will result in higher perceived value amongst people in self-

prepared condition compared to other-prepared condition.  

We tested this hypothesis and did not find evidence to support it. So, we modified the H1 in this 

way: 

H1.2: Being involved in the co-creation process and feeling involved in the co-creation process 

will result in assigning a higher perceived value to the final product.  

In other words, the more involved the person is in the co-creation process, and the higher the 

perceived involvement in the process, the higher the perceived value assigned to the final product.  
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The second hypothesis we tested indicated that:  

H2: The perceived success of the food preparation task will moderate the effect of mode of 

preparation on the perceived value people assign to the final outcome. We did not find evidence 

for the statistical significance of this item. So, we proposed a new hypothesis. 

H2.2: Having a do-it-yourself personality will moderate the effect of “perceived involvement” on 

the “perceived value” of the final product. Meaning that for people with a higher do-it-yourself 

personality trait, the effect of perceived involvement on the perceived value will be stronger 

compared to people with a lower do-it-yourself personality trait. 

We tested this hypothesis and it was found statistically significant. 

Hypothesis 3 was trying to explain the mediation effect and suggested that, being involved in the 

cocreation process leads to a sense of competence and that sense of competence leads to a higher 

perceived value for people who prepare the food.  

H3: Preparing food leads to a sense of competence and that sense of competence leads to a higher 

perceived value for people who prepare the food (Mediator). 

Running Hayes model number 8 we found support for this hypothesis.  

The final conceptual model with statistically significant coefficients are presented below: 

 

 

Figure 13: The Final Conceptual Model with Beta Values 
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The results of the statistical analysis indicate that there is a statistically significant and positive 

relationship between the perceived involvement and sense of competence; meaning that 

participating in the co-creation process and the perceived involvement in the process brings about 

a sense of competence. The effect size of the first part of the mediation path is β = 0.13 (p = 0.00), 

the interpretation is 1% change in perceived involvement results in 0.13% change in sense of 

competence. For instance, 1% rise in perceived involvement leads to 0.13% increase in sense of 

competence. Similarly, 1% decrease in perceived involvement leads to 0.13% decrease in sense of 

competence. 

The sense of competence positively influences the perceived value assigned to the final product, 

the higher the sense of competence the higher the perceived value of the final product in the 

consumer’s mind. The effect size of this path is β = 0.72 (p = 0.00), the interpretation is 1% change 

in sense of competence results in 0.72% change in perceived value. For instance, 1% increase 

(decrease) in sense of competence leads to 0.72% increase (decrease) in perceived value. 

The direct effect of perceived involvement on perceived value moderated by do-it-yourself 

personality trait as shown in table 1 is statistically significant β = 0.05 (p = 0.01). This indicates 

that1% change in perceived involvement results in 0.05% change in perceived value. For instance, 

1% increase (decrease) in perceived involvement leads to 0.05% increase (decrease) in perceived 

value. 

We can calculate the total indirect effect size by this method, β for path c (total indirect effect) 

equals β for path a (first part of mediation effect) multiplied by β for path b (second part of the 

mediation). As a result, we have β = 0.09, this indicates that1% change in perceived involvement 

results in 0.09% change in perceived value through the indirect path. For instance, 1% increase 

(decrease) in perceived involvement leads to 0.09% increase (decrease) in perceived value. 

Comparing the two coefficients of the indirect path with an effect size of β = 0.09 (LLCI = 0.17, 

ULCI = 0.39) and the direct path with an effect size of β = 0.05 (p = 0.01), we can conclude that 

the indirect effect is stronger than the direct effect, thus highlighting the importance and influence 

of the mediator sense of competence. 
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Chapter 6. Conclusion, Limitations and Future Research 

 

6.1. Introduction  

 

In this chapter the Theoretical and managerial contributions of this research will be presented. 

How the results of this study will contribute to the IKEA effect and meal kit services’ literature  

and be helpful to marketers and product designers in the managerial realm. The limitations and 

shortcomings of this research and how it can be improved in the future by other researchers will 

also be discussed. What factors future researchers can look into to enrich the literature and suggest 

some potential areas of contribution. 

 

6.2. Theoretical Contributions 

 

The current research will add to the literature by connecting the two contexts of The IKEA effect 

and the meal kit services together. There has been some research on the effects of food self-

preparation on the liking and the consumption amount of food (Costa et al., 2007; Sobal & Bisogni, 

2009; Troye & Supphellen, 2012). Also, the IKEA effect has been researched in different areas 

and for different products (T-shirts, mugs etc) specially in the self-design realm (Dohle et al., 2014; 

Mathis et al., 2016; Randall et al., 2007). However, there has been no research looking at the meal 

kit services and the IKEA effect jointly to this day. So, this research investigated whether the IKEA 

effect can be observed in meal kit service users and can be responsible for the increased perceived 

value they assign to the final product (cooked dish). This research also examined the effect of those 

constructs on each other and their potential interaction in the food preparation context.  

Analyzing consumers’ involvement, effort, time and money spent in the cocreation process 

provides theoretical and empirical knowledge about value creation in experiences (Prebensen et 

al., 2013). This knowledge can help firms to recognize the drivers of overall value and enhance 

these factors for their products and services (Smith & Colgate, 2007).   

This study proposed the following research questions and tried to answer them: 
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1. Does the IKEA effect exist in meal kit service users, in the food preparation process? 

2. How does it affect their evaluation of the final product. What are the other factors involved 

in the process? 

 

The analysis of the data showed that the IKEA effect does happen among the meal kit consumers. 

Participants who reported a higher perceived involvement in the co-creation process showed 

higher perceived value assigned to the final product compared to the participants who reported a 

lower perceived involvement. As a result, the effect of perceived involvement on the perceived 

value was statistically significant and positive meaning that the increase in the perceived 

involvement will result in the increase in the perceived value. Both the direct effect of the 

perceived involvement on the perceived value and the indirect effect mediated by the sense of 

competence are statistically significant and positive. However, the indirect effect is stronger than 

the direct effect as the beta value for the indirect path is bigger. The moderation effect of the do-

it-yourself personality on the relationship between the independent variable and dependent 

variable was statistically significant and positive meaning that participants who identified 

themselves having higher degrees of do-it-yourself personality showed a higher perceived value 

for the final product compared to the participants who identified themselves having lower degrees 

of do-it-yourself personality trait. 

So, to answer the second research questions, the results show that the perceived involvement, sense 

of competence and do-it-yourself personality trait are the involved factors that effect the perceived 

value assigned to the final product. The final conceptual model shows what variables effect the 

perceived value and what their relationship is. 

The initial proposed conceptual model suggested that the mode of preparation (self-prepared vs 

other-prepared) effects the perceived value assigned to the final product. Previous research had 

showed that participants in the self-prepared condition are more involved in the co-creation process 

compared to the participants in the other-prepared condition (Mochon et al., 2012; Norton et al., 

2012; Troye & Supphellen, 2012; Troye et al., 2012). However, the results showed that the effect 

of mode of preparation on the perceived value was not statistically significant. Despite previous 
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research suggesting that presenting scenarios to participants and asking them to imagine they are 

involved in the co-creation process is enough and will effectively influence the perceived value, 

creating the IKEA effect (Marsh et al., 2018), having the participants actually be part of the co-

creation process in the lab will lead to stronger results (Dohle et al., 2014, 2016; Helkkula et al., 

2012; Mochon et al., 2012; Norton et al., 2012). So, this might be the reason why this study could 

not find significant results for the effect of mode of preparation on perceived value using scenarios 

in the survey. Future research can be conducted on this topic to evaluate whether the results will 

be significant if participants go through the steps in the lab instead of reading scenarios. 

The underlying psychological reasoning behind testing the mode of preparation and having it as 

the independent variable was to check the effect of involvement in the co-creation process on the 

perceived value in participants. Measuring the same effect with “perceived involvement” (Franke 

et al., 2010; Franke & Schreier, 2010; Mochon et al., 2012; Norton et al., 2012; Troye & 

Supphellen, 2012; Troye et al., 2012) and with a slight change in the proposed conceptual model 

(investigating the effect of being involved in the co-creation process with another variable and 

substituting mode of preparation with perceived involvement) the results became statistically 

significant. Fortunately, using scenarios in the survey could successfully effect the perceived 

involvement in participants and the results were significant. 

Success of the process was the moderator in the initial conceptual model but the results did not 

show a statistically significant moderation effect on the relationship between mode of preparation 

and perceived value. The moderation effect of success of the process in the conceptual model with 

the perceived involvement as the independent variable was also non-significant. As success of the 

process has been identified as one of the essential factors in the IKEA effect (Mochon et al., 2012; 

Norton et al., 2012), the results of the analysis were unpredicted. Further testing the method and 

the pictures used to manipulate the success of the process can identify if the non-significant results 

are due to failure in presenting a distinct successful or unsuccessful condition. Future research can 

shed light on this matter.  

Research shows that the sense of competence can mediate the effect of perceived involvement on 

perceived value (Mochon et al., 2012; Norton et al., 2012), it was measured in the survey and 

tested as the mediator in the statistical analysis. The results showed significant mediation effect of 

the sense of competence.  
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As suggested in the literature having a do-it-yourself personality can moderate the effect of 

perceived involvement on perceived value (Mochon et al., 2012; Norton et al., 2012), so it was 

measured in the survey using the measurement presented in chapter 3. After testing the success of 

the process and not getting significant moderation effect, the do-it-yourself personality trait was 

tested in the model. The results of the statistical analysis using Hayes process model number 8 

showed that the moderation effect of do-it-yourself personality trait was statistically significant, 

thus this variable substituted the success of the process as the moderator in the conceptual model.  

 

6.3. Managerial Contributions 

 

The managerial contribution of this research can help marketers and managers in the product 

design and innovation sector by helping them better understand the antecedents, conditions and 

consequences of giving customers the opportunity to be a part of the co-creation process. The 

results of this study can help marketers and product designers to be aware of and take advantage 

of the IKEA effect by involving the consumers in the cocreation process. The IKEA effect is the 

consumers’ increased valuation for goods they have assembled when compared to objectively  

similar goods not produced by the self (Norton et al., 2012). Based on the definition of the IKEA 

effect the higher value in cocreator consumers is found while comparing objectively similar or 

identical products, thus the only difference in the whole production process is involving the 

customer in part of the process (it can be a different part based on the product, for example for 

designing T-shirts it is the online design component and for meal kit users is the final stage of 

preparing the food using the ingredients and the recipe). Doing this the producer can decrease costs 

of workers assembling the product (i.e. IKEA furniture) and transfer this labor-needing stage to 

the consumers, also the decrease in production costs due to less need of the workers can result in 

lower prices for the customer and can be an attractive factor comparing to other companies not 

offering the involvement in the cocreation process (Mochon et al., 2012). Apart from decreased 

costs of production, research has shown customers are willing to pay more for the products they 

create than for identical products built by someone else (Franke et al., 2010; Franke & Schreier, 

2010; Mochon et al., 2012; Norton et al., 2012). 
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The value generated by consumers during the experience and their involvement in the cocreation 

process along with the firm results in higher perceived value assigned to the experience and the 

outcome product (Norton et al., 2012; Prebensen et al., 2013; Prebensen et al., 2013; Prebensen & 

Foss, 2011). This effect has been observed for the co-creation of both utilitarian and hedonic 

products (Norton et al., 2012).  

The findings of this research can be helpful to service providers to change strategies and implement 

a platform to let consumers become more physically and emotionally engaged in the cocreation 

process which leads to unique cocreation experience and increases their loyalty to the service 

provider (Mathis et al., 2016). The more positive the experience that consumers have the greater 

their repurchase intentions (Musa et al., 2018). Studies have also shown benefits of sampling and 

tase-testing and how it can be beneficial in strengthening the bond between consumers and the 

brand (Marks & Kamins, 1988; Troye & Supphellen, 2012). Good understanding and use of the 

concepts discussed in this research can be a source of great profit for service providers and 

manufacturer as it can result in increased customer lifetime value due to repurchasing, higher 

volume of purchase and loyalty to the brand.  

 

6.4. Limitations of this Study and Future Research Suggestions 

 

In order to divide the participants into two groups of self-prepared and other-prepared and 

manipulate the mode of preparation variable for the study, we asked them to read two different 

scenarios. In one they were asked to imagine they are going to cook the dish and in the other, 

someone else will be preparing the dish. Of course, the literature suggests that even asking the 

participants to imagine they are in a situation is enough to get them into the situation and for us to 

see the effect in the results. A scenario-based technique can be used to manipulate self-production 

and examine the influence of self-production on participants’ outcome evaluation (S. V. Troye & 

Supphellen, 2012).  

However, being able to recruit participants to come to the lab and do the experiment in person in 

two actual groups of self-preparing the food and consuming the food another person prepared 
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(other-prepared) will put them in those situations in real life and have a stronger effect (Dohle et 

al., 2016; Troye & Supphellen, 2012). 

Also, we know that the IKEA effect is not observed every time that consumers are an active 

participant in the co-creation process and there are some criteria for the effect to happen. One of 

the conditions discussed in this work is success of the process (Mochon et al., 2012; Norton et al., 

2012). We could not find a significant moderation effect of success of the process in our model. 

Future work can try other ways of testing the success of the process and check if the moderating 

effect becomes significant. 

To understand why the results of the analysis was vastly different for male and female participants 

and investigate the underlying psychological and social mechanism of this issue, additional 

research needs to be conducted. This is a great topic for further research to examine the role of 

gender and social constructs that influence this difference between attitude of the male and female 

participants. 
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Chapter 7. Conclusion 

 

In conclusion, this research demonstrated the effect of involvement in the co-creation process and 

how it can affect the consumers’ evaluation of the final product. Testing the hypothesis suggested 

before, the results showed that when people spend time and energy making something and feel 

involved in the process (high perceived involvement group), the feeling of involvement results in 

higher perceived value assigned to the final product. While in consumers who are not involved in 

the co-creation process (low perceived involvement group) the increased perceived value assigned 

to the final product is not observed (compared to the high perceived involvement group).  

 

7.1. The Answer to the Research Questions 

 

This study proposed the following research questions and tried to answer them: 

 

1. Does the IKEA effect exist in meal kit service users, in the food preparation process?  

2. How does it affect their evaluation of the final product. What are the other factors involved 

in the process? 

 

7.1.1. Research Question 1 

 

Does the IKEA effect exist in meal kit service users, in the food preparation process?  

The results of this study showed that the IKEA effect does exist in the co-creation (food 

preparation) process in meal kit consumers. Being involved in the co-creation process and as a 

result having a higher perceived involvement in the co-creation process leads to a higher perceived 

value assigned to the final product. This effect was observed in the participants who were involved 

in the co-creation process (based on the scenario they were given) and had a higher perceived 
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involvement in the co-creation process which lead to a higher perceived value assigned to the final 

product. The analysis of the data indicated that the participants who reported a higher perceived 

involvement in the co-creation process showed higher perceived value assigned to the final product 

compared to the participants who reported a lower perceived involvement. As a result, the effect 

of perceived involvement on the perceived value was statistically significant and positive meaning 

that the increase in the perceived involvement will result in the increase in the perceived value. 

Both the direct effect of the perceived involvement on the perceived value and the indirect effect 

mediated by the sense of competence are statistically significant and positive. However, the 

indirect effect is stronger than the direct effect as the beta value for the indirect path is bigger.  

 

7.1.2. Research Question 2 

 

How does the IKEA effect affect consumers’ evaluation of the final product. What are the other 

factors involved in the process? 

The final conceptual model of this study indicates that the effect of perceived involvement on 

perceived value is mediated through the sense of competence and moderated by the do-it-yourself 

personality trait. So, this study investigated the effect of four factors involved in the IKEA effect, 

perceived involvement, perceived value, sense of competence and the do-it-yourself personality 

trait. The conceptual model is a moderated mediation model and Hayes process model 8 was used 

to analyse the data. The answer to the second research question is the IKEA effect happens through 

the direct effect of perceived involvement on the perceived value moderated by do-it-yourself 

personality trait and the indirect effect of perceived involvement on perceived value mediated 

through the sense of competence and moderated by do-it-yourself personality trait. Both the direct 

effect of the perceived involvement on the perceived value and the indirect effect mediated by the 

sense of competence are statistically significant and positive. However, the indirect effect is 

stronger than the direct effect as the beta value for the indirect path is bigger. The beta value 

indicates the weight of that factor in the regression analysis and the greater the weight the stronger 

the effect.  
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The moderation effect of the do-it-yourself personality on the relationship between the 

independent variable and dependent variable was statistically significant and positive meaning that 

participants who identified themselves having higher degrees of do-it-yourself personality showed 

a higher perceived value for the final product compared to the participants who identified 

themselves having lower degrees of do-it-yourself personality trait. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Outliers’ Plot 
 

 

Appendix 1: Outliers' Plot 
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Appendix B: Frequency of Data Points in each Time Group 

 

 

Appendix 2: Frequency of Data Points in each Time Group 
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Appendix C: Measurement Items of the Constructs Used in the Conceptual Model 
 

Sense of Competence Measurement Items 
 

Sense of competence measurement items 

(Hsieh & Chang, 2016) 

 

1. The extent to which you feel proud of the product you 

created (Franke et al., 2010) 

2. The extent to which you plan to show off your product 

to other people (Mochon et al., 2012) 

3. I really mastered my tasks in the co-creation process 

4. I am good at the things I do in the co-creation process 

5. I have the feeling that I can accomplish the most 

difficult tasks in the co-creation process 

 

7-point Likert scale 

 (1:None at all, 7:A great deal) 

 

 

 

 

 

7-point Likert scale 

(1:Strongly disagree, 

7:Strongly agree) 

Appendix 3: Measurement Items 

 

Perceived Value Measurement Items 

 

Perceived value measurement items  

(Lee et al., 2007) 

 

1. The choice of using the meal kit was a right decision 

2. I obtained good results from using the meal kit 

3. Overall, the experience of cooking was valuable and 

worth it 

4. The value of cooking experience was more than what I 

expected 

5. Cooking with the meal kit is a good quality experience 

product 

6. The cooking experience is an experience that I enjoy 

7. The cooking experience gave me pleasure 

8. After I had the cooking experience, my image of the 

experience was improved 

9. The cooking experience made me feel better 

 

7-point Likert scale 

(1:Strongly disagree, 

7:Strongly agree) 
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Perceived Involvement Measurement Item 

 

Perceived Involvement measurement item 

(Lefebvre & Orlowski, 2020) 

 

How involved did you feel in creating the final product? 

 

7-point Likert scale  

(1:A little involved, 7:Very 

involved) 

 

 

Do-it-yourself Personality Trait Measurement Item 

 

Do-it-yourself personality measurement item 

(Norton et al., 2012) 

 

The extent to which you are a “do-it-yourself” person (DIYer) 

 

7-point Likert scale  

(1:Not at all a do-it-yourself 

person, 7: Totally a do-it-

yourself person) 
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Appendix D: Manipulation Check 
 

1. Mode of Preparation 

 

 

Appendix 4: Manipulation Check 

 

 

2. Success of the Process 
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Appendix E: ANOVA Results 
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Appendix F: Results in SPSS 
 

1. The Proposed Model 

 

 
Appendix 5: Results in SPSS 
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2. The Modified Proposed Model 
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3. The Final Model 
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4. The Model Run for only Men 
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5. The Model Run for only Women 
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